DOCOMENT RESUHE
ED 206 728 T 810 636

TITLE Connecticut Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test 1980-381
Summary Report: Mathematics, Basic Writing Skills ina
the Language Arts, Reading.

TNSTITUTION Connecticut State Dept. of Education, Hartford.
Bureau of Research, Planning, and Evaiuation.

POB DATE Peb 81

NOTF 41p.
EPRS PRICE MPO1/PC02 Plus Fostage.
DRSCRIPTORS *Basgic Skills: EFducationzl Assesseent; Grade 9;

Junior High Schools: Language Arts; Mathematics:
Reading Skills: *Scoring:; *State Programs; Test
Construction: *Test Format: *Testing Prograas: *Test
Norms: Writing Skills

IDENTIFIFRS *Connecticut Ninth Grade Proficiency Test

ABSTRACT

The "Education Evaluatior and Remedial Assistance"
section 10-14n of the Connecticut General Statutes, requirzs that the
State Board of Fducation administer an annual statewide proficiency
exanination in basic reading, language arts, and mathematic skills to
all ninth-arade students. This report describes the development of
the test and summarizes the results of the second administration. The
objectives of the test are outlined and range from the provision of a
statevide information base on all students before entering high
school, *o the use of results for budget request preparation, and the
use of the test as a screeninag process to diagnose student skill
deficiencies so that follow-up aid may be administered to iat._ove
basic skills, The implementation, process and the identificaticn of
*est content are outlined. Descriptions of the individual tests and
their objectives follow. The process of constructing and reviewing
items, conducting a pilot tes*t and selecting procedures for setting
*he statewide level of expected performance, constitutes the next
section. The third section is comprised of test administration
procedures ana discusses the scoring procedures utilized for each
test., In conclusion, statewide results are summarized by state and by
school 1istrict. Sample writings and holistic scores assigned then
are appended. (AEF)

el o e ke ke ol ookt a0 a0 e o a0 a0 o o ol ol ol ol ook ok ok ol ok o o o a0 e e e ol ol e e ol o ol e ok ol ook o ok ok ok ol ok e okl o o ok ok ook ke ok ok ok K

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be nmade
» from the original document.

*®
*®

st s ole e ol e ok e ok ol e ok o o afe e ok afe ok afe e 983 o ok afe e o ke ol ok ke ol ke ok ol ol ok e e o ol ok ade e e o e ol oo e ol e e e okl e ok ok ok ok

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI




US DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
| NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
! CENTER (ERIC)
x Ths document has been reproduced as
e eved tom The petson or organization
ongindung it
Minor changes hive been made 10 1mprove

reprocur hon Qudhty

® Points of view or opimions stated in this docu
ment do not ne essanly represent official NiE

POSION Of POICY

TN

cerA

Connecticut Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test
1980-81

- summary report

e MATHEMATICS

¢ BASIC WRITING SKILLS
IN THE LANGUAGE ARTS

* READING

Connecticut State Board of Education

S |

- PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

M. A ShL&

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)

1
G -
1
|




CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUJCATION

John E Toffolon. Charperson R:verton
June K. Goodman. Vice Chairperson Danbury
Dayson D. Decourcy West Hartford
Roberto Fuentes Stamford
Rose B. LaRose Putnam

Rose Lubchansky New London
Julia Rankin Warrenviile
Gail H. Stockham Stratford
James J. Szerejko Hartford

Michael Usdan, Commussioner, Board of Higher Education fex officio/
Mark R. Shedd, Secretary and Commussioner of Education
Theodore S. Sergi, Assistant Secretary and Deputy Cornmusstoner of Education

CONNECTICUT STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

DIVISION OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
Joe R. Gordon, Associate Commussioner

BUREAU OF RESEARCH, PLANNING AND EVALUATION
Pascal D. Forgione. Jr, Chief

ASSESSMENT AND TESTING UNIT
Dougias A. Rindone, Coordinator and EERA Froject Director
Joan B. Baron, ££RA Project Manager

For further nformation contact Mr Rindgrs
4t 203-566-7232




~onnecticut Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test

School Year 1980-81

Admiristered October 1980

SUMMARY REPORT
e Mathematics

e Basic Writing Skills in the Language Arts
e Reading

Connecticut State Department of Eoucation
Bureau of Research, Planning and E valuation
Assessment and Testing Unit

February 1981

Annual Report Series: BRPE-81-138




STATE OF CONNECTICUT

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
P O. Box 2219 ° HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 06115

Th2 1980-81 school year represents the second time in the state's
experience that all ninth-graders were tested to determine their levels
of basic skills proficiency. The test has a very fundamental purpose.
It assesses and identifies those students who may need remedial assistance
in reading, writing or mathematics.

We find that nine out of ten students in the state met or surpassed
the statewide proficiency level in reading and writing. The same can be
said for three out of four students in mathematics. These results are
generally consistent with the previous year's testing, though this year's
ninth-graders were tested much earlier in the school year.

The change in the testing date from March to October reflects a
desire to ensure that school districts are better able to use the results
to help students during the ninth-grade year. Also, Fali testing allows
school officials to reach those who may drop out if not given special
attention; to use the results in preparing budget requests; and to gain
an additional year in follow-up and diagnosis.

The State Denartment of Education and local and regional school dis-
tricts will continue as partners in an effort to administer effectively the
Education Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA) program.

We are pleased that the General Assembly's adoption of EERA in 1978
has provided us with an opportunity to measure and report on the efforts
to improve basic skills programs and help those students requiring special
assistance.

The information gathered thrcugh EERA testing, over time, provides
an important statewide information base on all students entering high
school. Efforts are in place to use the test in ways that will reflect
positively on the condition of education in our state. We, at the State
Department of Education, continue to be available to local educators to
assist in enhancing their many programs and activities in these areas.

Mark R. Shedd
Commissioner of tducation
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I. INTRODUCTION

Overview

The Connecticut Statewide Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test, required by
"Education Evaluation and Remedial Assistance" section 10-14n of the Connecticut
General Statutes, was administzred for the first time in March of the 1979-80 school
year and for the second time in October of the 1980-81 school year. The law, which
became effective July 1, 1978, requires that the State Board of Education administer
an arnnual statewide proficiency examination in basic reading, language arts, and
mathematics skiils to all ninth-grade students in Connecticut's public schools,
vocational-technical schools, and endowed or incorporated high schools and
academies. This report describes the development of the test and summarizes the
October 1980 test results.

Purpose and Background

Purposes of the law. The act concerning Education Evaluation and Remedial
Assistance (EERA), which requires, among other things, the statewide ninth-grade
proficiency test, has eight basic purposes:

(1) to formalize a process of identifying those students in need of further
diagnosis and possible remedial assistance in basic skills;

(2)  to provide appropriate basic skills remedial assistance for students so
identified;

(3)  to maximize the number of students in Connecticut's schools who are
proficient in the basic skills;

(4) to provide information to parents, instructors, students, and the public
regarding the status of student proficiency in basic skills;

(5)  to establish procedures at both the state and local levels for the effective
use of test results;

(6) to provide school districts with information for use in assessing the
progress of individual students over time;

(7)  to provide the State Department of Education with information for use in
assessing the progress of students and school districts over time; ana

(8) to provide information based on which improvements in the qeneral
instructional program can be made.

The Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test is one important means of achieving the goals of
EERA.

~?
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Use of the test. In enacting sectiorn 10-14n of the Connecticut General
Statutes, the Connecticut General Assembly specified that the proficiency test should
be used as A means of screening or identifying students who may be in need of help in
acquiring basic skills proficiency, and chat it should not serve as a requirement for
promotion or graduation or as a diagnostic instrument. The test is administered as
early as possible in a student's figh school career 1n order to maximize the time
available for providing remedial assistance to students who ne=d it.

Fall versus spring testing. A Ma ch date was selected for the first year of
testing in order to satisfy the legislation which required administration of the
ninth-grade test during School Year 1979-80. An earlier date was not feasible given
the timeline for test-development activities. Hiwever, the State Board of Education
decided that, beginning with School Year 1980-%1, all subsequent test administrations
should take place in the early fall. Ihe change to fall testing was made for the
following reasons:

(1) to provide school districts with an additional six months for planning
and/or providing remediation;

(2)  to make test recults available earlier in the year for district budget
planning; and

(3) ‘o reduce the likelihood of judgments being made which unfairly attribute
accountability for identified failures to the ninth-grade instructional
program.

Since the ninth-grade test was developed to asscss K-8 skills and not ninth-grade
learning, the change in the test date was not viewed as a problem. The change does
have an effect on the use of test results, however, in that student performance ir
March 1s not directly comparab'e to October performance. For the future, QOctober
1980 will be used as the baseline year for comparisons of proficiency test results.

Implementation

During School year 1979-80, three phases of the development of the ninth-grade
test were successfully completed:

PHASE | Identifying the Content of the Test
PHASE TI Developing and Piloting the Test
PHASFE 111 Administering, Scoring, and Reporting the

Results of the Test (March 1980)

In the 1980-81 school year, the same form of the test (Form A) was administered for a
second time, thus necessitating a repeat of the Phase Il activities. National
Evaluation Systems (NES) of Amherst, Massachusetts, \sas the contract agency
responsible for assisting the State Department of fducation in implementing all
phases of the testing program. The College Board of New York was responsible for
developing and scoring the reading portion of the proficiency test.

y
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A Statewide Advisory Committee was appointed by the State Board of
Education tu assist the Department of Education in implementing FERA. Sub-
committees were appointed in each of the three content areas (Mathematics,
L anguage Arts, and Reading) to assist in 1dentifying the specific skills upon which the
ninth-grade test would be based and to assist in developing the test. A Test Bias
Subcommittee and a Psychometrics Subcommittee were also appninted to assist in the
development and review of the test. Committee members included specialists in the
basic skills areas, representatives of the education community (elementary school
through graduate school), and representatives of the general public. A list of the
EERA Advisory Committee and the subcommittee members is presentea at the end of
this report.

II. DESIGNING THE TESTS

Identifying the Content of the Test

Lists of the specific skills (or objectives) to be assessed by the test were devzl-
oped by the EERA Mathematics, Language Arts, and Reading Subcommittees in the
spring of 1979. The skills lists, along with examples and sample items, as appropriate,
were then reviewed by Connecticut citizens by means of a survey questionnaire and a
series of public meetings.

Based on reviews of the survey results and the reactions and recommendations
of people attending the public meetings, members of the three content-area
subcammittees revised the skills lists (object:ves). A description of the test and a
complete list of the objectives for each content area is included below.

Description of the Mathematics Test

The mathematics portion of the ninth-grade test was composed of 65 test items,
all in multipie-choice format. Stuaents were given 60 minutes to complete the test.
Listed below are the 37 objectives, or skills, which were identified for tne
mathematics portion of the test. The Mathematics Subcommittee selected the skills
as a representative, but by no means exhaustive, list of the skills within the broader
cateqgories of Computation Skills, Concepts, and Prob'em Solving which should be
taught prior to the ninth-grade test.

COMPUTATION
1. Add whole numbers.
2.  Subtract whole numbers.
3. Multiply whole numbers.

Divide whole numbers (without remainders).
Add fractions and/or mixed numbers.
Subtract fractions and/or mixed numbers.
Multiply fractions and/or mixed numbers.

~NON S
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8. Divide fractions and/or mixed numbers.
9. Add decimal numbers.
10. Subtract decimal numbers.
11.  Multiply decimal numbers.
12. Divide decimal numbers.
13, Find a percent of a give:r whole number.
14.  Find what percent one whole number is of another whole number.

CONCTPTS

15. Convert fractions, decimals, and percents to equivalents.

16. Order unit fractions or decimal numbers.

17.  Identify the numeric form of a given whole number written in words.

18. Identify the place value of a digit in a given number.

19. Name a ratio given two quantities.

20. Recognize a given pair of lines as parallel, perpendicular, or inter-
secting.

d 21. ldentify the fractional equivalent of the shaded portion of a given
pictorial iepresentation.

22. Select the most appropriate unit of measure for a given task.

23. Find the perimeter of a common geometric fiqure (triangle, rect-
angle, square).

24. Find the area of a common geometric figure (triangle, rectangle,
square, circle).

PROBLEM SOLVING

25.  Solve for the value of a variable in a given formula.

26. Solve a problem involving whole numbers.

27. Solve a problem involving fractions.

28. Solve a prablem involving decimals.

29. Solve a problem invclving percents.

30. Read and interpret a table, chart, or graph.

31.  Read and interpret a map drawn to scale.

32.  Find € nivalent linear measures (English, metric).

33.  Find equivalent measures of weight (mass) and capacity (English,
metric).

34. Solve a prablem involving time.

35. Find the average of a set of whole numbers.

36. Approximate a reasonable answer to a given problem.

37. ldentify the ccrrect number sentence .o solve a problem.

Description of the Basic Writing Skills in the Language Arts Test

In identifying the content of the lanquage arts portion of the proficiency test,
members of the Language Arts Subcommittee acknowledged that the language skills
of listening, speaking, reading, and writing are all very important tools in the study of
lanquage arts. Given the constraints of testing, however, and given the fact that
reading would be assessed scparately, the Subcommittee determined that the
profici :ncy test of language skilis weculd concentrate on writing. For that reason,
they titled the language arts assessment "Basic Writing Skills in the L.anquage Arts."

‘ i)




The test was designed to assess writing ability as well as related language skills
in the broad categories of Mechanics of Written Expression, Composing and
Organizing Skills, and Library Skills for Writing Tasks. Accordingly, the test
consisted of two parts:

(1)  an exercise requiring each student to write a passage based on personal
experience, and
(2) 36 multiple-choice questions.

Students were given 25 minutes for the writing exercise and 40 minutes to answer the
36 multiple-choice questions.

Following is the hst of skills i1dentified for inclusion on the ninth-grade
multiple-choice test of basic writing skills in the language arts.

MECHANICS OF WRITTEN EXPRESSION

1. Identify and obtain the meaning of a word in the context of a sentence

and/or identify the meaning of a word containing a commonly used

prefix or suffix.

Uee correct capitalization in a sentence.

Use correct spelling for basic English vocabulary words.

Use correct punctuation in a sentence.

. In connected discourse, recognize and correct errors of usage and/or
grammar.

RN N

COMPOSING AND ORGANIZING SKILLS

6. Use language appropriate for wr.ter's purpose and audience.

7. Arrange information and ideas in appropriate sequence.

8. Recognize and yroup relatea 1deas to achieve unity in a passage.
a. Elimin~te unrelated or contradictorv ideas.
b. Select octail to support generalizations.

9. ldentify and use appropriate words and phrases to make trarsitions In
written expression.

LIBRARY SKILLS FOR WRITING TASKS

10. Demonstrate dictionary skiils.
a. Use dictionary quide words.
b. Use dictionary definitions tc select appropriate meanings for
words.
11. Use reference materials to locate information for a given writing task.

Description of the Reading Test

The reading portion of the prof.ciency test is called the "Degrees of Reading
Power" (DRP). The test is designed Lo measure a student's ability to process and
understand nonfiction £nglisk prose passages written at different levels of difficulty
or readability. The test identifies the hardest prose that a student can read with
camprehension.



The test measures a student's reading ability on an absolute scale. Just as a
person's height and weight can be measured accurately without reference to how tall
or heavy any other person is, so can reading ability be measured by determining on the
prose difficulty scale the hardest text that car be read with comprehension.

The test consists of 14 nonfiction prose passages on a variety of topics. Fach
passage contains about 300 words and asks seven questions. The passages are
arranged in order of difficulty, beginning with very easy material and progressing to
very difficult material. Test items are formed by the deletion of selected words in
each passage. Fach deleted word is indicated by an underlined blank space. Five
response options are provided to the students for completing the blank.

The items are designed so that the text of the passage must be read and
understood. All the response options fit the blank space: each one makes a
grammatically correct and logically plausible sentence if the sentence is considered in
1solation. However, only one response fits or 1s plausible when the surrounding
context of the passage is considered. Therefore, to determine the right answer,
students must understand the text surrounding the sentence. If the text is under-
stood, then the one correct arswer will be obv.ous.

The deleted words and the response options are aiways easy or common words,
no matter how difficult the passage. Thus the test items hecome more difficult only
with respect to the difficulty of the text in the passages. The respoise options are
kept at an easy level in order to assure that answering questions correctly depends on
understanding the surrounding prose in the passage. In addition, all the informatior
that is needed to answer the questions is provided in the text of the passages, thus
making it more certain that the test measures reading ability, and not pr.or
information that some students may have and others may not.

Since a studer*'s score on the test is an indication of the most difficult prose
reading material which that studert can comprehend, the information can be used by
teachers to select materials for instruction and independent reading assignments
which are of an appropriate difficulty level for that student.




lli. TEST DEVELO“MENT PROCEDURES

Item Developmenti and Review

For each of the skills identified for inclusion on the proficiency test, the
content-area subcommittees established quidelines concerning the types, number, and
difficulty level of items to be used to measure the skill. National Evaluation Systems
was responsible for providing a set of tesl items meeting those specificetions from
which two parallel forms of the mathematics and language arts tests could be
constructel. The College Board was responsible fer providing a set of items for the
reading tes..

Ali language arts and mathematics test items were developed specifically for
the Connecticut Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test. Test items were reviewed by sub-
committee members three times durir.g the test development process--twice prior to
the pilot test and once to review the pilot test results. Test items were added,
deleted, or revised based upon committee recommendalions throughout the test
development process. Reading Subcommittee memoers participated in a review of
test items which had previously been extensively field-tested.

The Pilot Test

A pilot test consisting of 148 test items 1n mathematics and 112 test items in
language arts was administered in October 1979 to a sample of tenth-grade students
in 32 representative Connecticut schools. A review of pilot-test results by the
Mathematics, L anguage Arts, Test Bias, and Psychometrics Subcommittees resulted in
a final item pool containing enough items to construct two parallel forms of the .
mathematics and language arts tests. Form A was administered in March 1980 and
again in October 1980. Form B will be administered 1n October 1981. (For a more
detailed description of the pilot-test procedures, see the Summary Report of the
1979-80 Connecticut Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test.)

Setting the Statewide . evel of Expected Performance (SLOZP)

As soon as final test forms had been established for each section of the Marcen
1980 Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test, the State Department of Education began the
process of setting standards for the test. EERA Regulativi's mandated that a
Statewide Level of Expected Performance (SLOEP) be established by January 1,
1980. Students whose scores fall below the statewide level of expected performance
will be eligible for further diagnosis and, if necessary, remedial assistai.ce, to be
provided by the local or regional school board.

The State Department of Education's EERA staff met with the EERA Advisory
Committee to determine the procedures to be used for setting standards on the
Connecticut test. The State Department staff made a proposal, based upon
consultation with the Psychometrics Subcommittee, which recommended using some
combination of the four most commonly used procedures for setting standards on
multip'e-choice tests: (a) Angoff method, (b) Nedelsky method, (c) Borderline Group
methcd, and (d) Contrasting Groups method. The EERA Advisory Committee

recommended the following two steps:
‘N
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(1) Use the Angoff and Nedelsky methods prior to January 1 to establisn the
expecied levels of performance for the March 1980 test administration.

(2)  Use the Borderline and Contrasting Groups procedures after March 1980 to
validate the SLOEP (set in step 1) for future years.

Angoff and Nedelsky piocedures. The Angoff and Nedelsky epproaches to
standard-setting both require the participation of subject-rnatter experts who know
the capabilities and general performance levels of the student population and who are
familiar with the curriculum in the schools. Four such groups of subject-matter
experts, the majority of whom were teachers of ninth-grade students, participated as
judges in the standard-setting process for the Connecticut mathemsucs and language
arts multiple-choice tests. For each test, one group used the Angoff procedure and
the other used the Nedelsky procedure. Both methods are designed to yield an
estimate of the expected average score of a group of students with minimally
acceptable performance. Estimates resulting from the use of these procedures were
used to set the cutscores for the mathematics and language arts multiple-choice
portions of the Connecticut ninth-grade test. (For a more detailed description of the
standard-setting process, see the 1979-80 Summary Report.)

Setting standards for the Writing Exercise and the Reading Test (DRP) involved
two groups for each test. For the Writing Sample, two groups of committee members,
acting as judges, read a set of 18 papers which had been previnusly scored using the
hoiistic scoring method. The judges were asied to read eacn paper and to determine
whether the writer (a) definitely needed rrmecial assistance, (b) definitely did not
need remedial assistance, or (c) was on t.i: borderline between needing remedial
assistace and not needing it. After a brief training exercise 1n holistic scoring, each
judge rated the papers. Judges' ratings were then compared with the actual scores
those papers had been given when scored holistically. Based upor their ratings, the
two groups of judges agreed that papers which had received a summed score of 2 or 3
indicated a need for remedial assistance. The State Department, therefore,
recommended as the SLOEP for the writing sample a holistic score of 4.

In reading, one group examined the passages in the D'.+> asking themselves what
was the most difficult passage which a ninth-grade minimally competent student
could be expected to read with 75% corprehension. The other sub-group examined
lists of textbooks, commonly used 1n English and social studies classes, and selected
those textbooks which a minimally competent ninth-grade student could be expected
to read. When the DRP unit (score) corresponding to those textbooks was identified,
it was identical to the DRP unit (score) of the passage identified by the first group.
The DRP unit (score) recommended by both reading sub-groups was 47.

State Board approval. The State Department of Fducation recommended the
adoption of the following Statewide Levels of F xpected Performance: 62 percent for
mathematics, 58 percent for Basic Writing Skills in the l.anquaqe Arts, a holistic
score of 4 for Writing, and a raw score of 55 items correct for Reading (47 DRP
units). In January 1980, the State Board of Fducation approved the standard-setting
process and al' four of the proposed Statewide l_evels of F xpected Performance.

[




Student Proficiencv Status Study (SPSS). In order to validate the SLOEPs set in
January 1980 prior to the administration of the test, the Connecticut State
Department of Education (CSDE) conducted a Student Proficiency Status Study (SPSS)
in March, 1980. This was designed to secure teacher judgments of approximately
4,500 students which would be used in the Contrasting and Borderline Groups
analyses. This study provided the CSDE with data to cxamine the degree of
congruence between teacher judgment and student performance on the tests.
Teachers' judgrnents about students could then be compared with teachers' judgments
about items.

In each school, thirty students were randomly selected for inclusion in the
study. Their teachers were asked to make one of three judgments about those
students: Proficient, Borderline, or Nonproficient. The teachers were told not to use
the Borderline Group for students they did not know well; rather they were told te

leave the judgment blank. Teachers were also told to keep in mind that they were to
judge PROFICIENCY ONLY.

An examination of the Student Proficiency Status Study (SPSS) results indicated
that teachers have a better idea of who is proficient than who is not proficient. The
percent of students judged proficient but scoring below the standard ranged from a
low of only 1.8% in mathematics to a high of 3.9% in language arts. On the other
hand, the percent of students judged nonproficient but scoring at or above the
standard ranged from a iow of 49.1% in language arts to a high of 66.6% in writing.
This may be because when siudents are performing poorly in class, there are many
possible explanations. Some of these are motivation, absenteeism, attitude, and
health. It is not always possible for teachers to differentiate between lack of mastery
of the basic skills and some of these other precipitating factors.

In addition, 1t is evident from the study that, due to the different judgmental
processes/procedures they empioy, no two standard-setting methods yield the same
standard. In fact, the ranges in the percent of students scoring below the various
standards were quite large. Since the stundards set by the Connecticut State Board of
Education at its January 1980 meeting have been favorably accepted by the
Connecticut educational community, the CSDE will, in the foreseeable future,
continue to adhere to these standards.
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IV. TEST ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING

Test Administration

Test sessions were conducted by local teachers under the supervision of local
Test Coordinators who had been trained by staff of National Evaluation Systems
(NES). A student who took all four subtests participated in approximately three and
one-half hours of testing. In order to allow the school districts as much latitude as
possible in adapting test administration to local conditions and student needs, local
plans for administration of the Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test were acceptable if the
following conditions were met for all ninth-graders:

(a)  Session 1 (Writing Sample) occurred or. .sctober 7, 1980;

(b)  Session 2 (Basic Writing Skills in the Language Arts--multiple-choice test),
Session 3 (Mathem-tics), and Session 4 (Reading) occurred in sequence
sometime during October 7, 8, or 9, 1980;

(c) all ninth-graders in a district were tested on the same schedule;

(d)  test'ng occurred during the regular school day in a classrocm setting;

(e)  testing allowed for a minimum of a ten-minute break between each testing
session;

(f)  no more than three testing sessions were administered in one half-day; and

() make-up sessions began following the administration of Session &4 and
concluded by Friday, October 17, 1980. Conditions (d) through (f) above
applied for all make-up sessions.

At the conclusion of the make-up testing period, the tests and answer sheets
were returned to National Evaluation Systems (NES). Writing exercise booklets were
organized in preparation for holistic scoring workshops. The machine-scorable answer
sheets containing responses to the language arts multiple-choice, mathematics, and
reading tests were prepared for optical scanning and scoring.

Scoring of the Language Arts and Mathematics Tests

The mathematics and language arts multiple-choice tests were scored by NES.
The scores reported indicate the percentage of items answered correctly by stu-
dents. Mathematics scores were reported for the total test and for three domains:
Computation Skills, Concepts, and Problem Snlving. Likewise, lanqguage arts scores
were reported for the total test and for three domains: Mechanics of Written
Expression, Composing and Organizing Skills, and | ibrary Skills for Writing Tasks.

1




Scoring of the Writing Sample

Description of the scoring method. The writing sample was scored by
Connecticut teachers 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 that determine distinct levels of achievement
on a scale appropriate to the group of writing pieces being evaluated.

The major assumption upon which holistic scoring is based is that the quality of
a piece of writing should be judged on its overal! success as a whole presentation,
rather than on the quality of its component parts. In other words, the whole of a
piece of writing is assumed to be greater than the sum of its parts. Contributirg to
the rationale underlying holistic scoring is evidence that: (1) no aspect of writing skill
can really be judged independently; (2) teachers can recognize and agree upon good
writing when they see 1t, regardless of how they describe writing ability; and (3)
teachers will rate pieces of writing in much the same way notwithstanding any
discrepant views they might hold about how particular components of writing should
be weighted.

The procedure for holistic scoring is specific to the complete set of writing
samples on a given topic that a group of scorers have been asked to evaluate. That is,
the scoring scale is based on the range of ability reflected in the particular set of
writing samples being assessed.

Preparation for scoring. Prior to the training/scoring sessions, a Chief Reader
and assistants read a substantial number of essays drawn from the total pool of essavs
to be scored. Approximately 15-20 essays were selected to serve as "range-finders"

or "markers," representing the range of achievement demonstrated in the total set of
papers. Copies of those range-finders servcd as training papers during the scoring
workshops which followed. Each range-finder was assigned a score according to a
four-point scale, where 1 represents a poor paper and 4 represents a superior paper.

Scoring _workshops. During the month of November, seven holistic scoring
workshops were held in six different locations across the state. Attendance at these
scoring workshops totaled 471 teachers. At each workshop, the agenda consisted of
two parts: a training session and a scoring session.

For the training session, teachers were grouped in manageable teams with a
scoring assistant acting as the group trairer. The Chief Reader was responsible for
supervising the entire session. The general procedure for a training session Is
described below.

(1) Each training paper (range-finder) was studied tn turn and trial-scored by
all scorers. Scoring judgments were independent, quick and immediate,
and based on the scorer's overall impression of the paper. No fractional
points on the score scale (1-4) were permissible.
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(2)  After all scorers had scored the first training paper, their judgments were
compared to the score assigned by the Chief Reader. Any discrepancies
were discussed. Thrcugh repeated discussions on succeeding training
papers, scorers came to identify and internalize those features of written
composition that dictinguish the papers along the established range. This
"holistic" process obviates the need to articulate explicitly the specific
criteria that separate one score point from the next.

(3)  The grcup of scorers were "calibrated" when it was ascertained that they
were making judgments consistent with one another and with the Chief
Reader. Discussions about papers continued until agreement was reached
on the scores of the training papers.

Once teachers weare calibrated, actual scoring of the writing exercises
occurred. Each paper was read independently by two different scorers; that is, the
second reader did not see the score assigned by the first reader. The Chief Reader
was responsible for adjudicating any disagreement of more than one point between the
judgments of the wwo scorers. In other words, discrepancies of one point between
scores (e.g., 4 and 3, 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable, but larger discrepancies (2 and
4, 3 and 1, 1 and 4) had to be resolved by the Chief Reader. Once a paper was
assigned two nondiscrepant scores, workshop assistants summed the two scores to
produce the final score for each student. The possible scale of summed scores was
from a low of 2 to a high of 8.

Understanding the holistic scores. Examples of actual student papers which are
representative of the scoring range for the Connecticut ninth-grade test will assist
the reader in understanding the statewide standard set for the writing sample and in
interpreting the test results. Sample papers representing four different holistic
scores are presented in Appendix A. Nole 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 which one reader assigns a 4 and another reader assigns a 3
(for a total score of 7). In 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 0 was assigned to student pzpers in certain specific cases. A score of
0 indicates that a paper is not scorable and, therefore, that the student's writing skilis
remain to be assessed. The cases in which a score of 0 was assigned were as follows:

(1) responses that merely repeated the assignment;

(2) illegible responses;

(3)  blank responses;

(4) responses in lanquages other than English;

(5) responses that failed to address the assigned topic in any way; and

I
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f6) responses that were too brief to score accurately, but which demonstrated
no signs of serious writing problems (for exarnple, a response by a student
who wrote the essay first on scratch paper and who failed to get very
much of 1t recopied).

Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a 0. Otherwise, a third reader
arbitrated the discrepancy. Papers which were assigned a score of 0 for the
Ccrnecticut ninth-grade test were not included in summary reports of test results.

Scoring of the Reading Test

The reading test was scored by the College Board of New York. The scores
reported indicate the number of items answered correctly by students (raw score).
These scores can easily be converted to DRP unit scores to identify the difficulty or
readability level of prose that a student can read with comprehension, thus making it
possible to match written materials with student ability.

(For a conversion table, see the manual EERA: The Proficiencv Program i1n Reading,
pp. 9-11.)

15
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V. OCTOBER 1980 PROFICIENCY TEST RESULTS

Summary of Statewide Test Results

Table 1 presents statewide results of the October 1980 Ninth-Grade Proficiency
Test. Tigure 1 graphically displays statewide results in circle and bar graphs. Test
results for each of the three content areas are summarized below.

Reading. Of the 41,493 students who took the reading test, 37,929 (91.4%)
achieved scores at or above the Statewide Level of Expected Performance. The
averaqe raw score is 79.5 out of 98 test items, which translates to a Degrees of
Reading Power unit score of 64.

Mathematics. Of the 41,565 students who took the mathematics test, 31,006
(74.6%) achieved scores at or above the Statewide Level of E xpected Performance
(SLOEP) of 62% correct. Statewide, Connecticut students achieved an average total
mathematics score of 74.2% correct; that is, on the average, students answered 48 of
the 65 items correctly. Th2 area with the highest average score included items
assessing Computation Skills (78.0%), followed by Problem Solving (73.0%) and
Concepts (70.7%).

The bar graph in Figure 1 displays the percentage of students achieving scores in
each of five score intervals (1-20% through 81-100% items correct). As the figure
indicates, 43% achieved scores of 81% correct or becter on the Mathematics test.

Basic writing skills in the language arts. Basic writing skills in the language arts
were measured by two separate tests, a 25-minute writing exercise and a 36-item
multipie-choice test. On the multiple-choice test, 37,851 of the 41,671 students
(90.8%) achieved scores at or above the SLOEP of 58% correct. Statewide, the
average score on all lanquage arts multiple-choice items was 80.8%. The area with
the highest average score included items assessing Compusing and Organizing Skills
(82.3%), followed by Mechanics of Written Expression (81.2%) and Library Skills for
Writing Tasks (77.8%). As the bar graph in Figure 1 shows, 65% of the Connecticut
students tested achieved scores of 81% correct or better on the multiple- choice test
in language arts.

On the writing sample, 87.6% of the students, or 36,060 out of 41,159, achieved
a total holistic score which was at or above the SLOEP. Tne average holistic score
was 5.2 on a scale of 2 to 8. In Figure 1, the bar graph for the writing sample
indicates the percentage of students who were awarded each possible holistic score.
The majcrity of students cluster at the center of the score scale; that is, 67%
received holistic scores of 4, 5, or 6. By contrast, smaller proportions earned either
of the two highest writing scores (7 or 8), or either of the two lowest scores (2 or 3).

l_’/




TABLE 1

Connecticut Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test Results: October 1980
Statewide Summary Report School Year 1980-81

All Districts
Number of Students at or
Average Percent Standard Students above SLLOEP*
Subject /Domain Items Correct Deviation Scored Number Percent
Mathematics
Computation 78.0% 16.6%
Concepts 70.7% 20.2%
Problem-Solving 73.0% 20.5%
Tota! 74.2% 17.5% 61,565 31,006 74.6%
Language Arts
Mechantcs 81.2% 16.9%
Composing 82.3% 17.5%
Library 77.8% 22.2%
Total 80.8% 15.9% 41,671 37,851 90.8%
Average
Holistic Score
Writing Sample 5.2 1.5 41,159 36,060 B7.6%
Average DRP
Raw Score _
Reading 79.5 -- 41,09 37,929 91.4%
*Mathematies - 62% -- 1 anguage Arts - 58% -- Writing = 4 -- Reading 9%

P
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Figure 1

STATEWIDE RESULTS ON OCTOBER 1980 EERA NINTH-GRADE PROFICIENCY TEST
SCHOOL YEAR 1980-81*
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Figure 1 (continued)

STATEWIDE RESULTS ON OCTOBER 1980 EERA NINTH-GRADE PROFICIENCY TEST
SCHOOL YEAR 1980-81
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Test Results by Type of Community

Tables 2A and 283 present data aggregated by Type of Commumty (TOC) for
each portion of the test. Connecticut school districts were classified according to six
community types, as follows:

TOC 1 = LARGE CITY -- a town with a population of more than 100,004J.

TOC 2 = FRINGE CITY -- a town contiguous with a large city, and with a
population over 10,000.

TOC 3 = MEDIUM CITY -- a town with a population ~etween 25,000 and
100,000 and not a Fringe C:ty.

TOC 4 = SMALL TOWN (Suburban) -- a town within an SMSA* with a
population of less than 25,000, not a Fringe City.

T0OC 5 = SMALL TOWN (Emerging Suburban) -- a town with a population
of less than 25,000 included in a proposed 1980 SMSA but not
included in a 1970 SMSA.

TOC 6

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

For Tables 2A and 2R, students attending Regional Vocational-Technizal Schools have
not been classified within the six TOCs but have been aggreqgated as a separate group.

Table 2A summarizes test data for each TOC. It can be seen that large cities
(TOC 1) have the highest percentage of students who may be in need of remedial
assistance, followed by Vocational-Technical Schools, medium cities (TOC 3) and rural
towns (TOC 6). The percentages in Table 2A are based on the participation figures
shown in Table 2.

* SMSA ("Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area") 1s the .5, Census Bu~zau
defimtion of a metropolitan area. It includes a central city (or "twin cities") of at
least 50,000 people, and those contiguous towns that are socially and econr mically
integrated with the central city. There are 11 SMSAs in Connecticut. The above
classifications are based upon the proposed 1980 SMSAs,

‘)
v,
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SCHOOL YEAR 1980-81
TABLE 2A

Summary of EERA Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test Results
for Six Types of Communities, Vocational-Technical Schools, and State  October 1980

CAUTION The FERA Tests were not designed for comparative Or normative purposes

CAUTION  It)s neiiter app-opnate nor meaningful to sum across the different tests and subtests bec ause o differences in
sconng umits, test lengths and Statewide Levels of Expected Performance (SLOEPs)

MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING
Totat %s Ator Total ‘o Ator Meaan  °, Ator Mean ‘o Ator
TYPFCF Mean*s  Above Mean*.  Above Holistic  Above Total  Above
COMMUNITY (TOC) Comp Conc Prob  Correct  SLOEP Mech  Comp  ULibr Correct  SLOEP Score  SLOEP Score  SLOEP
Large City {1) 662 540 549 587 399 679 697 627 674 710 41 650 664 737
Frnge City (2) 818 /58 776 181 831 850 861 820G 847 956 55 929 832 955
Mediurmn City (3) 774 699 730 738 74 4 820 828 782 815 920 52 888 799 928
Suburban Town (4} 829 777 7917 804 870 358 870 836 857 96 6 57 952 845 966
Emerging Suburban (5) 812 759 780 786 834 844 850 804 837 94 8 54 928 824 946
Rurgl Yown (6) 776 718 143 749 172 826 838 790 822 934 53 904 809 937
Vocational- Technical
Schools 772 681 728 733 775 793 790 7162 785 926 48 865 777 92¢b
State 780 707 730 142 74 6 812 823 778 808 90 8 52 87u 795 914

SCHOOL YEAR 1980-81
TABLE 2B

Number of Students Scored October 1980

TYPENF

MATHEMATICS NGUAGE ARTS WRITING
COMMUNITY (TOC! LANGUAG READING
arge (o, o b7 6257 04 RS
Fricge ity o2y gl 9004 81 §oany !
Medann Cy o3 4oiR4 RSN (R TR !
Suburbon Town 7 388 JARALES AR ;a7 ¢
Froerging Suburt s 16y L S sl 3447 s hib !
Rue ol Toown {6y l 784 278y RV S
JUSE o —_ e - [
Vi ational Techien o
Seboad, A 176 LI IR 311 3123
gt A1 hihi, A1 e/ 41 1609 A1 30
;-
\‘1 "v t)
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Table 3 presents an unduplicated count of the total number and percent of
students needing further diagnosis (and perhaps remedial assistance) in one or more
subject areas. The results are presented for the state as a whole, and then agqregated
by Type of Community. It should be noted that, for the state as a whole, the percent
of students below SLOEP on at least one subtest is 31.4%. This means that 13,291
students out of 42,273 students are in possible need of remedial assistance. Moreover,
5,784 or 43.5% of these 13,291 students fell below the SLOEP on more than one of the
subtests.

When examining the TOC frequencies and perccntages, it ran be seen that large

cities (TOC 1) have the highest percentage of students who may be in need of
remed:al assistance, followed by medium cities (TOC 3) and rural towns (TOC 6.

Test Results vy District

Table 4 presents a listing of test results by schooi districts and other schools.
Town school districts are listed alphabetically and are followed by reqional school
districts, endowed gscademies, and vocational-technical schools. The Type of
Community designation in the first column indicates the group with which each
district or schoo! has been classified on Tables 2 and 3.

Acknowledging that comparisons hetween school districts ace 1nevitable, the
State Department recommends that the following cautions be applied:

e The tests were not designed for normative purposes.

e [t is not appropriate or meaningful to sum across the different tests and
subtests because of differences 1n test length, scormq units, and statewide
levels of expected performarce (SLCZPs).

® The most valid comparisons are hetween districts which are similar in terms
of so~io-economic characteristics.

e It is inappropriate to compare districts solely on the basis of the percent-
age of students scoring at or above the SLOEPs. These comparisons are
inappropriate since 1t is impossible to identify, solely on the basis of the
above information, how the average student has perforrned in the districts
being compared. Average scores and standard deviationz provide mo.e
approoriate comparative information on how well the average student 1s
performing. It should also be noted that comparisons between March and
October test results are inappropriate because it is impossible to determine
the extent to which differences may be at'ributable to maturational factors
and/or ninth-grade learning.

e It is inappropriate to compare October 1980 results with March 1980 results.

Individual Student Report

For each student tested, two copies of an individual student report were sent to
the district, one for the student's file and one for the student's parent or guardian. An
example is provided in Figure 2 on page 26.




TABLE 3

NMumber and Percent of Students Below SLOEP on One o

Subtests, by State and by Type of Community (TOC) *:

Oct

School Year 1980-81

## of Students
Taking at 1 east

Below SLOFP on
ONLY ONF Subtest

‘are

- 1980

Below SLOLP
on TWO OR

TOTAl Below S OEP
on AT | FAST

. g C
One Subtest MORE SUBHESTS ON[ Subtest
// O/E) # % /“ On
STATE 42,2753 7,507 17.8%, 5,784 13.8% 13,291 31.4%
TOC | £,523 1,710 26.2% 2,669 41.6% 4,379 67.1%
|
TOC 2 | 9,065 1,308 14.4% 657 7.3% L 1,965 21.7%
TOC 3 ; 9,561 1,86¢ 19.59% 1,166 12,59, E 3,032 31.7%
' |
|
X TOC 4 i 7,434 9012 12.1% 362 4.9% | 1,264 17.0%
TOC S ! 5,714 518 13.9%, 286 7.7 | 804 21.6%
TOu A 1‘ 2,828 530 18.7% 281 10.0% | 811 28.7%
Vocational-
Technical 5,148 675 21.49, 36,3 11.9% 1,030 32.9%

Schoals

ERIC
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* The TOC 15 based on the student's school district.
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DISTRICTY

Ansoma
Avon

Berlin

Bethel
Bloomfield
Bolton
Branford
8rdgeport
8ristol
8rookfield
8rooklyn
Canton
Cheshire
Chinton
Colchester
coventry
Cromwell
Danbury
Darien

Derby

East Granby
East Haddam
fast Hampton
East Hartford
Fast Haven
EastLyme
East Windsor
Ellington
Enfield
Fairfield
Farmington
Glastonbury
Granby
GreenwiCh

Griswold '

Groton
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TABLE 4

EERA Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test Results

for Connecticut School Districts

The EERA Tests were not designed for comparative or normative purposes

It 1s neither appropriate nor meaningiul to sum across the different tests and subtests because of differences in
scoring units, test lengths and Statewide Levels of Expectzd Performance (SLOEPs)
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MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING

[~ Totel *s Ator ;tnl a A} or“ Mean % Ator Mesn % Ator

Mean"%  Above Mean %  Above Holistic  Above Total  Above
Comp Conc Prob Correct SLOEP Meci Comp Libr Correct SLOEP Score  SLOEP Score  SLOEP
732 671 700 704 679 804 évl—l-l 748 795 932 51 904 755 907
907 886 870 887 976 885 897 888 830 98 8 60 98 2 890 994
823 775 781 795 851 851 B75 B36 856 979 53 887 839 985
848 774 780 802 892 859 862 839 856 96 0 58 96 7 847 977
777 721 694 730 703 829 855 764 824 94 5 56 972 | 816 965
808 761 775 783 826 850 873 B44 857 978 51 884 | 831 933
750 665 742 727 781 828 863 Bty 839 95 7 57 980 | B44 964
619 484 494 536 281 641 657 563 630 64 0 37 525 624 683
800 727 153 763 811 828 834 BO1' 824 934 50 863 804 948
846 819 B19 828 9359 888 891 B49 880 98 6 59 995 878 981
786 740 759 764 803 868 861 773 B44 1000 56 947 828 974
805 743 798 7188 900 858 872 B19 854 96 / 58 9/7b 840 975
856 B21 843 842 939 893 908 872 894 991 58 974 | 892 987
832 757 765 186 894 823 825 793 817 94 6 48 875 798 915
827 771 794 800 887 809 841 778 814 94 8 58 96 6 794 930
810 741 746 767 846 856 879 839 B8f1 975 55 959 | 824 976
794 717 138 753 825 852 836 795 834 96 9 54 979 | 832 979
796 692 740 749 76 2 816 839 782 817 929 55 937 | 8OO 939
884 B70 86 874 96 2 906 922 894 909 994 60 979 | 891 994
705 618 67. 673 616 794 808 7135 786 904 48 84 3 763 914
853 792 833 830 878 872 900 825 B72 1000 59 940 | B46 Y8BO
833 748 779 791 841 839 B43 8144 841 Y8 6 55 Y86 | 829 970
735 693 719 7118 752 814 B12 775 805 895 46 192 187 901
795 721 731 751 786 823 830 777 815 94 7 53 933 | 804 94
726 608 650 667 576 773 779 725 764 873 49 888 747 877
8'4 790 796 801 876 848 B62 B1b B46 96 7 54 941 843 967
736 651 735 716 738 823 837 /85 820 94 4 51 933 | 820 935
795 753 784 7181 84 1 837 860 B20 842 96 0 54 945 | 835 959
786 705 763 758 813 850 B6O B17 B4ab 96 7 54 944 | 820 944
823 770 801 801 891 875 874 B26 864 979 55 926 | 841 969
858 B26 824 836 929 871 B94 852 875 96 2 b2 490 , 852 972
909 889 891 897 96 2 884 910 879 893 99 2 61 990 | 885 995
769 753 808 181 16 5 857 B42 831 846 933 59 956 | 833 933
862 B21 844 845 921 883 BYb B8 882 9/4 58 963 | B/5 978
724 637 643 670 630 766 739 7t4 /45 850 48 825 721 172
821 724 743 766 800 829 851 B28 837 94/ 52 897 1808 930




O

DISTRICT

Guilford
Hamden
Hartford
Kithngly
Lebanon
Ledyard
Litchfield
Madison
Manchester
Menden
Middletown
Milford
Monroe
Montville
Naugatuck g
New Br tam
New Canadan
New Farrfield
New Haven
Newington
New London
New Mitford *
Newtown
North Branford
North Haven
North Stonimgton
Norwalk

Old Saybrook
Plamfield '
Plainville
Plymouth
Portland
Putnam”
Ridgefield
Rocky Hill
Seymour "
Shelton
Simsbury
Somers
Southington

South Windsor
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Comp
(797
84
657
744
804
829
829
86 8
821
740
696
769
846
784
1217
77
911
825
657
787
66 3
838
823
836
18 6
88
750
778
7136
809
803
819
719
857
855
76 5
7712
896
86 5
751
850

MATHEMATICS

TABLE 4 (continued)

Totat » Ator Total ‘v Ator

Mean®  Above Mean " Above
Conc  Prob  Comect  SLOEP Mech Comp  ULibr  Correct  SLOEP
75;5 7717 7716 839 833 843 81—3 832 949
713 741 750 759 823 834 807 823 914
530 516 569 382 621 K44 566 617 612
671 704 711 66 9 812 818 158 802 890
753 152 771 784 849 /61 786 840 970
778 796 803 873 856 862 835 854 971
185 796 805 860 867 200 868 879 984
831 841 848 94 6 870 881 833 866 971
757 783 790 86 3 843 843 819 838 958
649 687 697 66 0 809 815 756 799 911
600 628 646 541 763 7183 716 760 864
707 737 741 7€ 3 g13 818 778 81¢C 923
803 814 823 886 876 887 84/ 873 978
707 713 738 725 815 809 779 805 932
689 697 706 707 796 825 778 802 929
596 623 636 525 761 762 688 745 8272
878 875 888 975 899 923 893 908 994
755 191 795 864 872 884 841 870 96 S
514 524 569 344 666 698 635 671 715
718 750 756 796 856 851 833 849 96 9
573 599 616 417 /64 768 699 751 829
806 79/ 814 853 863 871 826 858 96 5
774 790 798 847 832 837 80O 8217 94 4
741 7171 788 886 856 864 823 852 96 6
711 761 158 816 863 872 846 862 94 3
b0 7172 175 810 803 834 /73 808 898
672 688 106 675 774 795 132 7712 853
727 774 7165 7176 841 319 8G4 825 30
628 674 685 66 8 793 806 759 791 902
732 757 769 848 845 850 829 843 941
745 151 768 828 854 877 820 854 975
770 802 800 878 862 866 /49 849 933
649 670 682 66 3 808 807 7150 175 933
819 843 842 94 8 883 884 851 8!b ag 2
803 818 828 898 868 842 8)7 845 95"
687 727 731 717 835 823 761 814 420
711 747 748 804 839 843 791 830 956
856 854 873 974 887 907 879 893 991
822 835 843 96 0 897 889 856 885 1000
695 729 729 724 831 823 795 820 939
818 808 882 864 876 809 856

825

96 2

WRITING
[ Mo e aver
Holistic  Above
Score  SLOEP
T 759 ora
54 9G 8
40 639
54 922
51 930
55 933
59 966
56 96 1
57 9€0
48 804
46 76 6
49 €14
59 974
49 885
46 179
45 740
64 98 4
61 990
40 620
56 96 2
52 £99
£4 94 5
52 888
57 94 3
53 a29
54 897
52 879
56 970
45 87
50 860
53 Ba 2
53 933
50 853
61 98 9
v 3 975
49 89 7
50 913
61 a979
63 1000
51 926
JL__,b_I 939

READING
Maun— *eAtor
Tatal  Auove
Score  SLOEP
825 949 |
799 917
631 683
7957 878
838 969
847 S5°
862 976
854 964
820 952
779 $I39
736 849
800 937
837 971
793 436
773 910
137 862
903 1000
850 974
650 728
819 954
746 880
842 960
842 975
831 971
842 960
807 847
759 875
819 0337
784 952
798 932
837 987
817 910
784 939
875 987
853 983
801 938
811 966
885 988
876 1000
815 958
861 977
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DISTRICT

Staftord /
Stamford
Stonington
Stratford
Sufteld
Thomaston
Thompson
Tolland
Torrington
Trumbull
Vernon
Walhngford
Waterbury 8
Waterrord
Watertown
Westbrook
West Hartford
West Haven
Weston
Westport
Wetherstield
Wilton
Windham ¢
Windsor
Windsor Locks
Wolcott
Region #1 19
Region #4 "
Region #5 '
Region #6 '}
Region #7 '
Reginn #8 '"
Region #9 '"
Reqgion #10 '
Region #11 '8
Region #12 I
Region #13 7"
Region 114 7"
Region #1% 22
Region #177}

Region #187*

TOC

W W N WO s s NS

-

D o b bAoA OO A N BN OLAE N WD NN

Comp Conc

806W73O
727 656
843 807
810 721
796 751
796 747
783
828
806
849
802
785
671
770
792
806
887
786
893
915
882
902
747
757
800
76 2
793

74 2
785
733
780
756
695
54 3
701
728
758
851
690
848
880
809
86 6
678
729
736
681
741
758
788
775
770
709
798
733
708
821
758
725
772

800
843
819
820
758
850
791
753
826
827
801
829
735 679
769 711

Prob

756
66 9
819
74 4
79
746
76 9
792
760
808
76 7
746
582
738
734
784
853
68 7
852
891
839
872
689
770
78 2
737
758
7617
818
807
798
731
808
76 2
76
820
87
737
799
736
765

24

TABLE 4 (continued)

MATHEMATICS

Total
Mean *,
Correct

765
686
825
76 2
783
764
76 8
803
770
816
7717
748
605
740
753
786
865
723
86 6
897
847
881
707
756
778
733
76 6
777
820
804
799
735
820
76 6
727
822
794
757
803
722
754

*s Ator
Above
SLOEP

814 |
607
898
784
829
816
838
851
827
884
844
779
443
752
774
86 2
953
704
96 0
96 9
926
970
692
803
831
55
748
814
901
906
876
74
902
816
692
895
833
781
888
747
816

LANGUAGE ARTS

Total
Mean %

Mech Cormnp Libr Correct
84U 848 783 830
771 790 736 770
870 888 835 869
847 861 801 842
846 844 836 843
834 873 806 842
815 834 781 814
838 843 820 83%
818 805 776 804
866 895 866 877
867 879 827 862
842 850 812 838
742 738 694 730
833 836 792 825
828 799 771 805
855 861 829 852
869 882 850 87y
794 797 757 78 7
900 914 860 896
902 923 894 903
872 886 861 875
897 927 894 907
777 790 744 774
832 860 811 838
840 831 808 829
830 849 786 827
828 832 777 813
324 808 775 807
885 897 866 885
845 875 834 853
853 874 840 858
827 828 789 819
868 875 865 870
856 866 804 848
785 843 731 794
847 877 856 860
842 856 804 839
837 867 801 840
833 859 845 845
831 818 791 817
851 830 807 834

517

WRITING READING
wAtor | Mean CeAtor | Mean % Ator
Above Holistic  Above Totui  Above
SLOEP Score  SLOEP Gcore  SLOEP
897 50 897 795 952—
839 49 819 751 843
990 57 94 6 834 961
959 54 885 823 951
94 6 56 952 851 958
96 6 50 818 | 831 977
954 47 775 802 938
96 6 58 954 805 925
895 50 829 737 96
985 60 983 861 973
96 9 57 966 [ 840 969
958 53 939 | 814 950
826 43 703 7017 801
920 52 923 800 923
918 52 9 785 906
1000 53 938 | 839 969
977 60 961 866 980
898 51 914 765 90
989 63 994 883 994
395 63 976 | 904 993
981 57 971 865 974
993 58 987 901 993
870 50 845 760 864
96 9 50 837 824 957
927 52 923 |85 922
939 50 799 (807 944
902 51 863 803 93
503 50 S5 8 735 3523
989 61 986 873 989
96 9 54 968 | 856 969
982 56 952 843 965
928 54 950 | 804 923
971 61 990 | 856 990
960 57 950 | 845 950
846 56 980 1833 942
988 56 941 865 988
956 54 883 826 946
951 49 863 813 951
975 54 922 838 980
925 50 869 | 806 938
942 56 971 816 942




DISTRICT

E O Snuth*’

Gitbert Academy
Norwich Academy ¢ !
Woudstock Acad 8
Ermmet O Bnen RV IS
Bultard Havens RV IS
Henry Abbott RVTS
HH BIh,RVITS
Southea e RV IS
Fh Whitney RVIS
Al Prince RVITY
Howell ( heney RV TS
H C Wilcox RVIS
VinatRVI1S

Platt RVTS

E O Gooawin RVTS
Narwich RVIS

JM Wrgnt RVIS
Olver Woltott RV TS
W F Kaynot RVIS
Windbham RVTS

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T0C

25

TABLE 4 (continued)

MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING

Total “. At or oo ‘e Ator ! Mean °s Ator Mear ‘o Ator

Mean o Above Mean °¢ Au ve Holistic  Above Total Above
Comp  Come Prob  Cor-ect SLOEP Mech  Comp Libr Correct SLOEP S.ore  SLOEP Score  SLOEP
834 /89 805 812 877 855 902 836 868 gr4y 56 97’3 865 968
792 727 758 /63 824 831 84Y 831 837 a5 8 55 44 4 816 944
/58 699 720 728 06 799 809 768 796 8y 8 53 926 7917 915
77 724 748 750 807 86/ 8/7 806 857 976 56 476 837 1000
8/0 745 /96 810 438 844 810 833 879 96 0 52 94 3 820 960
184 650 709 )22 174 822 831 778 8lb 96 6 51 890 87 958
776 688 7112 7129 /64 7146 758 705 741 896 50 877/ 67 929
723 670 721 710 703 783 749% 757 /8 2 938 45 768 /82 945
744 664 742 124 53 779 764 7o 170 904 48 859 /160 8/4
7’6 686 743 741 807 798 /96 798 797 95 4 449 954 771 959
723 609 604 647 521 699 733 667 704 182 40 683 674 734
819 /76 833 815 951 85,2 833 224 839 1000 56 9/ 84 2 943
N0 07 7712 763 841 844 824 BUY 829 977 46 88 3 824 9717
/67 688 /42 /38 792 808 802 /U1 802 a52 az 85/ 788 96 4
773 676 140 7137 /86 818 &:/6 /88 811 932 51 90/ 80/ 961
714 620 674 675 64 3 757 757 692 743 869 48 875 137 879
820 /51 765 781 90 2 820 812 8193 817 982 50 896 810 451
684 591 o30 640 533 J09 JO5 664 698 799 44 /58 694 824
B1a /25 /83 /82 886 800 806 /46 790 94 9 47 811 /78 431
743 698 749 753 803 839 801 812 819 970 50 139 813 98BS
771 723 7138 746 794 747 8172 158 /96 976 46 827 80v 5 9/ 6

FOQTNOTES

School distncts that receive ninth-grade students from other towns of $chool distncts are isted bsiow A P) means that the
distnct sends it students o two of more school distncts Source  Town and Schoor District Profiles Aoni 19801

Gnswold receives ninth-grade students from Canterbury (P} Lisbon (P} and Vuluntown
I Naugatuck receves ninth-grade students from Beacon Fails (P)
INew [ iiford recaves ninth-grade students from Sherman
* Plaintieid re corves ninth-grade students from Canterbury (P! and Sterling
SPutnam recerves ninth-grade students from Pamtret (P)
* Seymour receives ninth-graae studants froin Oxtord (P} and Beacon Fails (P}
" Stattord recsives ninth-grade students from Union
3 Waterbury recerves ninth-grade students from Regional School District # 18 iProspect)
! Windham receives ninth-grade stuuents from Canterbury (P} Columbie. and Willington
"Regionai Schoot Distnct # 1 reces+es minth-grade students f-om Canasan Cornwall, Kent North Canaan >aisburv ang Sheron
" Regional School Distnct #4 receives ninth-grade students from Cnester Deep River and Essex
2 Regional Schnol District #5 receives minth-grade students from Bethanv Orange and Woodbridge
TRegional School District #6 receves ninth-grade students from Goshen Morns and Warren
*Regional School District # 7 receves minth-grade students from Barknamsted Coleproox New Harttord and Nortoik
>Regional Schoot Distnct #8 receres minth-grade students from Andover Hebron and Mariborough
% Regionsi School Distnct #9 receives ninth-grade students from Easton and Redding
" Regional School Distnct # 10 receives ninth-grade students from Harwinton and Burington
%Regional Schooi Distnct # 1 1 receves ninth-grade students from Chaphin Hampton and Scotland
'?Regional Schooil Distnct # 1 2 recsives ninth-grade students from Bridgewater Roxbury and Washington
‘9Regional Schoot Distnct # 13 receives ninth-grade students from Durham and Middietieid
" Regronal Schoot Distnct # 14 receives ninth-grade students fromn Bethienem Oxtord \P) and Woodbufy
2 Regional School Distnct # 15 receivas ninth-grade students from Middi8bury and Southbury
*IRegional School District # 1 7 raceives ninth-grade students from Haddam and Kilingworth
‘4Regional Schoot Distnct # 18 recerves ninth-grade students from Lyme and O'd Lyme
*3€ O Semuth Schoof receivas ninth-grade students from Asntord and Mansteid
8 Gilbert Academy receives ninth-gradye students from Hartiand and Winchaster

37 Norwich Free Academy receives ninth-grade students from Salem Sorague Bozran Carterbury P' “rankhin (ispon P
Norwich and Prestnn

‘$Woodstock Free Academy recerves minth.grade students from Easttord Pomtret (P} and Woodstock
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Figure 2

CONNECTICUT NINTH-GRADE PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM FALL 1980
INDIVIDUAL STUDENT REPORT

STUDENT NAME DISTRICT SCHOOL
MATHEMATICS _ LANGUAGE ARTS MBS | | READING
COMPUTATION  CONCEPTS  PROBLEM SOLVING TOTAL MECHANICS COMPOSING LIBRARY SKILLS TOTAL

STUDENT'S SCORE | 65.2%  73.3%  63.0%  66.2% 73.3%  84.6Y 75,07 61,0 3 75
STATEWIDE LEVEL

OF EXPECTED

PERFORMANCE

(SLOER) 62% 58% a || %5

YOU MAVE SCORED AT DR AROVE SLOEP ON3 MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS  READING

YOU HAVE SCOREC AELOW SLOEP ONt HRIT%NG
YOUR SCHOOL SHCULO OIAGNOSE YOUR SxILLS IN THIS AREA AND, IF NECESSARY, PROVIOE YOU WTTH REMEDIAL HELP.

IF YOU HAVE QUESTIONS CONCERNING YOUR SCORES, CONTACT YDIUR TEACHER 0F PRINCTPAL,

About the EERA Testing Progrom The ninth-grode test 1s ane port of the
educotion evoluation ond Remediol Assistance (EERA) Act, passed in
1978 Two mojor purposes of the low ore to help studants acquire
proficiency 1n the basic skills ond to gather information that will help im-
prove school progroms

What the tests measure There are four parts to the EERA ninth grode
proficiency examination Mathematics, Language Arts, Writing Somple,
ond Reading The tests were designed to meosure thase skills thot
students should have ocquired ofter eight years oi .+ ~al The
mathematics test measures three skill areas Computation, Concepts
and Probiem Solving The Language Arts Test also measures three skill
areas Mechanics of Written Expression, Composition, ond the use of
librory ond reference materiols The wriing somple meosures o
student's writing skills, as demansirated on o 25-minule exerrise
describing o personol experience The reading test measures o student’s
ability to understand nanfiction reading matenial The test identifies the
level of reading materiol thot o student con read with comprehension

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Stotew:de level of expected performaonce A SLOEP hos been set to
represent minimum proficiency on eoch of the four tesis The SLOEPS for
each test ore presented obove Eoch SLOEP wos esiobiished by
Connecticut educotars to identify those stucents whase ochievement 1s
significontly below grode level Such stucents should receiwve further
diognosis by the local school, ond f necessary, be provided with
remediol ossistonce

The test scores For the Mathematics ond Longuoge Arts tasts scores ore
the percent of tes) queshions onswered correclly A percent correct score
1s given gbove for each skill oreo and for totol mothematics ond totol
longuoge arts The writing somple score 1s expressed on o scale of 2 10 8
where 8 represents o very well written essoy The reading score
represents the tofal number of questions onswered correctly There
ware 98 questions on the reading test If as'erisks (**) oppear above for
a particulor test this means the student wos absent or the onswe.s were
not scorable
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APPENDIX A

The following student papers are representative samples of papers receiving
summed holistic scores of 2, 4, 6, and B. Since each paper was scored by two readers
on a scale of 1 to 4, a student' final score is on a range from 2 to 8. The Statewide
Level of Expected Performance is a summed score of 4; students receivinga 2 or a 3
should receive further diagnois at their lccal schools. (See pages 11-13 for a fuller
explanation of holistic scoring.)

Students were 2sked to respond to the following essay topic:

Most of us have first impressions of the people we meet. Sometimes
our feelings about people stay the same as we get to know them
better. But somzatimes we are surprised by the way people act.

Think about someone you have met. Write an essay about your
impressions of that person. Try to include as many details as
possible. In your essay, be sure to express how you felt when you met
this person.

Your essay will be read and scored by two Connecticut English
teachers. Write your essay so that the teachers who read it will
understand your feelings about the person you are descr’bing.




HOLISTIC SCORE OF 2 (two ratings of 1)

SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE CORING RANGE FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE
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HOLISTIC SCORE OF 4 (two ratings of 2)
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SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 6 (two ratings of 3)

SCORING RANGE FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE

BEGIN YOUR ESSAY ON THIS PAGE
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HOLISTIC SCORE OF 6 (continued)
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CONTINUE YOUR £SSAY ON THIS PAGE
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HOLISTIC SCORE OF 8 (two ratings of 4)

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 8 (continued)

BEGIN YOUR ESSAaY ON TH!S PAGE

CONTINUE YOUR ESSAY ON THIS PAGE.
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

MATHEMATICS SUBCOMMITTEE

Mr Harry Levitin, Chanperson Now Hoven Fublic St hools

Dr Russ Dobelstein. £//ingtnn Public Schools

Mr Leroy Dupee. Bridgeport Public Sc hools

Ir Roger Fiondella. Gui/ford Publ Sc hools

Dr Vincent Glennon. Umiversity of Connec ticut Storrs

Ms Sally Hammond. Middietielit Public Schools

Mr Don Hastings. Mornroe Public Schouls

Ms Earlene Patrick. Hart*ord Public Schoals

Ms Virginia Planinshek. £/ Whitney Reg Voo Tech School Hamden

Dr Betty Sternberg. tormerly RESCUE Brityewater

Dr Richard Veitri. Connec ticut Assocrdaticn of Bodrds of Education Hartford
Ms Maureen Walsh. 8er'in Pubic Schools

Mr Steven Leinwand. Connecticut State Department of Equc ation Liaison

MATHEMATICS SUBCOMMITTEE (Group 11}

Ms Sara Harnigan. Wethersteld Public St hoals

Ms Gloria Francescom, Trumbull Publi Sc hools

Ms Nancy Cetorellt. Stratford Public Schouls

Ms Constance Beaudry. We«t Hartiord Public S« hools
Mr Philip Hyde. Manchester Publn St heols

Mr bea Kupcho. Durham Public Schools

Mr Edward Croteau. New London Public Sc hoals

Mr Robert Gregorski, Southbury Public Sc hools

Mr Tom Day, Farmungton Public St hools

LANGUAGE ARTS SUBCOMMITTEE

Dr Joan Kerelejza, Chairperson West Hartford Public Sc hools
Mr Robert Fitzgerald. Mad/ison Public Schools

Mr Edgar Flynn, 7 C Wiic ox Reg Voo
Ms Marguerite Fuller, Norwalk Public S¢ hools

Mr Louwis Haddad. Ashford Public Sc hools

Mr Gilbert Hunt, Manchester Pubhic Sc hools

Dr Rossalie Pinkham, Southern Connedctic ut Htate College New Haven

Dr Ruth Schwartz. New Haveri Pubii. Sc hools

Mr John Shine. Avon Pubin Sc hools

Ms Diane Shugert, Co traf Connec ticut State Colleqe New Britaimn

Ms Geraldine Smith. Canton Pubiic S hools

Ms Anne Wingate. Connectn ut Buwiness and industry Asscod ton Hartford
Ms Carol Wright, Hartford Public Sc hools

Dr Robert Kinder. Canned ticut State Department of Echucation { wison

Tect School Mernden

LANGUAGE ARTS SUBCOMMITTEE {Group II)

Ms Marion D Bradley, North Brantord Public Si hools
Mr Jerry Brooker, Westport Pubiin Sc hools

Ms Evelyn Burack. Westoort Puble Sc hoals

Mr Martin C Bush, Harttord Pubin Sc hoals

Mr Wendeli Davis Sr. Ki/lingly Puhiic Schoots

Ms Laura Ferrante-Fernandes, New Haven Public Schools
Dr Elizabeth Hahn, Southern Conned ti ut State College
Ms Sandra J Klinkoski, Meriden Puhic S hnots

Ms Virgima Lity. Brutgeport Pubilic Sc huols

Mr Charles B Phelps, Danbury Public Schoaols

Mr John Sutton. Darien FPubhn Sc hools

READING SUBCOMMITTEE

Ms Beatrice Wood. Chanperson Hartford Public Schools (Retired)
Ms Betty Chu, Waterford Public Schools

Ms Adela Concepcion. Hartford Public Schools

Mr John Delgreco, Regional School Distri t #1

Ms Mary Fisher, Thompson Public Schon's

Mr James W Foley, Waterbury Pubii Schools

Ms Hilda Jay, Ridgefteit Public Schools

Dr Judith Meagher, University of Connecticut Storrs

Ms Carol Parmelee, Miauietown Public Schools

Dr Frank M Perry, Newtown Pubiic Schools

Ms Mary Russo. £ O Snuth High School Storrs

Ms Charlotte Sharp. Farmington Public Sc hools

Ms Kathleen Slanski, Parent-Teacher Association ! Trumbulll

Mr David Wolansky, 8/oomfieid Publi Schools

Dr Olive Niles, Connecticut State Department of Education Lidison (retired)
Dr Robert Kinder. Connecticut State Department of Education Liarson

BIAS SUBCOMMITTEE

Ms Aida Comulada. Charperson New Haven Public Schools

Dr Clotean Brayfield. CR£ C Plamville

Ms Lilian Cruz, Commussion on Hurnan Rights and Opportunities Hartford
Dr Benjamin Dixon. Bioomtield Public Schools

Ms M Claudina Fabregas, Bridgeport Publi Schools

Dr Vincent J Glennon, Unwversity of Connecticut Storrs

Ms Lois Haignere. University of Connecticut Medical Center - Farmington
Atty Lubbie Harper. Jr. Fredier & Kaplan PC New Haven

Dr Ronald S McMullen, New Haven Public Schaols

Dr James F Mitchell, Groton Public Schools

Ms Lyn Nevins, Cooperative Educational Services Norwaik

Mr Nelson Quinby. Regiunal Sc hnoi Distric t 9

Mr Armondo Tourron, Stamford Public Sthouls

Mr David S Wolansky. 8loomtelit Publu Scheols

Ms Carol Ann Wright, Hartford Public Schoals

Ms Eve Hendrnicks. / anned tic ut State Departime ot Edu ation igison

PSYCHOMETRICS SUBCOMMITTEE

Dr Detbert G Eberhardt. Chawperson Greenws h Fubibe S0 hools
Dr Thomas Andreoli, £ast Harttord Public Schools

Ms Nancy Berson, Hartford Public Schouls

Mr Victor Ferry, Waterford Public Sc hools

Dr Robert Gable, Umversity of Conned tic ut Storrs

Dr Lawrence Giandomenico, Ber/in Pubi St hools

Dr Zandra Goldberg Gratz, Stamford Publn S haols

Dr William Love. (ife Insyrance Marketing and Research Assooiation Harttored

Dr Michael L Muro, Narwalk Puhlic Sc hools

Ms Frances Murray, Bridgepart Publ S hoals

Dr Raymond Pecheone, Conned ti ut State Department ot € ation
Dr Marvin Yaffe, Thomaston Public Sc hools

Dr Peter Prowda, Conned it State Department of Edication b aison
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EERA ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Ms June K Goodman, Chairperson, Connecticut State Lodrd of Education

Ms Nora Anthony, Connecticut League of Women Voters

Ms. Sophie Jaffe Banastak, Connecticut State Labor Counci/

Ms June D Carroll, Connecticut State Federation of Teachers

Dr David G Carter, Associate Dean, Scheol of Education, Uriversity of Connecticut
Ms Juhie Carter, Connecticut Association of Pupil Personnel Admuinistrators

Mr. Jerge Dominguez, Connecticut Associat:on of Schoor Psychologists

Dr Delbert G Eberhardt, Coordinator, Research & Evaluation Greenwich

Mr Victor H. Ferry, Elementary Schoo! Principals Association of Connecticut

Dr Vincent J Glennon, Professor ot t ‘ucation iMathematics' University of Connecticu:
Mr Lubbie harper, Jr, Urban Education Representative
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