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STATE OF CONNECTICUT
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

The EERA Basic Skills Proficiency Test, given for the
fourth time in 1982-83, provides us with valuable information
which can be used to help Connecticut students. The test is
designed to identify those students who may need remedial help
in the basic skills by measuring minimum competency levels in
the reading, mathematics and writing skills.

Through the partnership of the State Department of
Edueation and local and regional school districts, the
administration of the test is proceeding extremely well. The
success of the EERA program, mandated by the General Assembly
in 1978, depends upon such continuing cooperation.

We can find encouragement in the fact that not only have
the vast majority of our students demonstrated proficiency in
the basic skills but that the average scores of ninth grade
students on this most recent test administration improved in
all areas over the previous year. In addition, student
performance in 1982-83 was better in all areas than it was two
years ago. Mathematics scores, which have been consistently
lower than the other skill areas tested, showed the most
dramatic improvement over the two year period.

The results of the basic skills test, along with the SERA
testing required in the lower grades, will provide us with a
statewide information base on all students entering high
school. The value of the test can be found in the efforts
being made, in local districts, to help those students
identified in need of special assistance.

These efforts are now in place in school districts
throughout Connecticut. We, at the State Department of
Education, continue to be available to local districts to
assist in enhancing those efforts.

JoseA4 R. Galotti

Actin o issioner of Education

Box 2219 Hartford, Connecticut 06115

An Equal Opportunity Employer 5
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I. INTRODUCTION

Overview

The Connecticut Statewide Basic Skills Proficiency Test is required by the
"Education Evaluation and Remedial Assistance" section 10-14n of the Connecticut
General Statutes. This examination was administered for the first time in March of
the 1979-80 school year and has subsequently been administered in October of the
1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83 school years. The law, which became effective July 1,
1978, requires that the State Board of Education administer an annual statewide
proficiency examination in basic reading, language arts, and mathematics skills to all
ninth-grade students in Connecticut's public schools, vocational-technical schools, and
endowed or incorporated high schools and academies. In addition, Public Act 82-387,
which= was passed in- June of 1982, requires= that students who score below the
Statewide Level of Expected Performance (SLOEP) on any part of the statewide
proficiency test must be retested annually in the nonproficient area(s) until they score
at or above the statewide standard. In October 1982, retesting of tenth-grade
students who scored below the SLOEP on one or more parts of the test took place for
the first time. This report describes the development of the test and summarizes the
October 1982 test results for ninth-grade students. Results for tenth-grade students
who were retested in one or more areas are reported in a separate addendum.

Purpose and Background

Purposes of the law. The act concerning Education Evaluation and Remedial
Assistance (EERA), which requires, among other things, the statewide basic skills
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;
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(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; and

(8) to provide information upon which improvements in the general
instructional program can be based.

The Basic Skills Proficiency Test is one important means of achieving the goals of
EERA.

Use of the test. In enacting section 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 inacquiring basic skills proficiency, and that it should not serve as a requirement forpromotion or graduation or as a diagnostic instrument. The test is administered as
early as possible in a student's high school career in order to make the best use of the
time available for providing rem6lal assistance to students who need it.

Fall versus spring testing. A March date was selected for the first year of
testing= in order to satisfy the legislation which required administration of the
proficiency test during School Year 1979-80. An earlier date was not feasible given
the timeline for test-development activities. However, the State Board of Education
decided that, beginning with School Year 1980-81, all subsequent test administrations
should take place in the early fall. The 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 results available earlier in the year for district budget
planning; and

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

Since the proficiency test was developed to assess 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 on the
March 1980 test is not directly comparable to performance on subsequent tests. For
the future, October 1980 will be used as the baseline year for comparisons of
proficiency test results.
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InIplementation

A Statewide Advisory Committee was appointed by the State Board of
Education to assist the Department of Education in implementing EERA. Sub-
committees were' appointed in each of the three content areas (Mathematics,
Language Arts, and Reading) to assist in identifying the specific skills upon which the
proficiency test would be based and to assist in developing the test. A Test Bias
Subcommittee and a Psychometrics Subcommittee were also appointed 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 presented at the
beginning of this report.

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

PHASE I Identifying the Content of the Test

PHASE II Developing and Piloting the Test

PHASE III 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 and subsequently released to the' public. In the 1981-82 and 198243
school years, a parallel test form (Form B) was used. National Evaluation Systems
(NES) of Amherst, Massachusetts, was the contract agency responsible for assisting
the:State.pepprtment of Education in developing and piloting Forms A and B and. for
administering, scoring, and reporting of results of the 1982-83 administration. The
College Board of New York was responsible for developing and scoring the reading
portion of the proficiency test. Westinghouse Data Score Systems administered and
scored the test and reported the results during the 1981-82 school year.

12
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II. DESIGNING THE TESTS

Identifying the Content of the Test

Lists of the specific skills (or objectives) to be assessed by the test were devel-
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 ofta 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
subcommittees revised the skillS lists (objectives). 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 proficiency test was composed of 65 test items,
all in multiple-choice format. Students were given 70 minutes to complete the test.
Listed below are the 37 objectives, or skills, which were identified for the
mathematics portion of the test. The Mathematics Subcommittee selected the skills
as representative, but not exhaustive, of the skills which should be taught prior to
taking the basic skills proficiency test that are included within the broader categories
of Computation, Concepts, and Problem Solving.

COMPUTATION

1. Add whole numbers.
2. Subtract whole numbers.
3. Multiply whole numbers.
4. Divide whole numbers (without remainders).
5. Add fractions and/or mixed numbers.
6. Subtract fractions and/or mixed numbers.
7. Multiply fractions and/or mixed numbers.
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 given whole number.
14. Find what percent one whole number is of another whole number.

13
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CONCEPTS

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-

sec ting.
21. Identify the tractional equivalent of the shaded portion of a given

pictorial representation.
22. Select the most appropriate unit of measure for a given task.
23. Find the perimeter of a common geometric figure (triangle, rec-

tangle, 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 problem involving decimals.
29. Solve a problem involving percents.
30. Read and interpret a table, chart, or graph.
31. Read and interpret a map drawn to scale.
32. Find equivalent linear measures (English, metric).
33. Find equivalent measures of weight (mass) and capacity (English,

metric).
34. Solve a problem involving time.
35. Find the average of a set of whole numbers.
36. Approximate a reasonable answer to a given problem.
37. Identify the correct number sentence to solve a problem.

Description of the Basic Writing Skills in the Language Arts Test

In identifying the content of the language 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
language arts. Given the constraints of testing, however, and given the fact that
reading would be assessed separately, the Subcommittee determined that the
proficiency test of language skills would concentrate on writing. For that reason,
they titled the language arts assessment "Basic Writing Skills in the Language Arts."

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.

14
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Students were given 25 minutes to complete the writing exercise and 45 minutes to
answer the 36 multiple-choice questions.

Following is the list of skills identified for inclusion on the 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.

2. Use correct capitalization in a sentence.
3. Use correct spelling for basic English vocabulary words.
4. Use correct punctuation in a sentence.
5. In connected discourse, recognize and correct errors of usage and/or

grammar.

COMPOSING AND ORGANIZING SKILLS

6. Use language appropriate for writer's purpose and audience.
7. Arrange information and ideas in appropriate sequence.
8. Recognize and group related ideas to achieve unity in a passage.

a. Eliminate unrelated or contradictory ideas.
b. Select detail to support generalizations.

9. Identify and use appropriate words and phrases to make transitions in
written expression.

LIBRARY SKILLS FOR WRITING TASKS

10. Demonstrate dictionary skills.
a. Use dictionary guide words.
b. Use dictionary definitions to 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 proficiency test is called the "Degrees of Reading
Power" (DRP). The test is designed to measure a student's ability to process and
understand nonfiction English prose passages written at different levels of difficulty
or readability. The test identifies the hardest prose that a student can read with
comprehension.

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 can be read with comprehension.
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The test consists of 14 nonfiction prose passages on a variety of topics. Each
passage contains about 300 words and asks seven questions. Students were given 75
minutes to answer the 98 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. Each deleted
word is indicated by an underlined blank space. Five response options are provided to*
completing each 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: that is, each one makes a
grammatically correct and logically plausible sentence if the sentence is considered in
isolation. However, only one response fits or is 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 answer will be obvious.

The deleted words and the response options are always easy or common words,
no matter how difficult the passage. Thus the test items become more difficult only
with respect to the difficulty of the text in the passages. The response 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 information
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 prior
information that some students may have and others may not.

Since a student's score on the test is an indication of the most difficult prose
reading material which that student 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.
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III. TEST DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES

Item Development and Review

For each of the skills identified for inclusion on the proficiency test, the
content-area subcommittees established guidelines 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 test items meeting those specifications from
which two parallel forms of the mathematics and language arts tests could be
constructed. The College Board was responsible for providing a set of items for the
reading test.

All language arts and mathematics test items were developed specifically for
the Connecticut Basic Skills Proficiency Test. Test items were reviewed by sub-
committee members three times-during the test development processtwice prior to
the pilot test and once afterward -to examine the pilot test results. Test items were
added, deleted, or revised based upon committee recommendations throughout the
test development process. Reading Subcommittee members participated in a review
of test items which had previously been extensively field-tested by the College Board
of New York. The next section (The Pilot Test) will describe the procedures used in
October 1979 to create Forms A and B and those used in October 1981 and 1982 to
create Forms C, D, and E.

The Pilot Test

October 1979. A pilot test consisting of 148 test items in 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, Language Arts, Test Bias, and Psychometrics
Subcommittees resulted in a final item pool containing enough items to construct two
parallel forms (Forms A and B) of the mathematics and language arts tests. Form A
was- administered in March 1980 and again in October 1980. (For a more detailed
description of the pilot-test procedures, see the Summary Report of the 1979-80
Connecticut Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test.)

October 1981 and October 1982. In the Fall of 1981, test Form B in both
Language Arts and Mathematics was administered along with a set of pilot items.
Form B in Language Arts was administered with 20 different sets of 6 pilot items.
Form B in Mathematics was administered along with twenty different sets of 10 pilot
iteri,s. In this testing design, Form B is an anchor test into which 120 experimental
language arts items and 200 experimental mathematics items are imbedded. Each
version of the tests was administered to approximately 2,000 students. In October
1982, the same design was used to test an additional 200 experimental mathematics
items (20 sets of 10 items) and 140 experimental language arts items (20 sets of 7
items). (NOTE: Experimental items were administered to ninth-grade students only.)

17
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The major purpose of this design was to construct three new forms of the tests,
Form C, Form D, and Form E, for both language arts and mathematics. Test Forms
C, D, and E will have the following characteristics:

(1) Test Forms C, D, and E are to have the same number of items as
Form B, i.e., 36 items in language arts; and 65 items in mathematics;

(2) Test Forms C, D, and E are to be equal in difficulty to e'ch other,
and to Form B, at both the domain and total test level; and

(3) Test Forms C, D, and E are not to contain any overlapping items.

The pyschometric procedures which are being utilized to construct test Forms
C, D, and E, focus primarily on the use of the one-parameter latent trait model. The
construction of Form C will be completed in the spring of 1983. The construction of
Forms D and E will be completed early in 1984.

Setting the Statewide Level of Expected Performance (SLOEP)

As soon as final test forms (A and B) had been established for each section of
the= March 1980 Ninth-Grade Proficiency Test, the State Department of Education
began the process of setting standards for the test. EERA Regulations 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 assistance, 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
multiple-choice tests: (a) Angoff method, (b) Nedelsky method, (c) Borderline Group
method, and (d) Contrasting Groups method. The EERA Advisory Committee
recommended the following two steps:

(1) Use the Angoff and Nedelsky methods prior to January 1 to establish the
expected 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.

18
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Angoff and Nedelsky procedures. Both the Angoff and Nedelsky approaches to
standard-setting required the participation of subject-matter 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 mathematics 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 anestimate of the expected average score of a group of students with minimally
acceptable performance. Estimates resulting from the use of these procedures wereused to set the cut scores 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 previously scored using -the
holistic scoring method. The judges- were asked to= read each paper and to determine
whether the writer (a)- definitely needed remedial assistance, (b) definitely did not
need remedial assistance, or (c) was on the borderline between needing remedial
assistance and not needing it. After a brief training exercise in 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 upon 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 DRP asking themselves what
the most difficult passage was which a ninth-grade minimally competent student
could be expected to read with 75% comprehension. The other sub-group examined
lists of textbooks, commonly used in 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 Education recommended the
adoption of the following Statewide Levels of Expected Performance: 62 percent for
Mathematics, 58 percent for Basic Writing Skills in the Language 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 Education approved the standard-setting
process and all four of the proposed Statewide Levels of Expected Performance.
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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 from 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 Basic Skills Proficiency Test were acceptable if the
following conditions were met for all students:

(a) Session 1 (Writing Sample) occurred on October 12, 1982;

(b) Basic Writing Skills in the Language Arts, Mathematics, and Reading
occurred in any sequence sometime during October 12, 13, 14, and 15,
1982;

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

(d) Testing occurred during the regular school day in a classroom 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

(g) Make-up sessions began following the administration of the last testing
session and were concluded by Thursday, October 21, 1982. Conditions (d)
through (f) above applied for all make-up sessions.

At the conclusion of the make-up testing period, the tests and answer booklets
were returned to National Evaluation Systems (NES) and organized in preparation for
holistic scoring workshops and 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, Concepts, and Problem Solving. Likewise, language arts scores were
reported for the total test and for three domains: Mechanics of Written Expression,
Composing and Organizing Skills, and Library Skills for Writing Tasks.

.
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Scoring of the Writing Sample

Description of the scoring method. The writing sample was scored by
Connecticut English 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 overall success as a whole presentaV.on,
rather than on the quality of its component parts. In other words, the whole of apiece of writing is assumed to be greater than the sum of its parts. Contributing 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 it, regardless of how they describe writing ability; and (3)teachers will rate pieces of writing in much the same way regardless of any
discrepant views they might hold about how particular components of writing shouldbe 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 sewing. Prior to the training/scoring sessions, a committee
consisting of Connecticut State Department of Education officials, representatives of
the Connecticut Council of Teachers of English and the Connecticut Heads of English
Departments, two Chief Readers and project staff from NES met and read a
substantial number of essays drawn from the total pool of essays to be scored.
Approximately 60 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 served 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, eight holistic scoring
workshops were held in four different locations across the state. Attendance at these
scoring workshops totaled 348 teachers. At each workshop, the agenda consisted of
two parts: a training session and a scoring session.
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For the training session, teachers were seated in one large group. The Chief
Reader was responsible for conducting the session. The general procedure for a
training session is described below.

(1) Each training paper (range-finder) was studied in turn and trial-scored by
all scorers. Scoring judgments were independent, quick and immediate,
and were based on the scorer's overall impression of the paper. No
fractional points on the score scale (1-4) were permissible.

(2) After all scorers had scored the first four training papers, their judgments
were compared to the score assigned by the Chief Reader. Any
discrepancies were discussed. Through repeated discussions on succeeding
training papers, scorers came to identify and internalize those features of
written composition that distinguish 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 group 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 were 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 two 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 ranged
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 proficiency 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. 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). In addition, it should be emphasized that each of the score
points represents a range of student paperssome 4 papers are better than others.
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A score of 0 (zero) was assigned to student papers in certain cases. A score of 0
indicates that a paper is not scorable and, therefore, that the student's writing skills
remain to be assessed. The cases in which a score of 0 was assigned were as follows:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

responses that merely repeated the assignment;
illegible responses;

blank responses;

responses in languages other than English;

responses that failed to address the assigned topic
responses that were too brief to score accurately,
no signs of serious writing problems (for example,
who wrote the essay first on scratch paper and
much of it recopied).

in any way; and

but which demonstrated
a response by a student
who failed to get very

Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a 0 before this score was assigned. If
the two readers disagreed, a third reader arbitrated the discrepancy. Papers which
were assigned a score of 0 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; this makes it
possible to match written materials with student ability.

(For a conversion table, see the manual EERA: The Proficiency Pr ram in Reading,
pp. 9-11.)
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V. OCTOBER 1982 PROFICIENCY TEST RESULTS

Summary of Statewide Test Results

Table 1 presents statewide results of the October 1982 Basic Skills Proficiency
Test for ninth-grade students. Test results for each of the content areas are
summarized below.

TABLE 1

CONNECTICUT BASIC SKILLS PROFICIENCY TEST RESULTS:
STATEWIDE SUMMARY REPORT: GRADE 9

ALL DISTRICTS

AVERAGE NUMBER OF

PERCENT STANDARD STUDENTS

OCTOBER 1982

STUDENTS AT OR
ABOVE SLOEP*

SUBJECT DOMAIN CORRECT DEVIATION SCORED NUMBER PERCENT

MATHEMATICS

COMPUTATION 78.7% 16.2%

CONCEPTS 72.8% 19.5%

PROBLEM-SOLVING 75.9% 17.1%

TOTAL 76.1% 15.8% 37747 30343 80.4%

LANGUAGE ARTS

MECHANICS 81.7% 15.9%

COMPOSING 81.7% 18.3%

LIBRARY 81.9% 19.5%

TOTAL 81.7% 15.1% 37707 34751 92.2%

AVERAGE
HOLISTIC SCORE

WRITING SAMPLE 5.5 1.5 37421 34204 91.4%

AVERAGE DRP
RAW SCORE

READING 80.6 37679 35139 93.3%

* MATHEMATICS SLOEP 62%

LANGUAGE ARTS SLOEP 58%

HRITING SLOEP 4

READING SLOEP 55
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Mathematics. In mathematics, 30,343 or 80.4% of the students taking the
mathematics test scored at or above SLOEP. Statewide, Connecticut students
achieved an average score of 76.1%; that is, 49 of the 65 items were answered
correctly. Students did best in computation (78.7%), followed by problem solving
(75.9%) and mathematical concepts (72.8%).

Basic Writing Skills in the Language Arts. Basic writing skills in the language
arts were measured with two separate tests. Students began with a 25-minute writing
sample and then took a 36 item multiple-choice test. On the multiple-choice test,
34,751 students, or 92.2%, scored at or above SLOEP. The average score was 81.7%.
It can be seen that students did best on multiple-choice test items in library skills
(81.9%), followed by composing (81.7%) and mechanics of written expression (81.7%).
On the writing sample, 34,204 students, or 91.4%, were at or above SLOEP. The
average score on the writing sample was 5.5 on a range of 2 to 8.

Reading. In reading, 35,139 students, or 93.3%, scored at or above SLOEP. The
average Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) unit score is 65. This translates to a DRP
raw score of 80.6 out of 98 test items.

Figure 1 pictorially presents the results for each of the three October test
administrations. For each subtest, the bargraphs indicate the percentage of students
in each score group category. The circle graphs indicate the percent of students at orabove SLOEP for each test administration. The boxes indicate the average number or
percent of items answered correctly by all students for each test administration.

Highlights:

The 1982 average scores for ninth-grade students in Connecticut on
the statewide proficiency test showed improvement over the
previous year in all areas.

The 1982 percentages of students at or above SLOEP showed
improvement over the previous year in all areas except writing.

Mathematics, which has had consistently lower scores than the
other skill areas tested, showed the most dramatic improvement
over the previous years both in the average score and in the percent
of students at or above SLOEP.

The 1982 average scores and percentages of students at or above
the SLOEP in each of the four areas tested were higher than the
comparable figures for the 1980 administration.
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FIGURE 1 IContinued)

COMPARISON OF STATEWIDE RESULTS FOR THE EERA BASIC SKILLS PROFICIENCY
TEST: OCTOBER 1980, 1981 AND 1982 ADMINISTRATIONS
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Test Results by Type of Community

Tables 2A and 2B present data aggregated by Type of Community (TOC) for
each portion of the October 1982 proficiency examination. Connecticut school
districts were classified according to six community types, as follows:

TOC 1 = LARGE CITY a town with a population of more than 100,000.

TOC 2 = FRINGE CITY a town contiguous with a large city, and with a
population over 1C,300.

TOC 3 = MEDIUM CITY a town with a population between 25,000 and
100,000 and not a Fringe City.

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

TOC 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 213, students attending regional vocational-technical schools have
not been classified within the six TOCs but have been aggregated as a separate group.

Highlights:

The performance of urban students (TOC 1) in 1982 improved over the
previous year in all areas except Writing. The largest gain was in
Mathematics (4.7 points increase in percent at or above SLOEP).

With the exception of large cities (TOC 1), there are relatively small
differences in the average scores on the subtests among the remaining
TOCs.

In TOC 1, the average scores and the percentages of students at or above
the SLOEPs are below the respective statewide averages.

' SMSA ("Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area") is the U.S. Census Bureau
definition 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 economically
integrated with the central city. There are 11 SMSAs in Connecticut. The above
classifications are based upon the proposed 1980 SMSAs.

28



-20-

TABLE 2A

SUMMARY OF EERA BASIC SKILLS PROFICIENCY TEST RESULTS
FOR SIX TYPES OF COMMUNITIES, VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOLS, AND STATE: OCTOBER 1982

SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83

CAUTION: The (ERA Tests were not designed for COoparativo Or nOraltivo purposes.

CAUTION: it Is neither appropriate nor meaningful to sum across the different tests and subtests because of differences In scoring units. test lengths
and Statewide Levels of Expected Performance (SLOEPs).

TYPE-OF
COMMUNITY (TOC)

Large City (1)

Fringe City (2)

Medium City (3)

Subvrisen-Town (4)

-Emerging-Suburban (5)

Rural Town (6)_

Vocational-Technical
Schools

State

MATNEMMTICS LANGUAGE PATS IAITING READING

Csw, Cone rob

Total
NW 1
Correct

1 At or
Wive
OM/ Ned Cow Libr

Total
Mean 1
Correct

1 At or
Above
SLOP

Mean
Holistic
Score

1 At or
Above
SLOP

New
Total
Score

1 At or
Above
SLOOP

so.s 51.6 62.9 64.0 S3.2 n.2 70.9 70.9 n.o 71.0 4.6 75.5 69.8 82.5

82.3 77.5 79.4 80.0 17.0 05.1 85.3 85.5 85.3 96.0 5.8 95.3 $3.8 96.1

77.4 71.3 75.3 75.1 80.1 11.5 81.7 81.5 81.6 92.1 5.5 91.9 83.6 93.5

83.6 78.3 11.3 81.6 90.8 86.1 86.3 86.7 86.3 97.4 6.0 97.2 85.2 97.7

82.6 79.0 80.9 81.0 88.8 81.0 85.6 85.5 85.8 96.4 5.9 95.6 84.5 86.5

77.7 73.6 76.3 76.2 81.4 82.0 82.1 82.3 82.1 92.6 5.5 93.3 81.2 93.3

76.4 69.0 74.2 73.8 80.6 78.0 77.0 79.4 78.0 91.7 4.9 81.5 77.6 93.2

71.7 72.1 75.9 76.1 80.4 81.7 81.7 81.9 81.7 92.2 5.5 91.4 80.6 83.3

TABLE 28

NUMBER OF STUDENTS SCORED: OCTOBER 1982

SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83

TYPE OF

COMMUNITY (10C) MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE PATS MUTING READING

Large City (1) SSW 5577 5472 5566

Fringe City (2) 8089 8097 8053 8394

AWN. City (3) 8478 8454 8394 8434

Suburban Town (4) 6767 6743 6724 6742

Coorgio, Suburban (5) 3237 323S 3221 3234

Rural Town (6) 2502 2491 2472 2500

Vocational - Technical

Schools 3111 3110 3085 3109

State 37747 37707 3/421 37679
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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. Table 3 displays the potential magnitude of remedial assistance at the
ninth-grade level in Connecticut. The results are presented for the state as a whole,
and then aggregated by TOC and vocational-technical schools.

Highlights:

For the state as a whole, 24.7 percent of the students scored below SLOEP
on at least one subtest. This result is slightly better than the 1981 result
of 25.4% (approximately one-quarter) of the state's ninth-grade students
who were in possible need of remediation. In 1980, nearly one-third
(31.4%) of the students scored below SLOEP on at least one subtest.

Of the 9,449 students in possible need of remedial assistance, 5,456
(57.7%) fell below SLOEP on only one subtest.

Large cities (TOC 1) have the highest percentage of students who may be
in need of remedial assistance (54.3%). However, the urban school
districts have reduced this figure by 3.3 percentage points since 1981,
when 57.6% of the students in TOC 1 scored below SLOEP on at least one
subtest and by a total of 12.8 percentage points since the 1980 results,
when 67.1% scored below SLOEP on at least one subtest.

TABLE 3

NUMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENTS BELOW SLOEP ON ONE OR MORE
SUBTESTS, BY STATE AND BY TYPE OF COMMUNITY (TOC)*: OCTOBER 1982

SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83

f OF STUDENTS
TAKING AT LEAST

ONE SUBTEST

BELOW SLOEP ON
ONLY ONE SUBTEST

BELOW SLOEP
ON TWO OR

MORE SUBTESTS

TOTAL BELC4.1 SLOEP
ON AT LEAST
ONE SUBTEST

# % # % # %

STATE 38216 5456 14.3 3993 10.4 9449 24.7

TOC 1 5800 1464 25.2 1688 29.1 3152 54.3

TOC 2 8153 902 11.1 469 5.8 1371 16.8

TOC 3 8587 1249 14.5 884 10.3 2133 24.8

TOC 4 6779 589 8.7 223 3.3 812 12.0

TOC 5 3246 327 10.1 161 5.0 488 15.0

TOC 6 2522 358 14.2 249 9.9 607 24.1

VOCATIONAL-
TECHNICAL
SCHOOLS 3129 567 18.1 319 10.2 886 28.3

' ;ThefrOG!-,is ibase92oni ,Eh4 s'tudent s school district.
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Test Results by District

Table 4 (pages 23-26) presents a listing of test results by school districts and
other schools. School districts are listed alphabetically, followed by regional school
districts, endowed academies, and vocational-technical schools. The TOC designation
in the second column indicates the group with which each district or school has been
classified on Tables 2 and 3.

Acknowledging that comparisons between school districts are inevitable, the
State Department recommends that the following cautions be applied:

The tests were not designed for normative purposes.
It is not appropriate or meaningful to sum across the different tests and
subtests because of differences in test length, scoring units, and SLOEPs.
The most valid comparisons are between districts which are similar in terms
of socio-economic and other relevant demographic characteristics.
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 it is impossible to identify, solely on the basis of the
above information, how the average student has performed in the districts
being compared. Average scores and standard deviations provide more
appropriate comparative information on how well the average student is
performing, although many factors may affect the comparability of these
statistics as well.
Test score comparisons with previous years should be performed at the total
test score level and not at the domain score level.

Participation Rate Results

Table 5 (pages 27-29) presents the number of ninth-grade students in eachdistrict and the percentages of students who participated in the proficiency test
during the October 1982 statewide administration. The alphabetical listing of
districts provides the following information for each district:

Column 1
Column 2

Column 3

Columns 4-7

The total number of ninth-grade students at the time of testing.
The number of ninth-grade students eligible for testing (i.e.,
excluding certain special education, bilingual, and ESL students).
The number of students tested but excluded from district
summary data.
The percentages of ninth-grade students who received valid
scores for each test based on the number of eligible students
(i.e., column 2).

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 30.
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TABLE 4

EERA BASIC SKILLS PROFICIENCY TEST RESULTS
FOR CONNECTICUT SCHOOL DISTRICTS: OCTOBER 1982

SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83

CAUTION: the MA Tests wore not Oesigmed for comparative or normetive purposes.

CAUTION: It is neither appropriate for meaningful to sum across the different tests and subtests because of differences in scoring units, test !moths

sod Statmfide Levels of Expected Porfonooce (SLCIEPs).

DISTRICT

ANSCIRA

TOE

AVON' 4

9111.111 4

-1(THIL 4

1t06/11ILD 2

1104701, 4

ORANF0110 4

INIOSECMT 1

911ISTOt- 3

1111004FIELD 4

ONOOKLTN 6
CANTON' 4

CHESNIRE
CLINTON
CCtCHISTIR
ammo! 4

C10141111 4

DANIUAT 3

PANIEN 2

Ot1114

EAST 18416v 4

EAST MOM
EAST IMMITON
CAST WATFORD
EAST MAVEN 2

EAST OW 4

CAST WINDSOR 4

ELLINGTON 4

INFIELD 3

FAINfIELD 2

FA1111116701, 4

GlASTCHIBUIve 4

4

GREENWICH
GRISWOLD' 4

6001011 3

GUILFORD 4

1414/6(11 2

HARTFORD 1

KILLINGS* 6

LE1ANONle 6

LEDTA10" 4

LITCHFIELD 6

MADISON
MANCHESTER', 3

MERIDEN 3

14100tE11641, 3

MILFORD 3

MONROE" 4

HONTvILLE 4

NAUGATUCX" 2

NEW INITAIN 3

NEW CAMAR 2

51W FAINFIELD 4

NEN RAVEN 1

NEHINGTON
NEW LONDON 3

NEW MILFORD"
lorroup
MTH 80ANFORP 4

NORTH MAVEN 2

NORTH ST0111661011, S

RMINENATICS LANGUAGE ARTS %MITI%

Comp Copc Prot)

Total
Mum 1
Correct

S At or
Above

SLOE Mich Comp libr

Total
Mean 1
Correct

S At or
Mme
KEE

Mesa
Nelistic
Score

S At or
Above
StOEP

Hum
Toter
Score

S At or
Move
SlEt

71.3 72.1 75.6 76.1 13.9 $0.6 30.1 U.S $0.1 U.S S.0 $1.1 71.6 12.3

59.7 17.1 17.1 61.5 16.7 34.3 11.6 34.1 81.1 17.4 6.4 100.0 19.0 18.7

50.3 76.4 77.6 71.3 11.2 11.7 34.1 17.5 16.2 18.1 6.6 14.2 61.2 11.4

61.0 79.4 71.4 81.0 10.1 13.5 10.5 10.7 MA 17.6 6.9 98.4 61.7 17.7

10.1 76.6 74.1 77.2 12.1 11.3 13.2 U.S 12.1 14.6 6.6 92.0 11.3 13.1

71.7 77.6 78.2 77.5 15.1 11.6 13.6 17.1 13.1 91.4 S. 16.1 26.2 16.1

71.1 69.4 74.3 74,1 U.S 13.6 13.6 64.5 13.1 98.7 6.6 96.2 84.1 18.7

67.1 66.2 SO.1 61.4 48.2 15.5 70.2 67.7 69.0 76.6 4.4 74.2 66.1 78.5

77.1 71.3 76.6 75.1 64.5 50.5 81.1 11.7 11.0 13.1 S.S 13.8 79.1 13.5

14.7 71.1 12.4 52.6 92.2 16.6 116.5 OS.2 56.3 17.1 6.9 17.1 56.3 17.1

74.1 73.1 74.2 74.4 76.8 12.6 83.5 80.1 82.5 17.0 S.4 15.1 81.7 10.1

84.6 78.0 81.2 81.6 81.1 05.1 16.8 86.1 86.4 100.0 6.1 98.9 15.9 18.1

84.7 81.1 04.6 $4.0 94.6 11.0 17.1 11.4 11.7 98.1 6.3 18.7 54.0 11.7

03.8 79.1 80.5 82.2 10.7 '82.0 81.1 83.0 81.1 12.6 S.S 13.8 82.3 93.2

71.5 73.1 78.0 77.6 14.0 12.3 82.7 13.5 12.7 91.4 5.6 97.5 60.0 13.0

76.6 72.0 75.7 75.2 80.1 83.6 13.1 13.3 13.6 99.0 6.0 98.0 $2.4 98.1

10.2 73.3 71.6 77.1 116.6 83.5 61.2 80.8 82.1 91.5 5.8 17.5 80.3 13.1

78.7 72.7 76.0 76.2 12.3 12.8 12.2 12.2 12.4 13.5 5.8 93.3 81.7 15.2

87.1 85.6 86.4 86.7 17.2 40.3 91.1 11.4 10.8 11.6 6.7 100.0 90.4 100.0

67.1 60.4 70.2 64.8 55.8 81.6 82.8 77.3 81.1 13.5 5.2 14.2 76.8 12.8

U.S 15.0 86.0 86.8 96.4 88.0 11.6 14.1 89.5 100.0 6.8 98.2 88.4 100.0

80.5 77.3 78.3 78.8 83.3 87.1 86.1 15.0 86.8 18.3 6.1 18.3 64.1 18.3

83.4 78.1 83.6 12.4 13.1 87.7 88.3 86.5 87.7 90.0 S.6 96.1 85.3 17.0

78.4 70.0 74.8 74.1 10.0 12.7 12.1 82.0 82.3 14.1 S.4 12.1 10.1 46.3

71.1 63.1 70.4 48.1 70.3 79.2 71.2 76.1 70.3 90.3 5.1 12.7 74.0 18.8

81.3 78.6 79.6 80.0 10.0 OS.2 86.4 85.1 OS.8 91.0 S.8 17.2 14.6 17.2

80.0 74.1 77.6 77.6 90.1 83.2 86.1 83.1 84.5 17.8 S.S 17.8 82.1 15.7

70.5 73.3 78.3 77.2 92.9 85.1 O3.5 90.5 86.8 90.4 5.1 93.5 14.1 96.8

77.5 72.0 78.5 76.6 86.4 84.4 16.2 85.0 85.2 96.3 S.6 15.6 83.1 96.1

84.2 80.1 10.1 U.S 17.4 87.5 O3.8 86.2 16.6 17.4 5.1 15.6 14.6 96.1

84.S 100.5 81.4 82.3 92.0 84.0 87.6 88.0 87.0 96.8 6.3 16.1 86.1 18.4

91.1 17.1 11.7 89.3 17.6 88.7 10.1 19.7 89.4 100.0 6.S 100.0 81.1 100.0

53.4 79.0 12.7 12.1 92.2 87.2 86.6 84.8 86.1 11.6 6.1 96.4 87.2 100.0

86.6 82.7 64.7 14.1 94.0 88.5 87.6 1111.3 88.4 98.0 6.3 99.2 87.0 17.7

77.1 66.7 70.7 72.3 76.1 76.1 76.3 73.1 75.5 91.3 4.1 92.2 75.2 93.1

82.8 74.4 77.2 71.5 86.6 82.0 83.7 113.7 83.4 15.1 S.6 94.2 81.1 13.4

84.6 $3.2 $3.6 83.6 11.1 34.1 $6.0 15.6 86.0 13.7 6.6 17.7 16.0 98.0

78.3 72.5 76.0 76.0 71.2 81.1 12.1 14.0 12.4 91.6 6.6 13.1 71.1 91.5

67.5 57.1 61.1 62.5 41.5 67.0 65.9 44.1 64.6 70.1 4.2 70.4 66.1 71.1

71.4 66.7 70.0 70.1 66.7 77.1 71.4 75.2 75.7 15.7 S.1 11.4 75.3 811.1

76.5 70.2 71.8 73.1 74.1 71.0 81.8 80.1 80.5 92.6 5.4 96.1 78.6 12.6

83.6 77.7 00.2 80.1 87.4 15.0 84.6 16.3 55.1 17.5 6.0 96.2 15.1 16.2

60.6 71.0 78.6 71.2 88.3 86.5 66.4 84.7 86.8 96.8 6.0 17.1 14.4 13.6

12.7 71.1 87.3 U.S 91.0 87.2 05.3 $5.7 86.2 97.1 6.0 17.4 16.7 16.6

76.6 71.7 75.2 74.1 81.7 81.8 12.7 80.1 11.1 93.4 5.7 9S.1 81.2 96.6

75.2 47.3 71.1 72.0 73.0 82.0 80.3 71.7 80.1 10.1 6.2 17.1 79.4 93.6

71.5 62.7 67.4 67.8 62.0 75.6 75.1 75.0 75.3 15.2 4.0 11.1 74.0 53.5

76.7 70.3 75.3 74.6 80.2 60.7 81.3 81.1 81.0 12.6 5.5 91.6 81.1 63.1

84.1 60.1 62.0 82.3 94.1 86.7 16.3 87.7 $6.6 96.7 6.1 96.7 84.2 97.4

11.6 77.0 77.6 78.8 60.3 81.6 76.1 81.3 71.5 91.2 5.3 13.2 79.3 94.5

73.5 68.1 71.0 71.2 73.2 71.0 77.6 71.7 71.3 17.6 4.1 13.5 78.1 12.1

66.4 68.2 64.5 63.7 34.0 73.1 71.8 72.6 72.8 78.7 4.6 74.1 73.1 67.4

81.1 86.7 86.5 87.4 17.2 10.1 91.4 10.7 91.0 11.6 6.6 100.0 91.0 11.6

83.6 80.7 81.6 82.1 93.7 86.0 86.2 87.2 86.3 17.3 6.0 17.3 86.6 18.6

66.0 54.6 61.6 60.6 45.4 68.6 68.0 69.0 68.4 73.1 4.3 69.0 66.2 77.5

83.9 71.6 82.2 82.2 93.2 86.3 84.4 87.9 84.7 94.6 5.6 96.2 84.9 40.6

72.8 65.7 68.4 61.3 68.1 77.3 76.7 71.5 77.6 87.4 6.4 92.7 77.3 11.6

$3.5 $1.9 67.0 82.5 93.0 86.8 81.6 87.5 $8.0 17.5 6.7 93.9 66.0 98.1

86.2 81.7 84.0 64.8 96.7 86.7 86.9 88.6 86.8 98.4 6.0 17.0 87.4 96.7

80.1 73.1 78.4 78.1 64.1 87.0 85.3 82.7 85.4 93.7 6.1 17.8 83.8 97.1

84.4 75.3 81.3 81.9 60.4 64.8 83.6 84.6 84.3 94.7 S.6 96.2 82.3 96.1

87.9 71.2 79.3 80.9 95.5 64.4 64.3 64.1 64.7 15.5 6.0 100.0 85.1 97.7
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soma 3
OLD SA/8PM
Pul11FIELD" 6
PtAIIVILL2" 4
PLMNOUTM 2
PORTLAND
PuTNPOI" 6
11188EFIELD

ROCK/ HILL 4
SITIONIgt
SNELTON 3
SUMMIT 4
SOROS 4

POUTN1167011,4 3

SIM MOW., 2
STA22011W
STApF080 1

STON166TON 4
STAATF080

SuFFIELOG, 4
THOMASTON 4
THONPSON 6
ICKLAND 5
ropoilvon 3
TRUISM" 7
911505'' 3
WAL1I5It0110" 3
wATERMIT.4 1

861E810110 4
%MOTOWN 2
WISTONOOK 6
WEST MANTF080" 2
WEST MYER 2
WESTON 5
WEST2002 3
WEImEISEIELO" 2
MTN*, 4

WINNOW. 6
WINDUP 2

WINDUP LOCKS 4
WOLCOTT

NEGIONAL OISTNICT 1" 121

REGIONAL OISTRICT 4" 6

MINIM DISTRICT Sg. 4

8EGI0101. OISTRICT 6" 6

8E1I0NA1. DISTRICT 7'. 6
12610108 DISTRICT 8" S
NEGIONt DISTRICT 1" 4

REGIONAL OISTNICI 10" s
PKGIONAL OISTRICT 11" 6
ImIDNOt OISTRICT 12'. 6
8EG1080% OISTRICT 13" 5

NEGIONOL OISTRICT 14" 4
REGIONAL OISTRICT IS" 4
REGIONAL DISTRICT 17" 6
REGIONAL DISTRICT 18" 6
E.O.SMITH" 6
61LKAT ACADENY" 6
NORWICH FREE ACADEMY" 3
MOODSTOCX ACADEMY" 6
EMMET 0111118 RYES" 7

lutlAID-HAVENS NvIS" 7

HUNT AUOTT NV/S" 7

w.w.ELL1S NETS" 7
ELLA 6ofSS0 orrs" 7

ELI WHITNEY NyTS" 7

4.1.PRINCE NVIS" 7

mOwELL CHENEY NITS.. 7

M.C.W1LCOX RY1S" 7

ANAL NvIS" 7

PLATT NVIS" 7

E.C.G0001118 8875.. 7

*MICH IIV/S" 7

J.M.WRIPT NITS" 7

OMER WOLCOTT NvIS.. 7

W.F.RAYNOR IWTS" 7

MOHAN RYIS" 7
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TABLE A (continued)

LANGUAGE MIS WRITING PEPSIN

Cop Cone r0P

Total
Wean 1
Correct

% At or
Above
SLOE? Nech Comp Llbr

Total
Mean 1
Correct

1 At or
More
SLOE

Minn
Holistic
Score

1 At or
Alley,

SLOP

Nun
Total

Score

% At or
Above
Stall.

76.6 69.1 72.3 73.2 76.8 76.6 76.0 75.7 76.3 85.9 S.1 85.8 76.1 11.377.2 72.2 75.6 73.5 80.1 81.1 81.1 83.2 83.1 13.9 5.9 13.0 80.6 91.374.9 64.8 71.2 71.0 72.3 79.4 78.4 90.9 79.4 85.6 5.3 90.4 78.1 91.S82.8 71.7 80.2 80.7 81.1 88.1 83.2 67.2 86.8 67.1 S.S 95.6 81.6 96.774.5 70.2 74.4 73.4 73.6 83.3 15.2 83.1 43.9 17.4 5.5 91.6 61.0 92.377.6 74.4 71.2 77.1 83.0 84.4 110.8 10.5 82.2 19.4 5.4 13.1 79.3 91.5
76.1 76.3 76.1 76.1 87.0 82.3 79.1 82.5 113 13.9 5.7 96.1 81.8 96.289.8 ILO 87.3 88.3 96.8 19.S 86.0 91.0 89.7 96.7 6.6 99.4 60.1 91.781.6 78.3 80.3 80.3 118.5 14.4 81.6 84.4 83.4 14.7 6.2 18.5 83.2 94.676.8 69.1 74.3 74.0 13.3 14.0 82.6 81.4 12.9 96.4 S.S 13.7 11.3 17.475.1 70.6 75.6 74.2 80.9 81.3 12.9 81.8 11.1 12.8 5.6 95.6 713 13.4
90.7 88.6 88.1 891 98.8 60.2 60.0 11.1 60.3 91.2 6.S 99.1 88.6 98.286.7 81.4 83.8 84.2 98.1 85.6 MO 88.0 87.0 100.0 S.4 96.1 86.1 67.176.8 75.4 75.8 76.0 82.1 63.9 83.S 83.8 83.7 13.6 S.S 94.8 82.2 65.4
14.1 81.1 82.1 82.8 91.1 87.0 87.2 87.2 87.1 98.3 6.0 17.6 86.7 98.3
87.4 79.4 81.4 81.6 883 82.7 83.5 81.7 82.8 94.1 S.2 11.6 83.0 98.575.3 61.3 73.3 73.1 70.7 79.9 78.9 78.6 79.3 86.5 5.6 86.7 78.8 88.8
80.2 75.6 80.0 79.0 81.0 84.0 84.9 15.4 14.6 94.0 6.0 19.S 13.0 95.678.9 73.0 76.0 76.3 79.0 83.7 84.5 83.2 83.9 95.2 5.7 92.7 80.1 11.8
81.5 76.0 70.1 79.6 86.6 $4.5 87.0 87.9 86.2 67.1 53 91.3 86.1 97.979.6 72.1 76.7 76.6 88.3 63.6 86.2 85.6 85.0 98.7 S.6 67.4 82.1 96.7
76.0 70.0 76.5 74.8 77.8 12.6 83.5 83.3 83.1 67.0 S.4 883 82.7 97.0
84.4 83.3 83.6 83.9 90.4 88.0 86.4 89.3 87.7 96.1 6.0 96.1 84.5 91.1
80.1 75.7 80.2 79.4 01.5 83.2 84.2 83.6 83.7 963 5.6 95.7 82.5 96.3
86.0 80.1 81.9 82.9 92.0 86.8 89.5 87.8 88.0 96.5 6.2 98.1 87.4 911.5
82.0 79.4 60.5 80.8 90.8 86.9 86.3 85.2 86.3 91.0 5.8 96.1 84.2 17.5
76.3 60.1 75.4 74.3 79.0 83.8 82.8 63.6 83.4 94.1 5.5 93.3 82.1 93.9
70.2 59.9 66.4 66.2 60.4 77.2 75.8 77.5 76.7 88.4 4.8 83.4 73.7 88.5
79.S 74.9 78.6 78.1 60.1 86.0 85.7 85.4 85.8 17.7 S.9 95.1 83.4 98.2
78.9 71.4 72.7 74.3 80.2 81.5 80.6 80.4 80.9 89.7 5.6 93.5 78.7 92.1
78.4 77.1 79.6 78.6 88.0 82.1 81.4 82.8 12.0 94.0 S.S 96.0 11.5 94.0
86.8 83.9 83.8 64.9 90.9 85.9 86.0 86.8 86.1 97.3 6.0 97.1 86.8 67.6
80.5 74.0 74.1 76.3 80.6 82.6 833 83.3 83.2 65.2 5.3 93.2 80.0 95.7
81.4 15.9 86.7 87.4 96.2 91.4 92.1 89.9 91.3 18.1 6.5 96.4 81.4 96.4
89.3 86.5 87.0 87.7 96.2 91.S 92.8 91.2 61.6 100.0 6.8 100.0 89.6 100.0
85.7 83.4 82.5 83.8 92.2 87.2 85.2 88.3 86.7 97.2 53 95.0 84.9 96.2
61.6 85.0 85.1 86.4 98.1 90.0 89.6 60.8 60.0 93.3 6.5 99.3 89.9 99.3
75.6 69.5 72.7 73.0 75.4 77.2 76.6 81.1 78.9 88.5 5.1 88.1 76.1 87.9
80.0 77.8 79.6 79.3 86.3 84.4 86.0 87.3 85.6 96.4 5.7 94.0 84.1 97.7
79.2 75.0 79.1 78.4 114.1 82.1 82.5 85.6 83.3 95.3 5.7 17.6 12.2 94.1OW 71.3 78.0 77.2 60.2 84.4 66.2 84.6 85.1 96.4 S.8 95.0 83.0 96.2
75.0 71.7 74.2 73.1 77.1 12.3 81.7 80.0 81.6 11.7 5.3 92.5 80.2 92.7
84.4 79.L 80.7 81.4 89.6 86.3 85.0 85.4 85.7 95.0 5.6 92.8 81.5 92.8
85.1 82.6 84.4 04.2 93.7 89.6 89.2 81.4 81.3 99.7 6.4 91.4 80.1 100.0
83.4 75.4 80.3 80.3 87.5 83.4 87.2 86.6 85.5 17.2 5.3 91.4 15.6 98.6
78.3 75.2 78.5 77.7 87.3 82.1 81.5 00.0 81.4 92.4 6.0 96.2 84.5 96.8
80.3 77.3 78.0 78.6 85.3 83.9 85.2 14.0 84.4 16.S 53 97.6 83.4 96.5
85.0 79.5 82.8 82.8 91.8 88.1 91.1 60.0 89.6 18.7 6.7 99.4 15.2 97.5
78.4 74.8 78.5 77.6 86.8 87.8 84.6 84.9 86.0 96.6 6.1 91.6 84.2 96.6
76.9 73.2 74.1 74.9 85.5 76.4 79.2 73.3 76.7 87.9 5.3 91.4 76.6 87.1
83.5 84.7 84.1 84.0 97.5 89.6 90.0 89.6 19.7 100.0 6.2 94.7 88.3 100.0
83.7 80.8 81.4 82.1 93.1 87.6 86.9 85.2 86.8 95.7 6.1 95.7 86.0 94.8
81.6 77.8 77.8 71.1 91.5 $4.5 114.1 84.3 $4.7 96.S 5.6 95.7 84.6 97.9
80.1 77.3 79.4 79.2 86.7 83.4 83.4 84.1 83.6 17.0 5.6 14.8 82.1 143
83.2 71.8 80.7 81.4 87.0 82.0 81.9 85.7 82.8 93.1 5.4 93.8 84.5 98.5
77.4 76.4 80.5 78.4 86.1 87.5 87.7 87.3 87.5 91.1 53 93.5 85.2 95.4
82.6 80.5 83.0 82.3 90.1 86.6 87.1 88.2 87.1 97.4 6.1 98.0 86.8 ,5.4
78.9 76.1 77.4 77.6 85.7 84.9 85.2 83.6 84.7 14.7 5.6 54.7 82.4 96.2
78.7 71.5 75.2 75.6 80.5 79.9 81.0 81.0 80.5 90.8 5.7 93.0 80.5 91.7
79.7 75.4 77.8 77.9 85.9 85.1 83.3 81.6 83.7 92.3 5.7 911.7 84.1 13.6
84.7 70.3 80.7 81.8 94.2 83.1 82.9 86.0 83.7 96.1 5.1 91.0 81.2 96.8
79.3 67.5 73.9 74.3 85.2 79.3 79.4 81.1 79.8 93.4 5.1 91.7 77.7 94.6
73.0 68.6 72.8 71.9 73.4 75.9 74.1 72.9 74.6 87.0 5.4 95.8 75.6 92.9
73.8 66.8 73.9 72.2 79.8 78.3 80.4 82.6 80.0 97.3 4.9 91.2 71.1 93.0
75.5 69.2 75.4 74.0 80.4 78.9 78.3 80.1 79.0 95.1 5.1 89.6 71.8 17.1
81.6 70.0 76.2 76.7 92.1 81.2 10.7 83.9 81.6 97.0 5.3 96.1 78.8 964
67.4 57.0 62.1 62.8 48.0 68.9 65.9 67.1 67.4 74.7 3.9 68.2 65.5 77.8
80.3 75.1 80.3 71.1 92.4 78.9 81.6 82.4 80.6 94.3 4.7 MO 82.0 97.5
70.5 75.3 80.4 78.9 93.2 82.7 81.8 84.5 82.8 99.0 5.4 93.7 84.3 99.5
76.0 60.6 74.4 73.8 84.3 75.5 76.1 78.8 76.4 90.2 4.8 85.0 77.0 92.8
81.1 74.2 70.2 78.7 93.3 83.7 84.1 84.9 84.1 99.0 5.3 ,5.4 80.8 95.4
72.7 65.0 72.6 70.9 77.1 77.2 75.0 80.8 77.2 94.4 4.9 88.5 77.4 94.4
81.8 74.4 75.6 77.5 80.3 78.8 77.0 80.3 78.5 91.1 5.0 95.2 78.2 92.9
64.1 54.8 60.1 60.3 46.2 68.9 66.8 65.3 67.4 74.3 4.2 74.7 64.3 74.8
78.3 73.? 77.2 76.7 64.8 78.7 76.1 79.5 77.9 94.5 5.0 95.8 91.7 98.2
77.6 70.2 76.4 75.4 66.2 77.6 73.4 80.4 76.7 19.4 4.9 903 78.4 96.4
73.3 67.4 74.0 72.2 72.7 78.6 78.8 79.5 79.0 15.3 4.9 92.1 60.9 95.3
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FOOTNOTES

School districts that received students from other towns or school districts are listed below. A (P) means that the

district sends its students to two or more school districts. (Source: Town and School Oistrict Profiles, April 1980.)

1. Avon receives students from Hartford (P).

2. Bolton receives students from Millington (P).

3. Canton receives students from Hartford (P).

4. East Lyme receives students from Salem (P).

5. Fareington receives students from Hartford (P).

6. Glastonbury receives students from East Hartford (P), Hartford
(P), Marlborough (P) and Rocky Hill (P).

7. Granby receives students from Hartford (P).

B. Griswold receives students from Canterbury (P), Lisbon (P) and Voluntown (P).

9. Killingly receives students from Brooklyn (P),
Canterbury (P), Eastford (P), Griswold (P), Plainfield (P),

Sterling (P), Voiuntown (P) and wsOdstdCk (PI.

10. Lebanon receives students from lotrah (11), Columbia (P), Franklin (P) and Sprague (P).

11. Ledyard receives students from East Lyme (P), Groton
(P), Montville (P), New London (P), Preston (P), Stonington

(P) and Waterford (P).

12. Manchester receives students from Hartford (P).

13. Middletown receives students from Clinton (P), Cromwell (P), Durham (Ph East Hampton (P), Guilford (P), Old

Saybrook (P) and Portland (P).

14. Monroe receives students from Derby (P) and Newtown (P).

15. Naugatuck receives students from Beacon Falls (P).

li. Mn Milford receives students free Sherwin (P).

17. North Stonineton ?solves students from Preston (P).

18. Plainfield receives students from Sterling (P).

19. Plainville receives students from Hartford (P).

20. Putnam receives students from Pomfret (P).

21. Seymour receives students from Beacon Falls (P) and Oxford (P).

22. Southington receives students frostbite Britain (P) and Wolcott (P).

23. South Windsor receives students from Hartford (P).

24. Stafford receives students from Union (Pi.

25. Suffield receives students from Bloomfield (P), East Granby (P), Enfield (P), Granby (P), Hartford (P), Windsor

(P) and Windsor Locks (P).

26. Trumbull receives students from Bridgeport (P), Easton (P), Monroe (P), and Stratford (P).

27. Vernon receives students from East Windsor (P), Ellington (P), Manchester (P), Somers (P), South Windsor (P),

Stafford (P) and Tolland (P).

28. Wallingford receives students from Cheshire (P), East Haven (P), Meriden (P), New Haven (P), North Branford (P)

and North Haven (P).

29. Waterbury receives students from Naugatuck (P) and Prospect (P).

30. West Hartford receives students from Hartford (Pl.

31. Wethersfield receives students from Hartford (P) and Matertown.(P).

32. Wilton receives students from Bridgeport (P).

33. Windham receives students from Canterbury (P), Columbia (P) and Millington (P).

34. Regional fl receives students from Canaan (P), Cornwall, Kent (P), North Canaan (19, Salisbury (P) and Sharon (P).

35. Regional N receives students from Chester, Deep River (P) and Essex (P).

36. Regional 65 receives students from Bethany (P), Orange (P) and Woodbridge (P).

37. Regional 16 receives students from Goshen (P), Herwinton (P), Litchfield (P), Morris, Thomaston (P), Torrington

(P) and Warren.

38. Regional #7 receives students from Barkhamsted
(11). Colebrook (P), New Hartford (P) and Norfolk (P).

39. Regional dB receives students from Andover (P), Hebron (P) and Marlborough (P).

40. Regional 69 receives students from Easton (P) and Redding (P).

41. Regional 610 receives students from Burlington (P) and Harwinton (P).

42. Regional #11 receives students from Chaplin (P), Hampton (P) and Scotland (P).

43. Regional #12 receives students from Bridgwater (P), Roxbury and Washington (P).

44. Regional #13 receives students from Durham (P) and Middlefield (P).

45. Regional #14 receives students from Ansonia (P), Beacon Falls (P), Bethlehem (P), Bridgewater (P), Monroe (P),

Naugatuck (P), New Milford (P), Newtown (P), Oxford (P), Prospect (P), Seymour (P), Sherman (P), Southbury (P),

Washington (P), Waterbury (P) and Woodbury (P).

46. Regional 015 receives students from Middlebury and Southbury (P).

47. Regional 117 receives students from Haddam (P) and Kl11111,0orth (P).

48. Regional 018 receives students from Lyme (P) and Old Lyme.

49. E. O. Smith receives students from Ashford (P). Chaplin
(P), Coventry (P), Mansfield (P), Willington (P) and

(P).

50. Gilbert Academy receives students from Hartland (P) and Winchester (P).

51. Norwich Academy receives students from 802rah (P), Canterbury (P), Franklin (P), Lisbon (P), Norwich (P), Preston

(P), Salem (P), Sprague (P) And Voluntown (P).

52. Woodstock Academy receives students from Eastford (P), Pomfret (P) and Woodstock (P).

53. E. O'Brien VT receives students from Ansonia (P), Beacon Falls (P), Derby (P), Naugatuck (P), Oxford (P), Seymour

(P) and Shelton (P).
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54. Bullard-Haven VT receives students from Bridgeport (P), Fairfield (P), Monroe (P), Shelton (P), Stratford (P) and
Trumbull (P).

55. Henry Abbott VT receives students from Bethel (P), Bridgewater (P), Brookfield (P), Danbury (P), Monroe (P), New
Fairfield (P), New Milford (P), Newtown (P). Redding (P) Ridgefield (P), Sherman (P), Southbury (P) and Woodbury
(P).

56. H. H. Ellis VT receives students from Brooklyn (P), Canterbury (P), Chaplin (P), Eastford (P), Griswold (P),
Killingly (P), Plainfield (P), Pomfret (P). Putnam (P), Sterling (P), Thompson (P), Voluntown (P) and Woodstock
(P).

57. Ella Grasso VT receives students froi East Lyme (P), Groton (P), Ledyard (P). Lyme (P). Montville (P), New London
(P), North Stonington (P), Norwich (P), Plainfield (P) Stonington (P) and WaterforJ (P).

58. Eli Whitney VT receives students from Bethany (P), Branford (P), East Haven (P); Hamden (P), New Haven (P), North
Branford (P), North Haven (P) and West Haven (P).

59. A. I. Prince VT receives students from Bloomfield (P), East Hartford (P), Enfield (P), Glastonbury (P), Hartford
(P). Vernon (P), West Hartford (P), Wethersfield (P), Windsor (P) and Windsor Locks (P).

60. Nowell Cheney VT receives students from Bolton (P), Coventry (P), East Hartford (P), East Windsor (P), Ellington
(P), Enfield (P), Glastonbury (P), Manchester (P). Somers (P), South Windsor (P), Tolland (P) and Vernon (P).

81. H. C. Wilcox VT receives students from Berlin (P), Cheshire (P), Meriden (P), Southington (P), Wallingford
and Wolcott (P).

62. Vinal VT receives students from Branford (P), Clinton (P), Cromwell (P), Oeep River (P), Durham (P), East Haddam
(P). East Hampton (P), Essex (P). Guilford (P), Haddam (P), Killingworth (P), Madison (P). Middlefield (P),
Middletown (P), North Branford (P), Portland (P) and Rocky Hill (P).

63. Platt VT receives students from Ansonia (P), Bethany (P), Derby (P), Milford (P), Orange (P), Seymour (P),
Shelton (P) Stratford (P), West Haven (P) and Woodbridge (P).

64. E. C. Goodwin VT receives students from Avon (P), Berlin (P), Bristol (P), Burlington (P). Cromwell (P),
Farmington (P), Glastonbury (P), Manchester (P), New Britain (P), Newington (P), Plainville (P), Plymouth (P),
Southington ()P. West Hartford (P) and Wethersfield (P).

65. Norwich VT receives students from Sotrah (P), Canterbury (P). Colchester (P), Franklin (P), Griswold (P), Ledyard
( ),

untown (

Lisbon
P).
(P). Montville (P), North Stonington (P), Norwich (P), Preston (P), Salem (P), Sprague (P) and

Vol

66. J. M. Wright VT receives students from Darien (P), Norwalk (P) and Stamford (P).
67. O. Wolcott VT receives students from Avon (P), Barkhamsted (P). Bethlehem (P), Canaan (P), Colebrook (P), Goshen

(P), Hartland (P), Harwinton (P), Kent (P), Litchfield (P), New Hartford (P), Norfolk (P), North Canaan (P),
Salisbury (P). Sharon (P), Thomaston (P), Torrington (P) and Winchester (P).

68. W. F. Kaynor VT receives students from Beacon Falls (P), Naugatuck (P), Prospect (P). Southbury (P). Waterbury
(P), Watertown (19, Wolcott (P) and Woodbury (P).

69. Windham VT receives students from Andover (P), Ashford (P), Bolton (P), Chaplin (P), Columbia (P), Coventry (P),
Franklin (P), Hampton (P), Hebron (P), Lebanon (P). Mansfield (P), Marlborough (P), Scotland (P), Sprague (P),
Stafford (P), Tolland (P), Union (P), Millington (P) and Windham (P).
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TABLE 5

PARTICIPATION RATES FOR NINTH-GRAOE STUOENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83

District

Total
Ninth-Grade
Population

Students
Eligible 1

for Testing

Students Tested
but Excluded 2

from Summary Oata

Percent of Eligible Students Tested
3

Mathematics Language Arts Writing Reading,

Ansonia 166 159 9 95.0 95.0 96.9 95.6
Avon 167 166 12 98.8 98.8 98.8 98.2
Berlin 195 188 4 92.6 92.0 93.1 92.0
Bethel 288 274 12 96.7 96.0 98.2 97.4
Bloomfield 234 234 17 94.0 94.0 94.0 94;0
Bolton 68 67 2 98.5 100.0 100.0 98.5
Branford 262 262 7 92.7 92.7 92.7 92.0'
Bridgeport 1761 1627 18 88.1 87.6 91.5 87.2
Bristol 770 767 58 95.3 95.7 95.7 95.4
Brookfield 263 261 4 95.4 94.3 96.2 94.6
Brooklyn 104 100 0 99.0 99.0 99.0 99.0
Canton 103 101 11 99.0 99.0 99.0 99.0
Cheshire 329 315 2 99.') 99.4 99.0
Clinton 167 167 0 97.0 97.6 96.4 97.0
Colchester 95 83 2 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.8 -'

Coventry 116 116 7 95.7 94.8 94.8 96.6
Cromwell 88 82 0 100.0 100.0 98.8 100.0
Oanbury 672 627 6 94.4 94.3 96.2 93.1
Oarien 302 302 16 98.7 99.3 99.3 98.7-
Oerby 154 154 12 96.8 96.1 96.8 96.8
East Granby 58 58 2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
East Haddam 72 63 3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
E Hampton 113 105 1 94.3 94.3 94.3 94.3
E Hartford 691 690 74 84.6 84.3 87.7 86.5
East Haven 299 290 0 96.2 95.5 96.2 95.5
East Lyme 279 276 20 97.5 97.5 97.5 97.5
E Windsor 110 110 15 94.5 93.6 96.4 95.5
Ellington 157 145 0 86.9 87.6 88.3 86.9
Enfield 669 656 49 98.2 98.3 98.0 97.6
Fairfield 725 684 24 97.8 96.8 98.8 96.9
Farmington 209 198 6 99.0 99.0 99.0 99.0
Glastonbury 423 422 54 99.3 99.5 99.5 99.5
Granby 151 151 11 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.3
Greenwich 696 685 71 98.5 98.5 98.8 98. -7

Griswold 114 109 0 95.4 95.4 95.4 92.7
Groton 372 369 16 99.2 98.6 99.2 98.6
Guilford 327 327 14 97.2 97.2 97.2 97.6
Hamden 445 443 24 98.4 98.0 98.2 97.5
Hartford 2084 1697 140 88.0 88.3 92.3 87.9
Killingly 282 279 15 96.4 95.3 96.4 95.0
Lebanon 95 82 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Ledyard 250 249 6 98.8 98.8 98.8 98.8
Litchfield 109 102 8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Madison 272 272 0 98.5 98.2 98.2 98.2
Manchester 558 557 25 95.7 94.8 98.6 97.1
Meriden 705 637 0 95.3 95.3 95.9 95.9
Middletown 332 321 11 91.3 91.0 90.7 90.7

1 The number of eligible students is determined by excluding certain Special Education, Bilingual, and
English-as-a-Second-Language (ESL) students from the total population of ninth-grade students.

2These are students designated handicapped exclude" (HE) or "Bilingual" (B) by local education agencies
3 These percpnitia9es include only those students receiving valid scores.

:U.i iff'1ti
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TABLE 5

PARTICIPATION RATES FOR NINTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83

District

Total
Ninth-Grade
Population

Students
Eligible 1

for Testing

Students Tested
but Excluded 2

from Summary Data

Percent of Eligible Students Tested 7--

Mathematics Language Arts Writing Reading

.
.

,

Milford 639 622 20 96.3 95.8 95.8 95.5
Monroe 283 277 1 97.8 98.2 99.3 97.8
Montville 208 195 3 95.4 94.9 95.4 95.4
Naugatuck 337 327 13 94.2 94.5 94.8 94.8
New Britain 669 568 16 78.3 78.2 74.5 74.6
New Canaan 319 294 1 97.3 97.3 96.9 97.3
N Fairfield 254 227 0 97.4 97.8 98.7 97.8
New Haven 1405 1278 16 87.6 86.4 89.9 88.8
Newington 393 388 0 94.1 95.1 '95.4 94.1
New London 216 199 0 96.0 95.5 96.5 96.0
New Milford 341 327 0 96.3 96.0 96.0 95.7
Newtown 315 307 0 99.0 99.0 99.0 99.0
No Branford 147 147 8 '100.0 100.0 99.3 100.0
North Haven 278 274 9 99.6 100.0 100.0 100.0
No Stonington 55 54 8 96.3 96.3 96.3 96.3
Norwalk 938 895 9 85.3 85.8 87.8 85.4
Old Saybrook 125 123 8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Plainfield 246 246 12 81.3 81.3 83.7 81.3
Plainville 192 192 9 97.9 99.5 99.0 99.0
Plymouth 161 157 0 99.4 98.7 100.0 99.4
Portland 97 95 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Putnam 148 148 17 97.3 100.0 99.3 98.6
Ridgefield 363 363 20 99.4 99.2 99.4 99.4
Rocky Hill 144 144 5 94.4 94.4 93.8 93.8
Seymour 209 209 11 96.7 97.6 97.6 97.6
Shelton 386 382 0 91.6 90.3 90.6 91.6
Simsbury 355 353 19 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Somers 124 124 17 96.8 96.0 96.8 96.0
Southington 535 532 26 99.1 98.9 99.4 99.1
So Windsor 306 304 12 99.7 99.7 99.7 99.7
Stafford 143 139 0 97.1 97.1 96.4 96.4
Stamford 983 953 40 89.6 91.2 91.7 89.0
Stonington 185 183 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Stratford 608 570 0 97.9 98.2 98.2 98.6
Suffield 158 156 13 99.4 97.4 98.1 98.7
Thomaston 86 77 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Thompson 112 99 2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Tolland 169 169 8 97.6 97.6 98.2 97.6
Torrington 387 368 27 94.6 95.7 95.7 94.8
Trumbull 509 502 24 98.8 98.6 98.4 98.0
Vernon 406 401 35 97.3 96.0 99.3 97.0
Wallingford 502 502 30 97.8 97.4 97.2 97.2
Waterbury 968 915 35 96.7 97.0 97.4 96.2
Waterford 267 256 18 94.1 93.8 93.8 93.8
Watertown 290 285 17 97.9 97.9 98.2 97.9
Westbrook 52 49 1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
W Hartford 649 627 0 100.0 100.0 99.8 100.0

The number of eligible students is determined by excluding certain Special Education. Bilingual. and
English -as-a-Second-Language (ESL) students from the total population of ninth-grade students.

These are students designated "handicapped exclude" (HE) or "Bilingual" (B) by local education agencies.
These percentages include only those students receiving valid scores.
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TABLE 5

PARTICIPATION RATES FOR NINTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1982-83

District

Total
inth-Grade

Population

Students
Eligible 1

for Testing

Students Tested
but Excluded 2

from Summary Data

3
Percent of Eligible Students Tested

Mathematics Language Arts Writing Reading

West Haven
Weston
Westport
Wethersfield
Wilton
Windham
Windsor
Windsor Locks
Wolcott
Region #1
Region #4
Region #5
Region #6
Region #7
Region #8
Region #9
Region #10
Region #11
Region #12
Region #13
Region #14
Region #15
Region #17
Region #18
E. O. Smith
Gilbert Sch
Norwich Free
Woodstock Aced
Emmett O'Brien
Bullard-Havens
Henry Abbott
H. H. Ellis
Grasso Southeast
Eli Whitney
A. 1. Prince
Howell Cheney
H. C. Wilcox
Vinai
Platt
E. C. Goodwin
Norwich Tech
J. M. Wright
Oliver Wolcott
W. F. Kaynor
Windham Tech

448
161
452
328
300
332
350
192
238
124
146
397
91
170
198
175
178
63
85

133
170
235
141
116
171
170
569
88
158
248
P'2
124
217
209
204
159
219
161
197
260
171
232
180
237
148

439
161
432
320
297
308
346
184
238
118
145
397
76
158
191
175
176
63
85

126
170
228
139
115
169
164
555
79
156
248
196
116
217
209
199
159
219
153
196
260
171
232
180
237
148

32
0

29
2
18
0

35
11
13
9

12
30
4
0
16
16
17
0
6
10
27
10
8
7

19
4

15
2
0
0

24
7

12
5

25
0
12
0
0

28
0
0
15
0

20

96.6
98.8
97.9
100.0
96.6
96.4
98.3
94.6
99.6
100.0
94.5
99.2
100.0
100.0
97.4
98.9
90.9
98.4

100.0
100.0
98.8
89.9

100.0
100.0
100.0
83.5
94.2

100.0
99.4
98.0
98.0
100.0
99.5
99.5
99.5
99.4
99.1
100.0
99.5
99.6
98.2
96.1
99.4
94.9

100.0

96.8
98.8
97.9
100.0
96.6
96.1
98.0
94.6
99.6
99.2
94.5
99.2
100.0
100.0
97.4
98.3
90.3
92.1
98.8
99.2
98.8
91.2
100.0
100.0
100.0
83.5
92.8
100.0
99.4
98.0
98.5

100.0
99.5
99.5
98.0
100.0
99.5
100.0
100.0
100.0
98.8
94.0
100.0
95.8
100.0

96.8
98.8
97.7
100.0
97.0
96.8
97.4
96.2
99.2

100.0
94.5
99.2

100.0
100,0
97.4
98.9
91.5
95.2
98.8
100.0
98.8
91.2
100.0
100.0
100.0
84.8
93.7
100.0
99.4
98.8
99.0
100.0
99.5
99.5
100.0
98.1
99.5
100.0
100.0
100.0
97.7
97.0
100.0
97.5
99.3

96.1
98.1
97.7
100.0
97.0
96.8
97.7
94.6
99.2
100.0.
94.5
99.2
100.0
100.0
97.4
98.9
92.0
98.4

100.0
99.2
98.8
90.4

100.0
100.0
100.0
82.9
93.0
100.0
99.4
97.6
98.5
100.0
99.5
99.0
98.5
98.7
99.5
100.0
99.5
100.0
98.8
95.7
99.4
94.5

100.0

1 The number of eligible students is determined by excluding certain Special Education, Bilingual, and
English-as-a-Second-Language (ESL) students from the total population of ninth-grade students.

2 These are students designated "handicapped exclude" (HE) or "Bilingual" (B) by local enucation agencies
3 These percentages include only those students receiving valid scores.
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STUDENT NAME: JONES

STUDENT ID,

CONNECTICUT BASK SKILLS PROFICIENCY TESTING PROGRAM FALL 1942

NOMNIMUAMODONTIMPOW

Jarti 03-13 WWI: THIRDS DISTRICT

SOICKC f 14ST SCHOOL

GRADE:

STUDENT'S SCORE

STATEWIDE UM
Of EXPECTED

PERTOREAANCE(SI)

YOU NAVE SCORED

YOU NAVE SCORED

MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS

1COMPUTATION CCMCIIS NOM KONG TOTAL

40.3% 40.01 40.72 3.12

62%

MICHOHICS COMPOSIMO WW1 MILS

S0.01 34.42 37.32

TOM

72.21

At OR ABOVE SLOE/ ON: LANGUAGE

EELOw SLOE OM: NATNENATICS

ARTS READING

WRITING

9

3

READING

10

55

TOW SCHOOL SHOULD DIAGNOSE yOUA SKILLS Eh THESE ARIAS AND If NECESSARY. ROVIIRE YOU With RENEOIAL HELP.
YOU ILL NEED tO nE 'RETESTED ANNUALLY I% THESE AREAS UNTIL YOU REACH OR EACEE, THE SLOES.

IF YOU HAVE JUESTIONS CONCCRNihO YOUR SCORES. CONTACT YOUR TEACHER OR PRINCIPAL.

MOUT THE ERA TESTING PROGRAM The laic skills test is me pars el the fixes*
Evaluation and Romilel Assistahui (ERA) ext. permed it 1,79. Tye tra* ppal* et
the Imo we to help studeots ammo wohckowe M Om basic irk midi be whim
information Met eit hop improve school program M edilitien. the Me sea sounded
1962 to toques that students oho mated helm is Sestrraide level el Immtad
Performance (St0f14 On my part of the stet** probusecy test must be rotated
annually m the areo(s) of weakness wild they KW* el r *{site the stateside steraterd.

WHAT THE TESTS MEASURE: Titre we low parts to the ffRA {sic Ails primmer,/
elommotion Motheactics, larquoie eels. Writers Sample. awl Reedle the tests ems
despised to measure Mose skills Mot students Medd here arisdred Nor akliht Veit if
school The mothentotics tot measures Mime ski mew Camputetiso, tempts. aed
Problem Sarno The lanprowe kis lest oho metres Throe ski reek fischeirs eE
Witten I *rosin. Co/position, and the use el {dory ofd reference arearials. the
mono smite Immures a student's wool skis. as ikossAat wed an 2S-wise"
*canoe* dew:Arno a pommel experience. The reerfire test imesures a smashes liar/
to imderstand nonfiction ISO M. 1110t1C101 ode test NwItifes ON level of Min
material that o student con rood loth comprehension.

STAMMER IIVIl Of EXPECTED PERFORMANCE (WO): A StOIP hes been set to
rapreseet readdress premiums an ash el Me feer tests. The SUMPs Ir tit tests era
messeted elem. Each YOU, essa ntalistrod by Eamecticut simmers to leardely those
radars dose addemetwit Is timikestte *We grab WM. Stile stuiwits Mead
rocs* What Mere* by the Mai Welk its: N imessay. be presided edit
tenses*

THE TEST SCORES: fee the frischowitio awl Umpaess Pets tests, owes me is pram
el test visite* mem* csnutfy. A penal* correct mare Is gime lbws fir etch
ski one ma fee Neel onothernstics awl *el lempasee arts. the miss wimple scare is
ruiressed ore mile el 2 to elms rain** wary welkerimas meg. The
resin, mere mermen Me teed. sal*" el mos** asevered conic*, thy. *re
IS washing is the me*, test. if asterisks ( ') appear a.. ter partici. test.
this mew MO SWIM ease slant, she arms ems set scars*. sr the student wee
set reeked to *a Wm sese
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APPENDIX A

The following student papers are representative samples of papers receiving
summed holistic scores of 2, 4, 6, I, and 0. Sines each paper was scored by two
readers on t4 seals of 1 to 4, a student's final score is on a range from 2 to O. The
Statewide Level of Expected Performance is a summed score of 4; students receiving
si 2 or a 3 should receive further diagnosis at their local schools. (See pages 12-14 for
a-fuller explanation of holistic scorier.)

Students were asked to respond to the following essay topic:

Most of us have experienced important changes in our life. We may
move, make new friends, or begin participating in a new sport.

Remember an important change in your life. Write a composition
about this change. You may want to tell what happened to cause the
change.

Your composition will be read and scored by two Connecticut English
teachers. Write your composition so that the teachers who read it
will understand what happened.
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SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE SCORING RANGE
FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE.

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 2 (TWO RATINGS OF 1)

-1- moved. Cnno-, C...Kortria... -i-c, c o rik el.
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rn&ke erNey 4-?(erlaS "1}'- r1 SOri& One. C-Jorsicz
-tie) ScLy hi and. +la I-004d c.42 -k-AD %JO Lt., And 11"te r\
4;01 Nts-s' -Cr rdenct comts, i--0 'Sci_y ht to (..?Lke
;+- r s ii Ice a ch on rcv-ctrf if) rl

3
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SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE SCORING RANGE
FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE.

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 4 (TWO RATINGS OF 2)

JL &ova Jet 1 177 Lta

ctrA elnid
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SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE SCORING RANGE
FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE.

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 6 (TWO RATINGS OF 3)

a vkiNA .,,,IL.,± ..,)t Lo,,,AA -6-
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SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE SCORING RANGE
FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE.

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 8 (TWO RATINGS OF 4)
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SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE SCORING RANGE
FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE.

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 8 (CONTINUED)
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SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE SCORING RANGE
FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE.

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 0 (TWO RATINGS OF 0)
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SAMPLE PAPERS REPRESENTING THE SCORING RANGE
FOR THE WRITING SAMPLE.

HOLISTIC SCORE OF 0 (CONTINUED)
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