DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 281 886 ™ 870 300

TITLE Connecticut Education Evaluation and Remedial ,
Assistance: Grade 4 Mastery Test Results. Summary and
Interpretations: 1985-86.

INSTITUTION Connecticut State Dept. of Education, Hartford.

PUB DATE [86]

NOTE 130p. ) e

PUB TYPE Reports - Descriptive (141) —-- Statistical Data (110)

EDRS PRICE MF01/PC06 Plus Postage. =

DESCRIPTORS Academic Standards; Achievement Tests; Behavioral

*Sccres; Scoring; *State Programs; *Test

Construction; *Testing Programs; Writing
o Evaluation S
IDENTIFIERS *Connecticut; Degrees of Reading Power
ABSTRACT I

) ___ _The Connecticut Mastery Test was designed to assess
specific skill levels of students by measuring performance on various

learning objectives that students can be expected to master: The
grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test, given for the first time in the
fall of 1985, provides information which can be used to improve
instruction and the basic skills in mathematics and language arts.
This report covers: (1) the legislative background; (2) the mastery
test development process, irnicluding test construction, pilot tests,
surveys and mastery iest content; (3) setting mastery standards by

objective, including remedial (grant) standards; (4) test , ]
administration and scoring, including testing guidelines, scoring of

the language arts and mathematics test, scoring of the writing

sample, analytic scoring, and scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power
(DRP) test; (5) reporting of the school district test results: and

(6) Fall 1985 statewide mastery test results for mathematics and .
language arts, with test results by district and participation rate

results. Supporting data and information are included in charts and

appendices. (BAE)

LR T T T T T TR T T T R S T T F T P T S PSP S S S g gy
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the original document. *

AR IR IR R R R R R R AR AR R AR AR AR AR R AR R KA AR IR AR AR R AR AR A AR A AR A RAR A AR AR AR AR A AR




v ,;,"37

ED2618/86

CONNECTICUT
EDUCATION EVALUATION
AND REMEDIAL ASSISTANCE

GRADE4
MASTERY TEST RESULTS

| SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATIONS
1935-86

7 ) p——————— — "PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

C-N. Tren3si
I

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

DS DEPAHTUEE OF EDUCA O

U ATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
ED C CENTER(ERIC)

t--has be produc. 'OQ,,A,S,
yecs i%c mm the person or orqamzahon
nginating 1. - .

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

(rn x710 s0o

STATE OF CONNECT]CUT DEP%RTMENT OF EDUCATION




stats of conpecticut
willizm A. 0'Neill; Governor

BO3*d of Education

AbTahgn Glassman, Chatrypan

3875 3 szerejko; Vice Chatrman
A. Waiter Esdaile

Waitsp 3, Foley

DofSthy ¢. Goodwin

RiEQ 1| gendel

Jo" g, Mannix

Joliy s, Rankin

HUPberto Solano

No™@3 Foreman GlasgOW (ex officio)
Co™igsioner of Higher gggycation

Ge*3lg N, Tirozzi
Co™Migsioner of Educatjgn

Fratk p; Altferi
DePUty Commissionel
Fifance and Operations

Lo'fajne M, Aronson
DePUty Commissioner
PrO8ram znd Support Seryices



Connecticut S o
Education Evaluation and Remedial Assistance

GRADE 4 MASTERY TEST RESULTS

SUMMARY AND INTERPRETATIONS: 1985-86

STATE OF CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Yo




CONTENTS

Foreword

Acknowiedgements

OVERVIEW OF THE MASTERY TEST DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Test Construction

Pilot Tests

_Survey

Mastery Test Content

SETTING MASTERY STANDARDS BY OBJECTIVE

Setting Remedial ¢(Grant) Standards

TEST ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING
Testing Guidelines.r Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test
Scoring of the tanguage Arts and Mathematics Test

Scoring of the Writing Sample

Analytic Scoring

Scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test
SCHOOL DISTRICT TEST RESULTS REPORTING

FALL 1985 STATEWIDE MASTERY TE§?73§$§tiS
Mathematics

_ Language Arts

) Test Results by District

Participation Rate Results

Charts

Chart 1: Mathematics: Percent of Students
~ Achieving Mastery for Each Objective
Chart 2: Language Arts: Petrcent of Studeiits

Achieving Mastery for Each Objective

Chart 3: Writing Sample: Percent of Students at Each Score Point
Chart 4: Degrees of Reading Power: Percent of Students
at Selected Ranges of DRP Unit Scores

Appendices

. Appendix A: Grade Four Mathematics Objectives
Appendix C: Remedial (Grant) Standard—Setting Process
Appendix D: Marker Papers for Holistic Scoring
Appendix E: Analytic Rating Guide and Marker Papers
for Analytic acoring

Appendix F: Sample Grade Four Mastery Test Score Reports

) o Appendix G: Number of Objectives Mastered

~ Appendix H: Fall 1985 Grade 4 State by District Report: Mathematics
Appendix I: Fall 1985 Grade &4 State by District Report: _Language Arts
Appendix J: Type of Community Classifications

Appendix K: Student Participation Rates

-1ii-

5

12
12
12
17
17

13

14

1€

19
21
23
29
37
61
73
77
&5
93
95



FOREWORD

One of my highest priorities and a very central aspect of Connecticutts
Challenge: An Agenda for Educational Equity and Excellence is the
implementation of the statewide mastery cesting program_ in mathematics and
language arts, includingrlistening, reading and writing, for grades 4, 6, and

8. The testing program is designed to assess specific skill levels of

students by measuring performance on various learning objectives that stiudents

reasonably can be expected to have mastered by the end of grades 3; 5, and 7.

The results of the Connecticut Mastery Test at three grade levels will be

useful in evaluating:
) individual student performance in mathematics and language arts;

o the effectiveness of instructional programs in mathematics and
language arts; and

o the effectiveness of the remedial assistance programs in mathematics
and language arts.

The . grade ﬁ Connecticut Mastery Test given for the first time in the fall of
1985, provides valuable educational information which can be used to improve

instruction and the basic skills of Comnecticut's students. The test resilts

have helped local districts to re-examine curriculum and to ideutify students

who have not mastered certain skills. The grade 6 and grade 8 Connecticut

the second administration of the grade 4 mastery test.

I encourage you to carefully review the mastary test results provided at -the

student, classroom and district levels. The Department 1is prepared to assist

Gerald N. Tirozzi
Commissioner of Education

-
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LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

In June 1984 the General Assembly of the State of Connecticut amended Section

10-14m~r of the Connecticut General Statutes, an act concerning Education
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA). This law provides that:

o

"he

By May 1, 1985 each local or regional board of education shall

develop and submit for State Board of Education approval, a new plan

of educational evaluation and remedial assistance Each plan is to
address the following:-

-~ the iuse of student assessment results for instructional

improvement

-~ the identification of individual students in need of remedial
ass!stance ir language arts/reading,; and mathematics

-~ the provision of remedial assistance to students with identified

-~ the evaluation of thne éffééti@éﬂééé of the 1instructional

mastery test in 1anguagc arts/reading, and mathematics to all

fourth—; sixth-; and eighth~grade students:

Each student who scores below the statewide remedial standard on one
or more parts of the eighth-grade mastery examination or the ninth
grade proficiency test shall be retested. Starting in October 1987,

these students shall be retested annually, using the cighth-grade

mastery test; only in the deficient area(s) until such students score
at or above the statewide remedial standard(s).

Biennially, each local or regional board of education shall submit to
the State Board of Educdtion a report whicl irncludes indicators of

student achievement and instructional improvement.

determine the distribu;icn of available state funds to support

remedial assistance programs.

purpose of this report _ i8 to summarize_ the development and

implementation of the fourth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test. The mastery test

assesses how well each student is performing on those s8kills identified by

content

experts and practicing educators as important for students entering

fourth grade to have mastered:



OVERVIEW OF THE MASTERY TEST DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

arts, including 1istening, reading and writing skills. The tests were to be

established for grades 4; 6, and 8.
The goals of the mastery testing program are:

earlier identification of students needing remedial education:

o

o testing a more comprehensive range of academic skills;

o setting high expectations and standards for student achievement;

o more useful test achievemeut information about students; school and
districts;

o improved assessment of suitable equal educational opportunities; and

o continual monitoring of students in grades 4, 6, and 8.

The type of test that best addresses these goals is a criterion-referenced

test. Criterion-referenced tests are designed to assess the specific skiiil
levels of students. Such tests usually cover_ relatively small units of
content. Their scores have meaning in terms of what the student knows or can
do. Test resvlts are used to identify the areas of strerngths and weaknesses

of each student.

Test Construction

The development of the fourth-grade critarion—referenced mastery test required

the formation of seven statewide advisory committees: These included the

Mathematics and Language Arts Committees; the Psychometrics Committee; the

Bias Committee; the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee; and two
standard setting committees; one for mathemat:cs and one for. laiguage arts.
These committees were comprised of representatives from throughout the state.
Members were selected for tlieir area of expertise. Some 150 Conmnecticit
educators participated on the mastery test committees which met over 80 times

over an 18-month pericd (see Acknowledgements; p: vii).

_ Beginning in the spring of 1984, content committees in both language arts
énd mathematics ﬁértieiﬁated in eaeh stage of the test development process,

Psychological Corpcration as its tost contractor. First, the content

committecs reviewed the curriculum materiais prevalent. throughout the state

and the scope of the national tests in use in Connecticut at the respective

grade levels. The Connecticut curriculum guides in mathematics and language
arts, developed in 1981, were valuablé resources, as well as the results of
recent . Connecticiit Assessment -of Educational Progress (PAEP) arsessments in

mathematics and language arts. Next,; the committees didentiiied sets of

preliminary mathematics and language arts objectivea which reflected existing

curriculum materials and the goals of the mastery testing rrogram. The
content committees defined an objective as an operationalized learning outcome
that was fairly narrow and clearly defined.



Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test. To be considered for use, test objectives
and items must be:

(1) significant and important,
(2) developmentally appropriate,
(3) reasonable for most studenits to achieve, and

€4) generally representatrive of what's taught in Connecticit schools:

Once the objectives were identified; item specifications and/or sample
items were written. Item specifications aré written descriptions of the types
and forms of test items that assess an obJective. They also prescribe the

types of answer choices that can be used with each item.

After the test specifications were writtem and agreed upon, the test
contracter wrote items and response choices for each of the objectives: The

items.. were then reviewed by the content committees. Items which met the
criteria of the test specifications and received the approval of the content

comnittees were considered for the piiot test. Before testing, the Bias

Committee revicwed each item for potential adverse discrimination of gender,

race or ethnicity in the language or format of the questionm or Lesponse
choicés.  After their review was completed; the pilot test forms were
constructed. Over 500 customized Connecticut items were included in the

October 1984 Grade 4 pilot test in language arts and mathematics.

The Psychometrics Committee provided advice couceruing other aspects of

tne pilot test including the sampling design,; statistical bias analysis, the
design of item specifications; and pilot test administration procedures. The
recommendations proposed by the Psychomeétrics Committee were reviewed and

endorsed by the liastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee.

Pilot Tests

Afrer the iterdis had been reviewed twelve test forms (six in mathematics, and

six in 1anguage arts) were VpilJted for the Grade 4 test. The purpose of

several pilot test forms was to ensure that enough test items were included to

const*ict tliree compavavle test forms from the pilot test resuits.

Over 6 000 Lrade 4 students participateo in the October. 1984 pilot test.

In January 1965,  the pilot test results were made available to Connecticut

State Bepa‘tuent of Education (CSDE) staff. The process of selecting items to

construct three comparable test forms began by the Bias Committee examining

the pilot test statistics of each item for potential bias: As a resalt, some
items wc.e eliminated from the item pool. From the remaining items, test
forms were constructed to be equivalent in content and difficulty at both the

objective and total test levels.



Once the items were sorted on this basis, the test contractor prepared

three complete forms of the mathematics test and two ccmpiete forms of the

language arts test: These forms were approved by the content committees:

Each form was created to be equal in difficulty and test Jength. A third
language arts test will be constructed after a few additional items are
piloted as part of a future test administration. The psychometric procedures
used to construct these test forms focus primarily on the use of the

one-parameter latent trait model:

In October 1984, a sw»rvey of prelimimary Grade 4 mastery test objectives was

sent to over 3, 000 Connecticut educators: The purpose of the survey was to

determine (1) the importance of the proposed mathematics and reading/language
arts objectives; and (2) whether the objectives were taught .prior to the_fall
of grade 4. Over a 50% resporise rate was achieved which included
apprcximateiy Gne-third of the respﬁndents representing urban schiool

districts: As a result of the survey, two objectives were mnot consideréd to

be important learning outcomes before fourth-grade and consequently were
eliminated from the fourth-grade language arts test by the Language Arts
Committee.

Mastery Test Content

Mathematics.  The Mathematics Committes recommended a Grade 4

mathematics test that assessed twenty~five (25) specific objectives in four
domaing: (1) Comnceptual Understanding, (2) Compiutational Skills; (2) Problem

Sél@ing/Applications, ‘and (4) Measurement/Geometry. = There are four test items

per objective for a totai of 100 items on the mathematics test: A detailed
list of domains; objectives; and number of items per objective is given in

Appendix A (p. 19).

Language Arts. The Language Arts committee recommended a 103 item

Grade 4 language arts test that covers two domains: Reading/Listening, and

Writing/Locating Information: The eleven (11) cbjectives recommended by the
Language Arts Committee are presented in Appendix B (p. 21).

The - gerieral content of Reading/Listsning consistéd of narrative,
expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topies medsuring a

student's ability in: (1) ILiteral Comprehension; (2) . Inferential or

lnterpretive Comprehension; and (3) <ritical or Evaluative Comprehension:
Audiotapes were used to assess students' listening comprehension ability in:
(1) Literal Comprehension; and (2) Inferential and Evaluative Comprehension.
The Degrees of Reading Power Test, which included eight (8) passages and
fifty-six {56) test items and was designed to measure a student's ability to

understand nonfiction English prose ar different levels of reading ability,

was also used to assess reading.



The general content of Writing/Locating Information consisted of three
components. Fii‘ét Wi‘itiﬁg skills were dii‘éctl? assessed. Each student was
asked to write a compositicﬂ on a designated topic. Writing was judged on &

student's demonstrated ability to convey informatiom im a coherent and

organized fashion:. Second; the mechanics of good writing; which was defined

as. (1) Capitalization éﬁd Punctuation; (2) Spelling, Homonyms and
Abbreviatidhs, and (3) Agreement; was_ assessed in_a multiple choice format.
Third, Locating Information, (Schedules, Maps, Indéx &dand Referencés, and
Dictiouary' Meaning) measured students' ability to find and use information

from the sources listed: A detailed 1ist of objectives and number of items
per objective is given in Appendix B.

SETTING MASTERY STANDARDS BY OBJECTIVE

The essence of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) is the establishment of a
specific mastery standard that _ accurately reflects students' knowledge and
competency on each objective. The mastery test incorporates appropriate and
challenging expectations for Connecticut public school students. The goal of
the CMT Program is for each Btudent to achieve mastery of all objéctives. The

objectives being tested were identified as apprqpriate and redsonable for

students at each of the grades tested: These tests are designed to measure

first decision defined a student who mastered a particular skill as one Wﬁb

had a 95% chance of correctly answering each item within the objective. The

second . decislon was that the  specific standard for each objective would
identify 997 of the students who mastered the skill. For example, literal

reading  compréhension is measured by 12 questions. By applying the two

decision rules stated above to a binmomial distribution table, a student is

identified as mastering the skiil if he/she gets at least 9 of the 12 items
correct.

o In mathematics, for each of the 25 objectives, a student must answer

correctly at teast 3 out of 4 items;

o In language arts, for the nine multiple choice objectives with
varying numbers of items; a student must answer correctly the
following number of items:



# Items Correct
for Mastery

(1) Literal 9 out of 12
(2) Inferential 10 out of 14
(3) Evaluative 7 out of 10
Listening Comprehension . 7
(4) Literal 5 out of 7
(5) Inferential & Evaluative 9 out of 13
Writing Mechanics
(6) Capitalization and - o
~_ Punctuation 9 oiit of 12
(7) Spelling Words, Homonyms ,
and Abbreviations 7 out of 9
(8) Agreement 11 out of 15
(9) Locating Information 8 out of 11

 No mastery levels were set for the two holistic language arts measures,
the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test and the Writing Sample, since these

measiures are not composed of objectives against which mastery could be

The Psychometrics Committee aiso considered a1ternative ways to set standards

for grant and -remedial purposes. Public Act 84~294 requires _that the
Connécticﬁt State Board of Education establish statewide standards for

- to identify and monitor the progress of students in need of remedial

assistance in language arts/reading and mathematics as part of the

EERA field assessments; and

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

 The Psychometrics Committee advised. setting the standards by the number of

forms. _ The committee conducted lengthy deliberations over the technical

feasibility of establishing standards by the number of objectives passed but

felt there were significant obstacles which could = not . be overcomes

Standard-setting committees in mathematics and language arts/reading were

convened in March 1985 to determine the _grant/remedial_ standards. The



(69/) correctly is required to receive further diagndsis by the local

school district and; 1if necessary, to be provided with remedial
assistance.

necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance.

3. In writing; a student receiving a total hoiistie score less than 4 is

required to receive further diagnosis by the local school district

and, if necessary; to be provided with remedial assistance:

The recommendations of the Psychometrics Committee and the Standard

Setting Committees were reviewed by the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory

Committee in March 1985. The Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee

(MTIAC) endorsed the procedures used to establish the remedial standards with

the clarification that the remedial standurds should be considered broad
indicators - of studernit achievement and need.  The value of the

criterion-referenced test is as a ~diagnostic tool to help districts identify

students in need of remedial assistance, to target State Departient of

Education resources to those students most in need;, and to provide useful

information to local school districts for improving their curricuilum and
instructional programs. The MTIAC felt strongly that the data generated by
the State Department of Education shoild not be used to compare performance

among districts.

The mastery and remedial standards were adopted; as recommended by the

State Board of Education on June 23; 1985. _For_a_detailed epranation of the
remedial standard-setting process, see Appendix C (p. 23).

TEST ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING

Test sessions were conducted by local school district staff under the
supervision of local test coordinators who had been trained by staff of the
Department and the Psychological Corporation. A student who took all subtests

participated in approximately six hours of testing.

_ In order to accommodate the number of retigious hoitdays in late September

and early October; the Grade 4 Mastery Test schedule allowed for three weeks
of testing (including make-ups) Also, in order to allow local districts as

and students needs, local plans for administration of the Grade 4 Mastery

Test were acceptable if the following guidelines were met for all studerits:



Testing Guidelines: Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test

a) The writing sample MUST occur on Tuesday, September 24, 1985. o

b) Other testing  must occur sometime between September 23
) and October 4, 1985, o

c) Al1 fourth graders iu a district must be tested on the same schedule.

d) Testing must occur during the regular school day in a regular

classroom setting.
2) No more than two (2)_ testing sessions may be administered in one day
with at least a half-hour break between testing sessions (e.g.; two

a.m. sesglons Oor one &a.fi. session and onme p-wm. session):

£) Make-up sessions MUST .conclude by Friday, October 11, 1985.

Conditions "d" and "e" above must also hold for all make-up sessions.

The Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test had seven testing sessions: Each
session included five minutes for instructions.

mathematics I (60 minutes)
mathematics II (60 minutes)

writing sample (45 minutes)
Degrees of Reading Power (45 minutes)
reading comprehernsion (45 minutes).

- listening comprehension (45 minutes)

- writing mechanics/locating information (45 minutes)

At the conclusion of the make—up testing period, answer booklets were
returned to National Computer Systems (NCS) of Iowa City, Iowa and organized

Scoring of the Language Arts and Mathematics Test

The mathematics and 1anguage arts multiple—choice tests were. machine—scored by

NCS. Mathematics scores were reported for the total test as weii as for

mastery by each objective. Eikewise, 1auguage arts scores were reported for

the total test as well as for mastery of each objective.

Scoring of the Writing Sample

The writing sample was scored by Connecticut elementary teachers using a

technique known as the hotistic scoring method. Holistic scoring 1s 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 featureés 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

qualit& of a piece of writing should be judged on its overall success as a

whole presentation; rather than on the quaiity of its component parts.

Contributing to the rationale underlying holistic scoring 1s evidence that:
(1) o 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 should be weighed:

_ The procedu*e for holistic scoring 1is specific to the complete set. of

writing samples on a given topic that a group of scorers haove been asked to
evalyate. That 1is, the 8scoring 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
committee consisting of Connecticut State Departwent of Education (CSDE)
consultants, répréséntatives of the language arts committee and other language

Durham, North Carolina, 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 "marker papers;"” representing the range of
achievement .demonstrated in the total set of papers. Copies of those
rangée-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 montn of November, eight holistic scoring
workshops were held in two different locations in the state. Attendance at
these scoring workshops totaled 700 teachers. A Chief Reader 4dnd two
assistants were present at every workshop in addivion to representatives of

the CSDE. Each workshop consisted of a training session and a scoring
session.

The general proceduré for a training session 18 described below.

o  Each training paper (range-finder) was studied in turn and

trial-scored by alil scorers: Scoring judgments were independent,

quick and immediate, and Were based on the scorer s overall

(l-ﬁ) were permissible.

o After all scorers had scored the first four training papers, their

judgrants were compared to the score @ssigned. . during the

range-finding process. 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 pavers alofig the established range. This "holistic”
process obviates the mneed to articulate explicitly the specific

criteria that separate one score point from the next.



©  scorers were “galibrated” by ascertaining that théy were making
judgments cONSigtepnt with one apother and with the Chief Reader/table

leaders. DiScugsions about papers continued until agreement was

reached on the gcores of the trgining papers:

. ONog georers were calibrated, aCtusl scoring of the writing exercises
cccufTeq, Each paper Was read indePengently by two different scorers; that
s, the gecond reader dig not see the Score assigned by the first reader. The
Chie’ Reader was reSPOngjble for adjudjcating any disagreement of more than

ofie. POlnt petween the Jjudgments of the two scorers as well as any score in

combINation with a 2€ro geore.  In Other words, discrepancies of one point
betwe®n goores (€.5+5 4 and 3; 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable; but larger
disc®Pancies (e.8-» % and 4, 3 and 15 1 and 4, as well as O and 1; 2; 3, or
4) 13 45 pe resoived by the Chief Regder. Once a paper was assigned two

non-418crepant scoress the two score® would be summed to produce the final

scor? for each student. The possible Scgle of summed scores ranged from a low
of 2 'S 3 pigh of 8.

Undgrstanding the holfstic scores: fxamples of actual student papers

whic? are representativg of the scOTiyg range will agsist the reader in

ﬁhdéfﬁt&ﬁ&iné the statewjje standard Set for writingwggé in interpreting the

test T8g5ylts. Sample Papers represefting four different holistic scores are
preséNteq in Appendix D (5. 29). Not€ that the process of summing the scores
assifSy by the tWO readers expands the scoring scale to account for

“bord®Cline” papers: A paper which Teceives a 4 from both scorers (for a
t0t31m§C§ré of 8) 18 likely to be better than a paper to which one reader

assiBlS z 4 and anotheé* reopder assigns g 3 (for a total score of 7). In

additloy, 3¢ should be eyphasized that sach of the score points represents a
rang® Of stydent paperS—~gome 4 papers dre better than others.
B score of zero (0) yag assigned to student papers in certain cases. A

scor® Of O indicates thar s paper 18 mot scorable and, therefore, that the
stude™'g yriting skills yemain to bé asgessed: The cases in which a score of
0 wa¥g a&siéﬂéd were 35 fojlows: .

0  responses merely rapeated the asgignment

0 illegible resPonges

©  blank responses

©  responses in langusges other thay Erglish

0 responses that fgjled to addTess the assigned topic in any way

©  responses that yere too bTiue to score accurately, but which

demonstrated No gigns of s€Tfioys writing problems (for example, a
response by 8 Stydent who wrote the essay first on scratch paper and
who failed to 8et very much of it recopied)



Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a zero before this score
was assigned. _If the two readers disagreed; the Chief Reader arbitrated the
discrepancy. Papers which were assigned a score of zero were not included in
summary reports of test results.

Analytic Scoring

All papers receiving holistic scores below the remedial standard also received

analytic scoring in five categories (traits): focus, organization; support/
elaboration, - mechanics and Setritence formation., Analytic scoring 1is a

thorough, trait-by—trait analysis of those components of a writing sample that

are considered important to any plece of writing in any context. This scoring

procedure can provide a comprehensive picture of a student's writing
performance if enough traits are analyzed. It can_identify those traits that
tiake a plece of writing effective or ineffective. However, the traits nzed to

be explicit and well defined so that the raters understand and agree upon the

basis for making judgments about the writing sample. The ‘dnalytic rating

guide and sample marker papers for the analytic scoring are presented in
Appendix E (p. 37).

Scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test

The . scores reported are in DRP unit scores: These scores idéﬁtif§ the
difficulty or readability level of prose that a student can read with
comprehension. This makes it possible to match the difficulty of written
materials with student ability. These scores can be better inteérpreted by
referring to the readability levels of some general reading materials as shown

below:

o Elementary textbooks (grades 3-5) — 35-58 DRP Units

o Fiction Section - child magazines — 48 DRP Units
A much more extensive list of reading materials is contained and rated in
the booklet Readability Report; Seventh Edition, published by The College
Board.

The conversion between DRP unit scores and raw scores camn be made from the
tabled values in The College Board's Degrees of Reading Power PB Series

Conversion Tables, effective March; 1985.

SCHOOL DISTRICT TEST RESULTS REPORTING

The CMT school district reports are designed to provide useful and

comprehensive test achievement information about students, schools and

districts. Four standard test reports are generated to assist teachers;
principals; . superintendents . and parents to_ . understand _,and _ use
criterion-referenced test results. Appendix F (p. 61) presents samples of the
school district and parent/student diagnostic score reports.

B



FALL 1985 STATEWIDE MAaTERY TEST RESULTS

on how students perform on specific skiiis that Connecticut educators foel are

important at the beginning of fourth grade. Tlie mastery tezt 1is
instructicnally useful since it identifies areas of weakness, as well as areas

of strength.

Mathematics

In matheratics; fourth graders mastered an average of 19.3 objectives of the
25 tested, or 77.2 percent. Thé gtate's goal is that all studénts master
every objective, or 100 percenit. Chart 1 (p. 13) illiistrates that, statewide,
students demonstrated strong scores in the areas of basic facts and simple

applications (such as addition/subtraction to 18; addition/subtraction withoat
regrouping; and addition with regrouping); but students did not perform as
well on items that require higher level thinking —-- that is; conceptual and
analytical skills (e g., rewrite numbers by regrouping and identify number
sentences from pictures). While students demonstrated acquisition of basic

mathematical skills; the resuilts show weaker performance on items that assess

an understanding of place value and estimation:

~ Stiidents also performed poorly on topics not emphasized in primary school
mathematics textbooks, such as use of patterns and ability to interpret
pictorial representations of mathematical relationships.

the mathematics test; and 8 percent mastered all 25 objectives (see
Appendix G, p. 73).

~ Students getting fewer than 69 questions correct on the 100-question

mathematics section (20%Z) were identified as needing further diagnosis and
possible remedial instruction.

Language Arts

In language arts, grade 4 students averaged 6.1 objectives of the nine tested,

or 67 percent: The state's gonal is that aiil students master every objective;
or 100  percent. Chart 2 (p. _14) 4llustrates that while students did
reasonably well on writing mechanics and on locating information; significant
weaknesses are found in higher order inferential and evaluative reading and
listening comprehEnsion. A total of 63 percent of the students mastered six

or more objectives on the language arts test, which includes writing and

reading skills, and .28 percent of the students mastered alil nine objectives
(see Appendix G, p. 73).

In writing, grade 4 students averaged 4.8 points oni a scale of 2

through 8. The state's goal is that all students be able to produce an

organized; well-supported piece of writing, that is, a score of 7 or 8.
Chart 3 (p. 15) illustrates that 17 percent of the students produced an

~12-
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WRITING SAMPLE:
AVERAGE HOLISTIC SCORE

WRITING SAMPLE:
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HOLISTIC SCORE ! .
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HOLISTIC WRITING SCORES

This bar chart illustrates the
average holistic writing
score of students, state-
wide.

This bar chartillustrates the distribution of stude..ts who received each holistic

writing score, statewide. Holistic writing scores are interpreted as follows: a

developed supportive detail; a student who scores 5 or 6 has produced a paper
which is generally well organized with supportive detail; a student who scores
4 is minimally proficient; and a student who scores 2 or 3 is in need of further
diagnosis and possible remedia! assistance. -

student who scores 7 or 8 has produced a paper which is well written with

} L Chart 3
Wiiting Sample: Percent of Students at Each Score Point
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students, statewide. gories are interpreted as follows: a student who scores 50 DRP units or above

can read, with high comprehension, materials which are typically used at grade
4 or above; a student who scores 41-49 DRP units can read, with high com-
prehension, materials which are typiczlly used below grade 4 but above the

Remedial Standard; and a student who scores 40 DRP units or below is in need
of further diagnosis and possible remedial assistancze:

Degrees of Reading Power:
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organized, well-supported piécé of writing (a 7 or an 8 score), and an

or a 6 score): Another large group, 26 pércent scored a 4, which 1‘ defined

as a "minimalily proficient plece of writing. A total of 19 percent of the

students scored & 2 or a 3; vhich is below the remedial standard:

In reading, graae 4 students averaged 43 units on a scale of 15
through 99. The stzte's goal is that all students be able to read with high

comprehension materials typically used at the fourth grade or above,rthat is,

at 1easr 50 on the scale.,,Chart 4 (p. 16) iiinstrates that 42 percent of the

61 and 49 and 32 percent scored below 41 which 1is the remedial standard.
The average score of 43 suggests that Connecticut fourth graders typically can
read, with high comprehensiOn, materials normally used up to grade 4.

Test Results by District

and language 7arts77te§t__results, 7respective1y, ,for Connecticut school

districts: 3School districts are 1listed aiphabetically,rfollowed by regional

school districts: The Type of Community (TOC) designation in the second

column_ indicates _the group with which each district or school has been

classified. A definition of the TOC classifications is provided in Appendix J
(p. 93).

Because the most valid comparisons for district scores are longitudinal

within each district, the State Department of Education advises against making

school district comparisons. The following caution should aiso be noted:

o It is not appropriats or meaningful to sum across the different tests
and sibtests because of differences in test length and mastery and

remedial standards. These comparisons are inappropriate since it is

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:
Participation Rate Results

Appendix K (p. 95) presents the number of fourth-grade students in each

mastery testing during the Fall 1985 statewide administration. The

alphabetical listing of districts provides the following information for each
district:

Column 1 The number of fourth-grade students on October 1 according
B to the ED- 025

Column 2 The nusiber of fourth—grade students at the time of testing.

Column 3 The difference between columns 1 and 2.

Column 4 The number of students eligible for testing.

Column 5 The percent of eligible students exempted from testing.

Columns 6-13 The percent and number of eligible students tested in each

content area.

The results in Appendlx K illustrate that participation rates by school
district on the fourth—grade CMT were quite high, with only a few exceptions

~17- o
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Test Blueprint - Grade 4 Mathematics

The 25 objectives of the grade 4 mathematics test are listed below. There are

four test items for each objective:

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS (28)

*1. Identify the number one more, one less, ten more or ten less than a given
nuomber (4)

*2, Extend patterns involving numbers and attributes €4)

*3., Order whole numbers (&) - o

%4, Rewrite numbers using expanded notation (&) ]

*5. Rewrite numbers by regrouplng tens and ones (4) )

*6. Identify fractional parts of regions and sets from pictures for halves,

) thirds; fourths and sixths (4)
*#7. Relate multiplication and division facts to rectangular arrays (&)

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (20)

*8, Know addition and subtraction facts to 18 (&)

*9, Add and subtract one- and two-digit numbers without regrouping (4)
*10. Add one- and two—-digit numbers with regrouping (4)

*#11. Estimate sums and differences to 100 (4)

*12. Multiply and divide by 2, 5 and 10 (4)

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS (32)

*13. Identify objects or numbers that do or do not belong in a collection;
matrix or array (4)

*lﬁ. Read and interpret bar griphs and pictographs (4)

*15; Read and interpret data from tables and charts (4)

*16. Identify or write number sentences from pictures (4)

?lB. Solve simple story problems involving addition or subtra"tion (4)

*19, Solve and identify number sentences in simple story problems involving

*20, Identify needed information in problem situations (4)

MEASUREMENT /GEOMETRY (20)

#21. Measiure leagth and identify appropriate units for measuring length and
_ distance (4)
*22. Estimate lengths and areas (4)

%73, Tell time to the nearest hour; half hour and quarter hour, using analog
~_ and digital clocks (4)

#24., Determine the value of a set of coins (&)

%25, Identify shapes, angles atid sides (34)

*The asterisk indicates that performance on this skill is reported at the

student, classroom, school, district and state levels.
()Number of items for each content area or objective

-20-
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Test Blueprint - Grade 4 Langrage Arts

There are nine multiple choice objectives and two holistic measures, one for
reading and one for writing, within the grade 4 language arts test.

READING AND LISTENING

Reading Comprehension (36)

*1. Literal (12)

*2, Inferential (14)
*3, Evaluative (10)

*Degrees of Reading Power (56)
Listening Comprehension (20)
*4 Literal (7)

*5. Inferential & Evaluative (13)

WRITING AND LOCATING INFORMATION

*Writing Sample’ (1)
Writing Mechanics (36)
*6, Capitalization and Punctuation (12)

*7. Speliing Words, Homonyms and Abbreviations (9)
*8. Agreement (15)

- Verb Tense (5)

- Subject Verb (5)

- Pronoun Referents (5)

*9, Locating Informatiom (11)
-Schedules (3)
-Maps (3) .
—-Index and Reference (3)
-Dictionary (2)

“*The asterisk indicates that performance on this sRill is reported at the
student, classroom, school, district and state levels.

()Number of items for each content area or objective =
MHolistic scoring provided for all Grade 4 students: Analytic scoring o
provided for Grade 4 students who score below the remedial standard of 4 (on

a scale of 2-8).

=552
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Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Process

Background

There are several acceptable strategies for setting standards on
criterion-référénced tésts. Each of thé proposed methods has oné or more
unique characteristics, One common element to the various methods is that

they all offer to the individuals who are setting the standards some process
which reduces the arbitrariness of the resulting standard. Different methods
accomplish this in different ways. All methods systematize the standard-
setting process so that the result accurately reflects the collective informed
judgment of those setting the standard.

Types of Standard-Setting Methods

.Standard—setting methods can generally be categorized into three types: test
question review, individual performance -review and group perforimatice review.
Test quéstion review methods specify a procedure for standard setters to

examine each test question and make a judgment about that question: For

example, standard setters might be asked to rate the difficulty or the

examining data that indicate how weii individual students perform on test

items: These data may be based on actual pilot test results or projected
results using mathematical theories. In this method, additional student
information; such as grades; may also be used to inform the standard setters.
Group performance review methods provide for judgments to be made based on the
performance of a reference group of students. That is, standard setters

review the group performance and make a determination where the standard
should be set based on the group results.

Several factors affect the choice of a particutar standard—setting method.

The type of test is one consideration. For example, some methods are only
appropriate for multiple choice questions or for single correct answer
questions while other methods are more flexible.  For example; time
constraints are a consideration 1f student performarce data are necessary. In
this case, a pilot test must be conducted and the test results wust be
analyzed prior to setting the standards. Another consideration is the

relative importance of the decisions that will be made on the basis of the
standard. For example, a classroom test affecting only a few students would
not require as stringent a procedure as would a statewide test determining
whether a student is allowed to graduate from high school. Other rélevant

of the test’ and the extent of available financial and other resources to

support the standard-setting process:

94—
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On February 4; 1985; the Mastery Test Psychometrics Committee met to consider

the issue of standard—setting procedures and voted unanimously to approve the
following proposal.

A PROPOSAL FOR SETTING THE RENEDIAL SZANDARDS ON THE CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTS

1.

2,

3.A

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

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

Imagine a student who i just proficient enmough in reading [writing,
mathematics] to successfully participate 4in his/her regular
fourth-grade coursework.

In mathematics; an adaptation of the Angoff procedure will be used. The

committee .{11 be provided with each item appearing on one form of the

mathematics test. The committee will be given the following directions:

Consider a group of 100 oi these students who are just proficlent
encagh to be successful in regular fourth-grade coursework. How many

of them would be expected to correctly answer each of the questions.

The committeé will rate each item. The committee will then be given the
opportunity to discuss their rating of each item. Sample pilot data will
be presented. Committee mefmibers will be given thé opportunity to adjust

their item ratings: The item ratings will then be daveraged in accordance

with the Angoff procedure in order to produce a recommended test standard:

ln reading; the committee will review and discuss_ each passage of the

Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test. Student _performance data will be

presented: The committee will consider the reading difficulty that should

be expected of a student at the grade level being tested. The committee

members will identify the passage that has the appropriate A}FY?}, of

reading difficulty consistent with the above description of a minimally
proficient student.

> In writing, the committee will read four sample essays. These essays will

have beer prescored holtstically (on a scale from 2 to 8) in order to rank

the quality of the essays. Committee members will ciassify essays into

3) definitely proficient. Thesé classifications will be discussed in
light of the holistic scores. The committee will then classify

approximateiy twenty-five additional essays. The essay ratings will be

discussed in the same manner as the original four essays. When all essays

have been discussed; the essays which fell in the borderline category will

be focused upon to determine the standard: The committee will determine

where among the borderline essays, the standard should be estabiished:

The standards recommended in 8step 3 will be presented to the Mastery Test

Implementation Advisory Committee for discussion and action.

-25-
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Several steps wetre employed to create an acceptable and valid test standard

for Connecticut tests: Initiaily, a separate standard-retting committee was

convened for each test on which standards are to be set. Individuals were
chosen to serve as members on the committee on the basis of their familiarity

with the area being assessed and the nature of the examinees. One_ source_ of
such members is the test content committees related to the project. For

example, members of the Mathematics: Committee were represernted on the

committee setting standards for the mathematics mastery test.

members of a standard-setting committee to estimate the probability that a
question would be correctly answered by examinees who possess no more than the
minimally acceptable knowiedge or skill in the areas being assessed. Standard

setters then reviewed pilot test data for sample items ae further evidence of

the appropriateness of the judgments being made. The original probability

the standard setters. The final individual item probabilities were summed_to
yield a suggested test standard for each member of the committee.r The

suggested standards were avereged across members of the committee to produce

the recommended test standard.

The recommended test standard was presented to the, Mastery Test

In mid~March; Mathematics and Eanguage Arts Standard—Setting Committees

met to set the remEdial,standards for the grade 4 mastery test: The following
information summarized the results of. the standard-setting activities

condiicted by CSDE staff:

I: Mathematics (100 item test)

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

Procedure # Judges Range % Mean % Correct Raw Score

Angoff 21 56.7-81.3 68.7 68.7

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

-26—
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_ Second, they examined textbooks which are typically used in grades 3 and 4
and selectéd thosé textbooks which 2 minimally proficievt student would not be
expected to read in order to successfully participate in fourth-grade

coursework: Discussion occurred throughout this selection process.

tﬁe pilot test data were then revealed to the standard setters. The,standard
setters discussed the readability values and the pilot test data and.

recommended the DPP unit score of 41 as the remedial standard. Below is a

summary of the ratinmgs:

B ) o Readability
Procedure # Judges Range

A. Test Passage Review 17 ' 42-48 DRP Units
B. Textbook Review 17 42-51 DRP Units

tUsing the procedure previously outlined; standard setters read end rated 21

essays written to a narrative prompt and 21 essays writtem to an expository

prompt. After discussions and final ratings; the !5listic scores for che
papers were revealed to the group. The committee then discussed the
apprﬁpriate remedial writing standard. in light of the degree to which their

ratings matched the holistic scores. It was the recommendation of the

committee that holistic writing score of 4 be used as the remedial writing
standard. Below is a summary of the ratings.

NARRAfIVE PROMPT
Rating After Discussion

Holistic ___Definiteliy . Definitely
Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient
2 847 4% 127
3 37% 6% 57%
4 4, 47 92%
5 8% 6% 86%
6 207 2% 182
7 4% - 0% 96%
8 4% 27 94"

EXPOSITORY PROMPT . - _
Rating After Discussion

Holistic __Definitely Definitely
Score NOT Proficient Border;ine Proficient
2 947 0% 6%
3 33% 2% 65%
4 4% 12% 847
5 0% 2% 98%
6 2% 4% 947%
7 0% 0% 100%
8 0% 07 100%
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LANGUAGE ARTS STANDARD-SETTING €OMMITTEE

Nicholas P.. Cr1scu010. New Haven Public Schoois

Mary R._Fisher, Thompson Public Schools
Marguerite Fuller; Bridgeport_Public Schools
Anne Jackel, Thompson Public Schools
Dorothy Kap1an _Middletown Public Schcols
Bob Lincoln; Tolland Public Schools  _
virginia Lity, Bridgeport Public Schools

Virginia Manulls, Colebrook Public Schools

Noreen HcDermott Rartford Pub11c Schoo]s

Elizabeth Ne11tgan.,€anton Public Schools
Dorothy Nevers, Canton Public Schoois

Carol D. Parmelee, Middletown Public Schools
Beverly R. Peterman,; Stamford Public Schools
Gera . dine Smith, Canton Public _Schools

nder, CT Department of Education

Robert Kinder, tme
Mary Weinland, €T Department of Education

MATHEMATICS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE

Betsy Andersen, Hanchester Connecticut

Geraldine M. Cemprola; Riagefie1d Public Schools

Linda Cherry, Suffield Public Schools

Elizabeth B. Cubeta, Middletown Public Schools
Corretta K. Dean; Bridgeport Public Schools
Tony Ditrio, Norwalk Public Schoois

Anita Gaston, Bloomfield Public Sthools

Janet _Heintz,; Farmington Public Schools
Mary Anna Keough Meriden Public. Schools
Wesley Masten, Worwalk Publ’c Schools

Irene 8 Horiarty. Meriden Public Schools

-28-

Pamela Munro, Windham Public Schools
Eileen O Re111y. Manchester Public Schools

tols Piper, Norwalk Public Schools
Twila Pollard; New Haven Public Schools.
Rosemdry Powers, Bloomfield_Public_Schools
Sylvia E. Webb, Middletown Public Schools
George A.. He]]s, New Haven Public Schools
Frank K. Whittaker, Bridgeport Public Schools
Betsy Carter.,CT Department of Education

Steven teinwand, CT Department of Education
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Marker Eépéré for Holistic Scoring
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Score Point: 1 - B
This paper is a 1ist of undeveloped activities; it is an outline of a
5}9,"173153‘?“”5 are sparse, and there is little tying of one idea to
the next. - B - ]
j'
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— - |
- - — |
|
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~ Score Pomt 77727777 - -

This is an example of a narrative with limited extension (elaboration). The _

writer introduces new elements into his story but does rot develop them so

_that his response becomes list-1ike.
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A%&qiw Seud_Zhe.

SCORE POINT: 3




Score Point: 3

There is a good sense of control and balance of narrative elements in
this story. The writer implements narrative framing by the use of the
creaking door. There is logical progression with some elaboration but
the narrative needs more development in 6:r‘aéf‘ to be in score point 4

range.
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Score Point: 4

The writer demonstrates a narrative plan by beginning with the history
of the house as background information then progressing to the narrative
itse1f which concerns visiting the house. There is good attention to
detail and varied word choice. The paper is well-organized and the

two paragraphs of the story but this compositional weakness is compensated

by the strengths of the rest of the response.

W
[



APPENDIX E

Anéiytic ﬁating éuide émi ﬁéricér ?épéré for Anéiytic scoring
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ANALYTIC RATING GUIDE
FOCUS: How effectively does the writer unify the paper by a dominant topic?
switches and/or drifts frequently from the dominant topic
switches and/or drifts somewhat from the dominant topic
stays on topic throughout the response

W N
Wi u

ORGANIZATION: Is there a plan that clearly governs the sequence from the
beginning to the end of the response and is the plan effectively signaled?

1 = no discernible pian - S )

2 = inferrable plan and/or discernible sequernice; some signals may be
present
controlled, logical sequence with a clear plan

3

SUPPORT/ELABORATION: To what extent is the narrative developed by details

that describe and explain the narrative elements {character, action, and
setting)?

1

L]

vagie or sketchy details that add little to the clarity of the
response L .
details that are clear and specific but are list-like, or uneven or

not developed B S o
well-developed details that enhance the clsrity of the response

LR

2

3

SENTENCE FORMATION: Are sentences correctly formed?

1 = many run-ons, “on-and-ons;" fragments, and/or awkward

" constructions--may cause confusion :

2 = gome run-ons, "on-and-ons;" fragments, and/or awkward
constructions—-may cause confusion

3 = few errors and/or awkward constructions——no confiusion

MECHANICS: To what extent does the student use the comventions of standard
written Englist (e.g. spelling; usage, capitalization; punctuation)?

- many errors

some errors

few errors

W N
wonon

-38-
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Analytic Componeént:

FOCUS

Note: Since no fourth-grade student received
an analytic rating of 1 in the category Focus;
a marker paper is unot available for that

analytic score point:

-39~
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Score Point 2:

The writer drifts somewhat from the main theme (spending a night in the
scariest house in town) and concentratés instéad on the day's physical
attributes ("he was brown and it was a collie . . . Corie was a male
dog") and the dog's name ("Melesa never told us her dog's name then she
promest to tell us when her dog comes out : . ."). The main theme is

never completely developed so that the drift is more noticeable.

.
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 WRITING SAMPLE

Score Point: 3 , o

The writer stays on topic throughout the _response; the paper is unified _ = _

AAAAAQXAL,e delﬂﬁnIAIDPJCJAAEthE,DJth I spent in that house."

—

W_ﬁj__...:m‘¢-u_nh. e e 2
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Analytic Component:

ORGANIZATION

=4 3=



|+ 3

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST = GRADE 40\

(X1

I ]

e -

_ Score Point: 1 o e

can_be rearranged in

The writer has no discernible plan; the sentences

any order as the ideas are not linked into a plan.
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3 CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST . GRADE 4 WRITING SAMPLE
-

The. ﬁh faf ?ef dﬂ?f? 877‘1 luw Elﬁﬁflﬂ 1
Ciart ngain mynoame (& Qilly anol
T lvein FreePct[Vlbony > U %%Em
“Thaotheraondt Fathen{inNn< me ht<
vf7+er‘ My forentShacd Sarel |
AT ml%&at fhhe Stran 08
AremP+ +rhe+ T hooh ”

/e ob /ﬂ aﬁa,nfaa houSe.
] : ool 7 Frie cvgﬁf h/fo |
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g

Score Point: 2

;,,Ihereglsfan inferable plan; thé sianals are present with 8 spguenre of

events but the writer. needs to,reoloannzefbls writing. lnmorderft944m9rexef —

fluency. There are two sentences inserted in the text thJ;hjre not,m,fﬁw .

»
b Aggggglocha1 sequence: (" I tried to aet hc]p but kriow one was there'; "The house
» . )

swas TUTToF spﬂ ‘ebsi ™)
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GRADE 4 wrminc sampLe | 2L LY 6 |2

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST

"fhe n.qh‘l Jﬁ TH'LE Scary Jgaeuge

iifJMLffg_eﬁof”,Sce'ﬁ' af' J T
g&pﬁn‘f’ 0 n._g ’ calyY Hhol
1Je  4H4dent in looked Scecry
1le i&wﬂa@ie of Spte(s nng
_bats. Ve un packed after
“Fhot we \wenlt  up Stars we
Aarol %}wnﬁfl: Seunds for dinner '
Vo eaf pisgo then Ve went
do ,egl e put oo money ON
le Mhen We gat p
tbef Mmoney was_gone e 3
Spent  tho "hale clcw Jookmc; for
‘H\e fobber at +he  onc O nE
+he dav  \se Foun 1} QIQE&;QJW.
~We +took him +o0 +he Dolice =
_then e wenty  Kkame..

Score Point: 3 . e

——_The writer has a controlled, 1odical sequence with a clear p'lan Every .

__idea is in. a correct logical sequence. — ——m o -
BABP B e o — - — -
5-{ ----- —




Analytic Céﬁﬁéﬁéﬁfi
SUPPORT/ELABORATION

Note: Since no fourth-grade student received
an analytic rating of 3 in the category Support/

Elaboration; a marker paper. is not available for
that analytic score point.
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Score Point: 1 |
This response contains sketchy details which add 1ittle to the clarity of the

("bats, ghosts, trap doors, attic was the scariest").
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Score Point: 2

The details in this response are c]eaﬁbutﬂmt eyenly develaped. — The

- wr1ter uses non-specific details: “things %M&ﬂhm
up thing . . . something moving . , , something was holding me," The
details are not well-developed and do not enhance the clarity of the

_ response. I o R
5 —
- 7 U




Analytic Component:

SENTENCE FORMATION
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4
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Score Popint: 1
-
This response contains many run-ons which cause some confision
|
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST ~ GRADE 4 wriTiNG sampLe | 2|1 |3 [H [T
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~— Ore _night_ I <clept in a

, J S B ; -
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Jbﬁnak Dmmnp {kfau;4W£~fﬁmfrmsg.fAiULf

Score Point: 3

__This response contains few errors $0 that there is nc confusion. Most of ..

the sentences are correctly formed.
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Analytic Component:

MECHANTCS
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 4 WRITING BAMPLE Bl
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~ Score Point: 2

___This response has some errors in_spelling and punctuaticn. . . __
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST
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_ There are few errors in mechanics: The writer has a good command of the ;
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APPENDIX F
Sample Grade Four Mastery Test Scoré Reports

- Mathematics
= Language Arts

o Class Diagmostic Report

o School by Class Report
- Mathematics

- Language Arts

o District by School Report
- Mathematics
= Language Arts

Parent/Student Diagnostic Report
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THE FSYCHOLOGICAL (‘OHPUHATIOM
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LANE _eLenenTary ALUNTRRLUNRTY LHAR \ y
TESTING DATE 1085 :

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED: 22
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FURTHER DIAGNOSS

IN MATHEMATICS: 2

WO VL VAR VOO W VR W VO WA VA WO VA W W VO VO W v VO O VO W o\ NUMBER/PERCENT
-3-"" \ ,,,,, v LV VL) \ ' " OF STUDENTS
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#Hh A A
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7 951 41/ B |11 %5
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CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS - -

1, DETERMINE 1AND 10 MORELESS THAN ANUMBER |  20F 4

2 EXTENDFATTERNS 30F4

3. ORDER WWHOLE NUMBERS o]

1, REWRITE NUMBERS WITH EXPANGED HOTATION 30F4

5. REWRITE NUMBERS BY REGROUPING J0F4 117 50| 267 59| 125/ 66

8. IDENTIFY FRACTIONAL PaRTS J0F4 14/ 66] 33/ 75151/ 80
| 7. RELATE MULTIDIV FACIS TO FIGTURES J0F4 147 66| 217 61|12/ 67
. COMPUTAHONALSKWW e I o O O N O I O I T T I I S O U P IR e O I O T R I

6 ADDSUBTRACTRCTSTOSR 30F4 w8yl 3w 89 l1me/ %

8 ADD/SIBTRACT WITHOUT REGROUPING 30F4 22/100| 44/100 | 184/ ¥7

10, ADD WITH REGROUPING 30F4 21/ 95| 41/ 93| 1768/ %

1f, ESTIMATE SOMS/DIFFERENCES Ju 10/ 45| 207 45| 101/ 83

12 MULTIPLY/DIVIDE BY 2, 5, fo 30F4 197 86| 41/ 93 (1787 %
K | PROBLEM SOLVING/ARPLICATIONS AU ISR B

3. IDENTIFY OBJECTS/NUMBERS IN ARRAYS 30F4 19/ 86 41/ 93| 178/ %

", READIINTERPRETGRAFHS I0F4 207 91| @7 91 | 1817 %

15, READ/INTERPRET TABLES Og0Fd 07 82 39/ 89176/ %

15/ 68| 33/ 75|163/ 76
207 91| 42/ 95 | 1647 %

17, DENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES £ROM PROBLEMS 3 OF 4

16 IDENTIFY NUMBER ssmenc:é FROMPICTURES | 30F4

18 SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WIITH 4/ 30F4 17/ 71| 38/ 86| 169/ 90
18, SOLVE STORY PROBLES WITH EXTRA INFO 10F4 19/ 86| 40/ 91 {165/ 83
2. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFO IN PHOBLEMS 1071 o/ 73| 36/ 82|17/ 91
MEASUAEVENT/GEOMETRY B S
2, MEASURE LENGTRADENTIFY UNITS 30F4 o 91| 3w 8 | 167 &7
2 STIATE ENCTHARE 10F4 197 8| 3 15 15 )
2 TELTME 3074 18/ 82| 40/ 91 (1787 95
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CLASS DIKGNOSTIC REPCRT

LANGUAGE ARTS

THE PSYCHOLOGICMFOHPO_HATI_OP%

PAGE 1
GRADE4 FORMA
SCHOOL DISTRICT X
LANE .. evemesmany
R. JONES
002
TESTING DATE: 10-85 IR AR
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED: 22
NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS - -
INWRITING: &
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© WRITING MECHAMCS ~ I
I, CAPITALIZATION & PUNCTUATION 2 951 39789168/ W
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CONTENTS & TITLE PAGE; AND
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READING COMPREHENSION
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8. EVALUATIVE 13131 704
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e don v 4y

2 Q0 IO A vk 2t St R A e A R 8,
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WRITING SANPLE
ANALYTIC WRITING INFORMATICR
ORGANIZATION
SUPPORT/ECAORATION
MECHANICS

419
a7

-----

DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRF)

ab

5/ 23

W/ 16
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5 REWRITE NUMBERS BY REGROUPING JoF§ | 11/50) 157 68 267 59| 1257 66
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THE PSYCHU[OGICKLCURPOEHIUE

- 7£0NNECIICUIM§SIERHESIINCLPRGGRRM—W— LANGUAGE ARTS
GRADE _FORM A PAGE 1
i SCHOOL DISTRICT X 5
LANE ELEMENTARY ;
- - - 0
TESTING DATE: 10-85 _ I :
I : liiiﬂ 7 7- g
SCORES REFLECT NUMBERIPERCENTOF ¥z 8
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE Hou N
001 - - §cHooL: | DisTRicT -
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For specific information about your childs scores inside, see the back cover of this older

For general information aboat your 'cal district's testing program; please contact your superintendent of schools.

For further nformation on the tatewide mastery testing program, contact: Connecticut State Department of Education,
Office of Research and Evaluation, Box 2219, Hartford, Connecticut 06145, (203) 566-4001 or 4008,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Dear Parenit:

Inside you will fmd the results of the Connecticut Mastery Test admlnrstered to your chrlldearher this fall. The test regu[ts
help to show you and the school d|str|ct s professtonal statf hcw \vell your Chlld is performlng on those skills identified by

These tests are designed to determine the specific <kill levels of students. The test result will:be used to.
— provide your school with information for use in assessing the progress nf individual students over time;
— provide your school with information based on which improvements in the general instri:- .1onal program can
be made; and
- provade information on approprlate basic skills remedial assistance for students so identificd
iviasiery testing will occur each fall. All fourthi graders starting in 1985 and all sixth and eighth grac s starting in 1986 will

obser\, ations and recommendations based oii therr experlence in worklng with your soncr daug,hter dur|ng the last several

months.

Déﬁ:i’iﬁﬁﬁi‘i of the Test
Mathemahcs The mathematlcs test assesses specnflc skills in the general areas of conceptual understandrngs computa-
tional skills; problem solving/applications; and measurementlgeometry Test iterns evaluate a student’s ability- to order

and réname numbers. compute and estnmate sums and dlfferences read and |nterpret tables; graphs and charts; solve 2

Language Arts. The,"Degrees of Reading Power” test is deS|gned to measure. a student s ablhty to understand nonfrctron
English prose at different levels of reading ability. The 1est measures reading ability on a scale of reading difficulty. This
test is keyed to many available reading materials so teachers can use the scores to select reading material on an appro-
prrate level of difficalty for each student

tn addltxon to the ”Degrees of Readrng Power sectior, ti'i'e re:adilng ‘,“  includes narrative, exposatory, and persuasrve
passages ~n a variety of topics: These test i =itis meascre a student’s a* uhty in literal comprehension, inferential or inter-

pretive comprehension; and evaluative comprehension or critical readi..g The test also assesses listening comprehension
by using audic tapes.

Writing skills are also assessed through a multiple-choice test in the areas of usage; mechanics; locating information; and
notetaking.
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- MATHEMATICS:
AVERAG NUMBER OF

OBJECTIVES MASTERED

 MATHEMATICS:
PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY

NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED
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NUMBER OF OBJEC(V:S MASTERED

This bar chart illustrates the

average number of mathe-
matics_objectives mastered,
statewide.

This bar chart illustrat- the distribution of students; statewide, who mastered

ma.nematics objectives within each of the six score categories:
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LANGUAGE ARTS:  LANGUAGEARTS:
_AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERCEN T OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY
OBJECTIVES MASTERED NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

30 .28%.

15%

NUMBERIOF OBJECTIVES MASTERED ‘
R
i
PERCENT OF STUDENTS ||

1985 02 35 68 ‘ 9

YEAR NUMBE:. JF OBJECTIVFS MASTERED

This bar chart illustrates the  This bar chart iliustrates the distribution of students, statewide, who

average number of 7an- mastered objectives wittiin each of the four score groupings.
guage arts objectives mas-

tered, statewide:
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TYPE OF _COMMUNITY

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

not a Fringe City.

SMALL TOWN (Suburban) — @ town within an SMSA* with a population of

less than 25;000; not a Fringe City:

SMALL TOWN (Emerging Subiurban) — a town with a population of less than
25,,909,7;1@1”c1ud'e'd in what was a Iﬁi‘bjﬁéééd 1980 SMSA but not included in a
1970 SMSA.

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

*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area

-94—
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~ CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROCRAM
PRELIMINARY PARTICIPATION RATLS FOR FOURTH GRADERS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1985-86

DISTRICT 0C11 SEP2) DIFF WM % MATH  NUW (A N READ NN WRIT oM
TOTAL  T0TAL ELIGIBLE  EXEMP RATE  MAIH  RATE LA RATL  READ  RATE  WRIT
ANDOVER 29 29 0 29 0.0 100.0 291000 2 %6 28 BT 2
ASONTA 19 150 | 1y 4.0 1000 b 986 WP 993 M3 9R.6 1w
ASHIORD 3 3 0 42 2.3 1M0.0 0100 K .0 1w h?
AVON w149 0 17 LI 1000 167 w00t 1.0 1 100.0
RARKHAMST [0 ) 0 ! 29 L1 100.0 30 100.0 0.0 30 w0 30
BCRLIN 13 11 0 179 5.8 1000 136 1000 1 1000 133 100.0 136
R THANY Ry % 20 99 0.0 100.0 % WS 9% 96 51 982 i
WL 2)] 218 -1 21 L1000 2k 991 212 995 213 99.5 a1
LOOAT TELD 181 18l - 180 2.2 1000 180 100.0 1R 100.0 80  100.0 180
BOL TON i g 0 W f.3  100,0 W5 91.8 b 100,0 45 100.0 b5
H0ZRA 20 _21 2 21 0.0 0.0 21 100.0 A0 21 %2
HRAN) ORD_ 196 199 -} 196 L5995 199 985 193 99.5 195 99.0 194
BRIOGEPORT 196 1697 - 1781 e 980 126h 969 T 99.0  fo1t 9Tk 1250
BRI SI0L 278 98 0 hel 0.2 9.4 o 991 5% 994 S 983 518
BROOKF IELD 161 16l -] 196 L9 f0.0 1% 980 193 9Lk 1% 9L 1R
BROGKLYA 85 82 3 g2, 0.0 1000 8 100.0 8 100.0 82 100.0 82
CANARN 0 n 0 9 0.0 100.0 9 100.0 91000 9 889 8
CANILRBURY T i 0 69 LA 91 61 911 67 911 61 991 - 66
CANTON: LK 83 0 Al 2.0 100.0 81 100.0 81 100.0 81 100.0 81
CIAPL IR 30 - 0 21 0.0 9.3 6 %6 2 T00.0 21 6.0 17
CIIF SHIRE 05 315 -10 308 2.2 W0.0 39 100.0 30 0o 30 997 307
ClIES!IIR 3 31 0 3 o9y N 913 k9.3 9.3 3
CLINTON.-_ 160 160 -l 161 1.8 968 159 988 150 99k 160 96.8  1%9
COLCHL.STER 15 119 -l 16 2.9 990 15 983 ME W00 16 1000 116
COLLRROOK 1 " 0 1 0.0 0.0 11 100.0 111000 11 100.0 1
COLUMBIA 19 b9 0 15 8.2 100:0 05 918 i 91,8 T il
CIRNWACL 15 15 0 19 0.0 #6713 BT 13 BT 13 BT M3
COVENIRY 18 18 0 1? 5110000 1912 99 1 w0000 112w s
CROMNI L 90 92 -2 8l 8.7 1000 B4 1000 86 100,084 1000 BG
DANBURY 598 oni -9 513 %6 9.8 506 9619 595 98.4 56l 98,1 562
DARIEN 190 19 -1 189 L 995 188 9%4 1Bh 974 gk 984 186
DCEP_RIVER h2 42 ] b2 0.0 1nL0 2 00,0 by 100.0 2 100.0 02
DCRBY 8 81 i 80 1.2 1000 8 1n0:0 8 9.5 B 950 16
EASIFORD 16 16 0 19 6.3 100.0 15 100:0 5100 15 100;0 15
LAST GRANBY 3! 3 0 3 0.0 0.0 3 100.0 3 100.0 31000 1
EAST HADDAM_ L i 0 64 0.0 9.4 6} 984 63 984 63 100.0 6N
EAST 1AMPTON m m K| 109 1.8 9.2 107 9.3 105 9.2 16 942 107
FAST HARTTORD 436 hho -l gl 5.0 1000 W21 100.0 418 100.0 W0 100.0 419
[AST HAVEN 18] 181 X 17 2.2 100.0 172 0.0 170 100.0 111 0.0 172
[AST LYME 164 165 -1 165 0.0 9.6 163 988 163 100.0 165 9.8 18}
EASTON bl i 0 il 0.0 96.9 62 96.9 67 96.9 62 96.9 62
FAST WINDSOR 12 12 0 L 8.3 100.0 66 985 65 100.0 66 1000 66
ELLINGTON 12 " *) 19 6.8 99.1 108 0.0 19 1000 09 100.0 109
ENEIELD 380 in2 -2 312 2.6 0.0 32 9.2 W9 995 W0 995 310
ESSEX Iy 5 0 5 0.0 1000 4 1000 Wy 100.0 W5 100.0
FAIRFIELD 415 i) 19 366 8.5 100.0 317 10,0 36 000 3T 1000 I
FARMINGTON 1l 7 “3 137 6.8 99.3 1% 99,3 il A5 13y D 13
FIRANKLIN - 29 79 0 28 30 0.0 28 1000 B N0 28 1000 28
Gl ASIONRURY PRI i 0 219 2.6 9.8 21 0.0 280 0.0 283 99.6 278
GRANRY.. _.. 196 -96 0 -96 ne o 919 9% 919 9 919 9 919 o
GREENWICH i?3 7% «? 90 g.2 W00 393w 390 WG 392 oo 340
GRISHOLD 131 1) - 128 B.6  99.2 11 8L 698G 126 9.2 11
GROTON 025 i3 2 018 50 91 s 911 ANG 9B6 W12 959 &




DISTRICT

GUILTORD
JIAMDEN-
IAMPTON-
HARTFORD
HARTLAND
HEBRON
KENT.CZ. .
KICLINGLY
LEBANON
LEDYARD
LISRON.. . .
LITCHEIELD
MADLSON =
MANCHESTER
MANSFIELD.
MARLBOROYGH
MERIDEN
MIDDLETOWK
MILFORD
HONROE
MONTVILLE
NAUGATUCK
NEW BRITAIN
NEW CANAAN
NCW FAIRTICLD
NIW ARTEORD
NEW HAVEN
NEWINGTON
NEW LONDON
NEW HILFORD
NEHTOWN
NORFOLK
NORTH BRANFORD
NORTH HAVIN
NORTH. STONINGTON
NORWALK
NORWIGN. -
LN "SAYBROOK
ORANGE
OXFORD .-
PLAINCIELD
PLAIRYICLE
PLYMOUTH
POMIRET_
PORTLAND
PRESTON
POINAN.
RUDDING. - -
RINGEFIELD
ROCKY N1
SAIM.
SAL ISBURY

421
i}
1
550
306
hi32
205
114
315
9
189
183
66
1197
209
VER)
298
251

 CONNECTICUT. HASIERY TESIING PROGﬁAH._ L 2
PRELIMINARY PARIICIPA!ION RATES_FOR_FOURTH GRADERS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1985-86 |

P2y DNE WM. A W WM A WM RO WM WRIT il

TOTAL ELIGIBLE EXEMp RATE  MATH RAIE LA RATE  READ RATE  WRIT

Y A R T

252 -3 250 0.8 6 984 2ug
16 0 15 0.8 0003 9T WS 9 BT 992 3
23 _0 23 0.0 %7 % 821 2 9657 22 93 g
1815 B2 1619 0.8 966 1564 @28 1502 950 1539 91 s
Il 0 14 0.0 1000 W00 0.0 9§ 0.0 1
99 3 99 0.0 lon.0 100 w00 w2 w00 W2 000 o)
3 0 32 29 1000 2 w00 w000 R 1000 32
160 0 179 0.6 1000 19 w000 uI w00 19 994 178
59 ) 9l 8.5 100 Sk fon Sk w0 56 1000
208 0 202 L9 1000 202 0.6 a2 o0 W2 99.5 il
0 -3 43 85 91 W w1 w91 w9 W
T4 -l Th 0.0 986 73 W0 W 1000 W 98 73
175 - I 2.3 000 m %94 w0 9w 0 g
B -1 i3l 0.0 98.8 426 991 w2 988 N 988 i
90 0 86 b 100,089 1000 86 1000 B 971 gi
1 0 2l 0.0 1000 11 987 6 wm0 .7 981 .7
753 -3 713 12 9L 505 919 02 9.8 501 98.2 s
34 2 30k 0.0 99.3 302 99.0 3 984 299 98 208
b3 ! i3 0.0 9.1 42} 9RL Uy 988 W6 991 g7
205 0 203 1O 100.0 204 100.0 203 0.0 203 1000 203
175 L 0.0 0.0 175 989 113 994 a9y 7y
318 -3 281 9.1 0.0 287 9.7 om6 9.3 M5 993 2k
s =20 405 9.5 9.9 L0 9.2 w2 987 450 963 g
189 0 186 16 9Ly I %6 16 918 1R %62 119
190 -1 185 2.6 995 180 )95 14 995 18k 99,5  1a)
6 0 6 0o 9R5 6% 985 65 985 65 985 65
" 20 1080 8.2 9.7 W 956 1032 9.0 1058 964 1041
217 2 205 0.8 99.6 2 100.0 25 0.0 245 996 oy
21 2 216 6.5 9.2 210 9h0 203 968 209 o4y 2gn
306 -8 280 5.9 1000 %89 9.7 280 0.0 289  98.6 28k
251 0 251 2.1 9G98B 2i8 98 247  98.8  2uB
1 1 1l 6.1 1000 I5  100.0 15 §00.0 15 100.0 15
149 0 149 0.0 000 W9 0.0 149 100.0 19 993 143
0 3 1 %2 % 92 % 92 B 02 %
231 12 214 A 995 A3 sms 21 @90 212 g1 21
9 - 5 2.1 1000 056 000 5T 0.0 57 9.2 55
60 0 i1 2.9 9%k 61 995 6B 997 639 9.5 618
-1 31 LI 99 33 994 w5 94 35 983 3y
93 -3 9 32 om0 o 969 B9 989 89 97.8 g8
19 3 1h9 0.0 993 18000 151 0.0 151 q00.0 iy
m e 101 0.0 %90 10 990 00 990 100 9.0 inn
8§ -2 178 53 99 16 983 U5 989 16 989 114
fii( i 1 0.0 993 Mo 1000 W1 1000 14 99,3 1y
127 -1 " 0.0 9.0 12 9% 122 9E 1 %9 17
5 0 5 0.0 908 W 918 W 9B W 918 4
81 - ? L (% 1 T BN [ NV * IO 11
lig (0 46 0.0 1000 6 000 w000 4§ 1000 g
fii) 0 102 L0y A A R ) O (I I X
9 3 89 8.2 989 88 989 B 9B ® im0 R
2l 8] 20 L6 9.6 239 992 2w om0 240 NOn 2N
10! 0 123 L1002y Wy o 123 o 193
i3 i b3 0.0 1000 b3 0.0 W w00 43 100 43
N 0 ?6 6.1 100,0 26 100.0 2 0.0 26 1000 26



CONNECTICUT MASTERY. TESTING PROGRAM
PRCLIMINARY PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH CRADERS BY DISIRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1985-86

DisiRict Goi i iP5 BIEF  NM - - % MEH NN LA NUMW RCAD  _NUM WRIT . NOM

TOTAL 10TAL ELIGIBLE  EXtMP RATE  MATH RATE LA RATE  READ RATE  WRIT
. - R - - - [ R - e - - [

SCO™LAND 16 15 1 15 0.0 10,0 15 100000 15 100:0 15 0.0 . 15
I YMOUR 149 L 0 0:0 000 w9 1m0 9 W0 49 987 W
SIARON 1 Bl 0 13 2 S 11| ! A0 13 e 13 mna 3
SHrLION 31 306 -5 291 G900 290t 297 M0 297 00 296
SHI RMAN 19 19 0 19 0.0 W00 19 e 19 0.0 19 00,0 19
SIMSHURY 263 262 1 262 00  9%6 261 992 ~0 98,9 259 10,0 262
STHTAS 69 n . .1 00 9Ly oo mmn 1y o0 13w
SOUTHINGTON 03 430 1 117 300993 gy 990 w3y 999 W5 9.0 b3
SOUTH WINDSOR %6 226 0 22l 0.9 Wan P26 1m0 P2k N0 P26 100 %6
SPRAGUI, - 20 20 0 19 50 Lo 19 e 19 wn0 19 1.0 19
STAYTORD "1 118 -5 106 §:6 W06 w7 990 105 1000 . 106 9900 Y
STAMIORD 150 1 3 718 9 95 MT o 9.9 My 992 M2 99,2 T2
STLRLING: - Y] 22 0 21 5,5 .0 22 w00 P2 0.0 22 w0 2
SIONJNGION 152 154 -2 152 L3 100.0 153 1000 152 0.0 152 987 10
STRATFORD 390 398 2 185 0.8 995 3 99.5 1w} 99.2 2 99.0 3!
SUELIELD-. I 111 ] 11 0.0 98.2 M 982 1My 98.2 9 91.3 108
THOMASION 83 83 0 83 0.0 10,0 83 100.0 83 100.0 83 9.6 81
THOMPSON 88 8 0 N 0,2 99 [C TR A Y R | B 13 10,0 19
TOULAND. 142 12 0 42 0.0 100.0 2 993 w1 0e.0 162 98.6 10
TORRINGTON 263 263 0 254 IO 98 %0 9.4 250 988 251 992 257
TRUMBULL kPl 122 -1 321 0.3 9.7 o %4 N9 994 39 9.7 320
UNTON. 6 b 0 6 0.0 w00 § 0.0 6 0.0 6 0.0 6
VERNON PRl 285 -1 283 0.7 9.6 219 9.8 274 989 280 986 219
VOLUNTOMN 2 0 0 20 0.0 000 20 100 2 w020 90.0 18
WALE INGFORD W1 16 Y L0 9.8 w1 99.0 s 9.0  Wg  98.8 407
WATERBURY 71 g -89 97 9.1 9.1 %0 %8 917 9.5 %1 96.8  9IT
NATERFORD 158 158 L 51 10.0 10 99.3 ke 1000150 1000 150
WATERTONN 215 22l -9 211 g A o 218 99.9 216 o 2N
WESTBROOK K 7 0 Iy 8.5 100,0 03 1000 &3 o0 -8 1000 W)
WEST HARTFORD 525 539 -10 514 3.9 10,0 515 1000 5t 0.0 55 9.8 51
WIST HAVEN 59 454 1 W7 g1 995 W5 9.3 Wk 9.8 e 9.0 3
WESTON 92 K/ 0 G0 2.2 U89 B9 989 BY W00 9% 000 80
WESTPORT 228 236 -8 224 51 W00 26 000 226 99y 22 99 222
WE THERSF IELD 10 12 2 17 0.0 983 189 9.1 162 98,3 189 9.1 168
WILLINGTON 51 51 0 5l 5.3 981 53 953 %2 981 53 100,054
Wil TON 113 i 0 1Y 0.6 996 1 9Lt e8 91 167 00,0 172
WINCHESTER 94 9% 0 90 5,3 9.9 89 97.8 88 100.0 90 1000 290
WINDIIAS 232 232 0 221 G7 95.9 212 955 21 959 212 a6 209
WINDSOR 212 212 0 265 2.6 985 260 9.1 20 98,5 21 985 260
WiNDSOR LOCKS 92 9 0 w2 10;9 00,0 92 1000 92 1000 92 100,092
WOLCOTT 152 155 3 1% 0.0 948 w1 w2 wme w8 W 9B W
HUODBR 10GE 93 93 0 93 0,0 9.8 9 9.8 9 9.8 91 97.8 9
WOODSTOCK - - - U3 i1 ! 4 0.0 1000 B 951 45 100.0 41 91,9 1
REGIONAL DIST & 58 59 -1 51 16 980 %0 9.0 50 980 50  98.0 50
RLGIONAL DIST 10 138 118 0 134 2.9 W0 Bk 989 132 993 N3 91,0 130
RIGIONAL DIST 12 72 1 0 12 0.0 w0 72 1m0 720 1000 720 986 M
RIGIONAL DIST 13 112 112 0 9 20 g 19 10,0 109 0.0 109 100.0 109
RIGIONAL DIST 1 122 122 0 109 107 00,0 109 1000 W9 00,0 09 1000 110
RIGIONAL DIST 15 195 202 -6 202 0:0 960  19%  96.0 194 965 195 960 194
RIGIONAL DIST 16 134 134 0 133 0:7 M0 13} 00,0 133 w00 133w 1y
RIGIONAL DIST 17 128 130 -5 129 .80 9.2 b 99.2 v 98 123 992 12k
RIGIONAL, DIS) 18 88 a8 0 Bl 4.5 10,0 g5 0.0 8y 0D 8 1000 8%

' IC | 129
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