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One of my highest priorities and a very central aspect of Connecticut's
Challenge: An Agenda for Educational Equity and Excellence is the
implementation of the statewide mastery testing program in mathematics and
language arts, including listening, reading and writing, for grades four, six,
and eight. The testing program is designed to assess specific skill levels of
students by measuring performance on various learning objectives that students
reasonably can be expected to have mastered by the end of grades three, five,
and seven.

The results of the Connecticut Mastery Test are useful in evaluating:
o 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 Six Connecticut Mastery Test, given for the first time in the fall
of 1986, provides valuable educational information which can be used to
improve instruction and the basic skills of Connecticut's students. The test
results have helped local districts to re~examine curriculum and to identify
students who have not mastered certain skills.

I encourage you to carefully review the mastery test results provided at the

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

/
/

Gerald N. Tiroz.1i
Commissioner of Education
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LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

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

o

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:

o the use of student assessment results for instructional
improvement;

o the identification of individual students in need of remedial
assistance in language arts/reading, and mathematics;

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

o the evaluation of the effectiveness of the fnstructional
programs in language arts/reading, and mathematics.

The State Board of Education shall administer an annual statewide
mastery test in language arts/reading, and mathematics to all
fourth-, sixth~, and eighth-grade students.

Each student who scores below the statewlde 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 eighth-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 Education a report which includes indicators of
student achievement and instructional improvement.

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

On an annual basis, test results and low income data shall be used to
determine the distribution of available state funds to support
remedial assistance programs.

The purpose of this report is to summarize the development and
implementation of the sixth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test. The mastery test
assesses how wWell each student is performing on those skills identified by
content experts and practicing educators as important for students entering
sixth grade to have mastered.
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OVERVIEW OF THE MASTERY TEST DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

In the spring of 1984, the Connecticut General Assembly amended the Education
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA) legislation to authorize the
creation of mastery tests in the basic skill areas of mathematics and language
arts, including listening, reading and writing skills. The tests were to be
established for grades 4, 6, and 8,

The goals of the mastery testing program are:

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

setting high expectations and standards for student achievement;
more useful test achievement information about students, schools and
districts;

improved assessment of suitable equal educational opportunities; and
o continual monitoring of students in grades 4, 6, and 8.

o 0 0 o0
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The type of test that best addresses these gcals is a criterion-referenced
test, Criterion-referenced tests are designed to assess the specific skill
levels of students. Such tests usually cover relatively small units of
content. Their scores have meaning in terms of what the student knows or can
dc. Test results are used to identify the areas of strengths and weaknesses
of each student.

Test Construction

The development of the sixth-grade criterion-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 committzes, one for mathematics and one for language a.ts.
These comittees were comprised of representatives from throughout the state.
Members were selected for their area of expertise, Approximately 150
Connecticut educators participated on the mastery test committees which met
over 80 times over an 18-month period (see Acknowledgements, p. vii).

Beginning In the spring of 1985, content committees in both language arts
and mathematics participated in each stage of the test development process,
including assisting the State Department of Education in the selection of the
Psychological Corporation as its test contractor. First, the content
committees reviewed the curriculum materials prevalent throughout the state
and the scope of the national tests in use in Connecticut at the respective
grade levels. Additional rescurces included the Connecticut curriculum guides
in mathematics and language arts, developed in 1981, as well as the results of
recent Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progress (CAEP) assessments in
mathematics and language arts. Next, the committees identified gets of
preliminary mathematics and language arts objectives which reflected existing
curriculum materials and the goals of the mastery testing program, The
content committees defined an objective as an operationalized learning outcome
that was fairly narrow and clearly defined.




Four criteria were used in identifying the apprnoriate learning outcomes
or test objectives and in selecting specific test items to be included on the
Grade 6 Connecticut Mastery Test. To have been considered for use, test
objectives and items must have beet::

(1) significant and important;

(2) developmentally appropriate;

(3) reasonable for most students to achieve; and

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

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

After the test specifications were written and agreed snpon., the test
contractor 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
committees were considered for the pilot test. Before testing, the Bias
Committee reviewed each item for potential adverse discrimination of gender,
race or ethnicity in the language or format of the question or respomnse
choices. After their review was completed, the pilot test forms were
constructed. Over 1600 customized Connecticut items were included in the
October 1985 Grade 6 pilot test in language arts and mathematics.

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

Pilot Tests

After the items had been reviewed, twelve test forms (six in mathen«tics, and
six in language arts) were piloted for the Grade 6 test. The purpose of
several pilot test forms was to ensure that enough test items were included to
construct three comparable test forms from the pilot test results.

Over 6,000 Grade 6 students participated in the October 1985 pilot test.
In January 1986, the pilot test results were made available to Connecticut
State Department of Education (CSDE) staff. The process of selecting items to
construct three comparable test forms began by the Bias Committee examining
the pilot test statistics of each item for potential bias. As a result, some
items were eliminated from the item pool. From the remaining items, test
forms were constructed to be equivalent in content and difficulty at both the
objective and total test levels.




Once the items were sorted on this basis, the test contractor preparszd
three complete forms of the mathematics test and two complete forms of the
language arts test. These forms were approved by the ceatent commitzees.
Each form was created to be equal in difficulty and test length. 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
usea to construct these test forms focus primarily on the use of the
one-parameter latent trait model.

Survey

In October 1985, a survey of preliminary Grade 6 mastery test objectives were
sent to over &,000 Connacticut educators. The purpose of the survey was to
determine (1) the importance of the proposed mathematics and reading/language
arts ovjectives; and (2) whether the objectives were taught prior to the fall
of grade 6. Approximately a 45% response rate was achieved which included
approximately one-third of the respondents representing urban school districts.
Thirty-six of the original thirty-nine objectives were Judged to be important
learning skills.

Mastery Test Content

Mathematics. The Mathematice Committee recommended a Grade 6
pathematics test tiat assessed thirty-six (38) specific ob’ectives in four
domains: (1) Conceptusl Understanding; (2) Computational Skills; (3) Prublem
Solving/Applications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. There are four test items
per objective for a total of 144 items on the mathematics test. A detailed
list of domains and objectives, is given in Appendix A (p. 19).

Language Arts. The Lang age Arts committee recommended a 112 item
Grade 6 language arts test that covers two domains: Reading/Listening, and
Writing/Study Skills. The eleven (11) objectives recommended by the Language
Arts Committee are presented in Appendix B (p. 23).

The general content of Reading/Listening consisted o[ narrative,
expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a
student's ability in: (1) Literal Comprehension; (2) Inferential or
Interpretive Comprehension; and (3) Critical 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 Reuding Power (DRP) test was also used to assess reading. The
DRP test included eleven (11) passages and seventy~seven (77) test items. It
was designed to measure a student's ability to understand nonfiction English
prose at different levels of reading ability,
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The general content area of Writing/Study Skills consisted of three
components. First, there was a holistic writing sample where writing skills
were directly assessed. Each student was asked to write a composition on a
designated topic. Writing was then judged on a student's demonstrated ability
to convey information in a coherent and organized fashion. Second, the
mechanics of good writing, which was defined as (1) Capitalization and

Punctuation, (2) Spelling, Homonyms and Abbreviations, (3) Agreement, and (4)
Tone was assessed in a multiple choice format. Third, Study Skills were
assessed through Locating Information and Notetaking/Outlining. Locating
Information, (Schedules, Maps, Index and Reference Use, and Dictionary
Meaning) measured a student's ability to find and use information from the
sources listed. Notetaking and Outlining tested a student's ability to take
notes and report information as well as complete missing outline information.
A detailed list of objectives and number of items per objective is given in
Appendix B (p. 23).

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 Comnecticut public school students. The goal of
che CMT Program is for each student to achieve mastery of all objectives. The
objectives being tested were identified as appropriate and reasonable for
students at each of the grades tested. These tests are designed to measuze a
student's performance against these specific objectives.

The process of estallishing the mastery standards by objective used a
statistical method that required two decisions to be operationalized. The
first decision defined a student who mastered a particular skill as one who
had a 95% chance of correcily answering each item within the objective. The
second decision was that the specific standard for each objective would
identify 99% of the students who mastered the skill. For example, literal
reading comprehension is measured by 8 questions. By applying the two
decision rules stated above to a bincmial distribution table, a student is
identified as mastering the skill “f he/she gets at least 6 of the 8 items
correct.

The mastery standards are as follows:

o In mathematics, for each of the 36 objectives, a student must answer
correctly at least 3 out of 4 items.

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




# Items Correct

for Mastery

WRITING MECHANICS

(1) Capitalization & Punctuation 9 out of 12

(2) Spelling 6 out of §

(3) Agreement 11 out of 15

(4) Tone 3 out of 4
STUDY SKILLS

(5) Locating Information 9 out of 12

(6) Notetaking and Outlining 3 out of 4
LISTENING COMPREHENSION

(7) Literal 3 out of 4

(8) Inferential & Evaluative 12 out of 16
READING COMPREHENSION :

(9) Literal 6 out of 8

(10) Inferential 10 out of 14

(11) Evaluative 10 out of 14

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
measures are not composed of objectives against which mastery could be
assessed,

Setting Remedial (Grant) Standards

The Psychometrics Committee also considered alternative ways to set standards
for grant and remedial purposes. Section 10-14 m-r of CT General Statutes
requires that the Conmnecticut State Board of Education establish statewide
standards for remedial assistance in order to meet two responsibilities:

- 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 studernts
statewide, as well as for use in the Chapter 2 and Priority School
District Grants.,

The Psychometrics Committee advised setting the standards by the number of
items correct because of important technical considerations in equating test
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 overcome.
Standard-setting committees in mathematics and language arts/reading were
convened in March 1986 to determine the grant/remedial standards. The
standard-setting committees recommended the following remedial standards:
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In mathematics, a student who answers fewer than 79 of the 144 items
(55%) correctly is required to receive further diagnosis by the local
school district and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial
assistance.

In reading, a student whose Dégrees of Reading Power {(DRP) unit score
is lower than 50 is required to receive further diagnosis and, if
necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance.

In writing, a student receiving a total holistic score less than 4 is
required to receive further diagacsis 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 1986. The Mastery Test Implementa*ion Advisory
Committee (MTIAC) endorsed the procedures used to establish the remedial
standards with the clarification that the remedial standards should be
considered broad indicators of student achievement and need. The
criterion-referenced test is a valuable diagnostic tool used to help districts
identify students in need of remedial assistance, to target State Department
of Education resources to those students most in need, and to provide useful
information to local school districts for improving their curriculum and
instructional programs. The MTIAC felt strongly that the data generated by
the Stzte Department of Education should not be used to compare performance
arong districts.

The mastery and remedial standards were adopted, as recommended, by the
State Board of Education on June 4, 1986. For a detailed explanation of the
remed.al standard~setting process, see Appendix C (p. 25).

TEST AIMINISTRATION 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 eight hours of testing.

The Grade 6 Mastery Test schedule allowed for three weeks of testing
(including make-ups), This allowed local districts as much latitude as
possible in adapting test administration to local conditions, in meeting
students' needs, and in accommodating religious holidays that occur during
testing. Local plans for administration of the Grade 6 Mastery Test were
acceptable if the following guidelines were met for all students:




Testing Guidelines: Grade 6 Commecticut Mastery Test

a) The writing sample MUST occur on Tuesday, September 23, 1986.

b) Other testing must occur sometime between September 22
and October 3, 1986, with make-up testing during the week of
October 6-10..

c) All sixth graders in a district must be tested on the same schedule.

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

e) No more than two (2) testing sessions may be administered in one day
with at least a fifteen minute break between testing sezsions (e.g.,
two a.m. sessions or one a.m. session and one p.m. session).

f) Make-up sessions MUST conclude by Friday, October 10, 1986.
Conditions "d" and "e" above must also hold for all make-up sessions.

The Grade 6 Connecticut Mastery Test had eight testing sessions.

Mathematics I (60 minutes)

Mathematics II (60 minutes)

Mathematics III (60 minutes)

Writing sample (45 minutes)

Degrees of Reading Power (70 minutes)
Reading comprehension (60 minutes)
Listening comprehension (45 minutes)
Writing mechanics/study skills (60 minutes)

At the conclusion of the make-up testing period, answer booklets were
returned to National Computer Systems (NCS) of Iowa City, Iowa for optical
scanning and scoring, and then organized in preparation for holistic scoring
workshops.

Scoring of the Language Arts and Mathematics Test

The matiiematics and language arts multiple-choice tests were machine-scored by
NCS. Mathematics scores were reported for the total test as well as for
mastery by each objective., Likewige, language 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 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 presentation, rather than on the quality of its component 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 should be weighed.

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

Preparation for scoring. Prior to the training/scoring sessions, a
committee consisting of Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE)
consultants, representatives of the language arts committee and other language
arts specialists, two Chief Readers and project staff from Measurement Inc. of
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
range-finders served as training papers during the scoring workshops which
followed. Each range~finder paper was assigned a score according to a
four-point scale, where 1 represented a poor paper and 4 represented a
superior paper.

Scoring workshops. During the month of November, eight holistic scoring
workshops werve held in two different locations in the state. Attendance at
the grade six scoring workshops totaled 241 teachers. A Chief Reader and two
assistants were present at every workshop in addition to representatives of
the CSDE. Each workshop consisted of a training session and a scoring
gsession.

The general procedure for a training session is described below.

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

After all scorers had scored the first four training papers, their
judgments were compared to the score assigned during the
range-finding process. Any discrepancies were discussed. Through
repeated discussions on succeeding traialng 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.




o Scorers were “"calibrated” by ascertaining that they were makirg
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 scorers were calibrated, actual scoring of the writing exercises
occurred, Each paper was read independently by two different scorerss 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 as well as any score in
combination with a zero score. 1In other words, discrepancies of one point
between scores (e.g., 4 and 3, 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable, but larger
discrepancies (e.g., 2 and 4, 3 and 1, 1 and 4) had to be resolved by the
Chief Reader. Once  paper was assigned two non~-discrepant scores, the two
scores would be summed 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 will assist the reader in
understanding the statewide standard set for writing and interpreting the test
results. Sample papers representing four different holistic scores are
presented in Appendix D (p. 31). 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 esach of the score points represents a
range of student papers--some 4 papers are better than others.

A score of zero (0) 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:

o responses merely repeated the assigmment;

o illegible responses;

o blank responses;

° respunses in languages other than English;

o responses that failed to address the assigned topic in any way; and

o responses that were too brief to score accurately, but which

demonstrated no signs of serious writing problems (for example, a

response by a student who wrote the essay first on scratch paper and
who failed to get very much of it recopied).

18




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 c¢f 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 sentence formation. Analytic scoring is a
thorough, trait-by-trait analysis of those components of a writing sample that
are considered important to any piece of writing in any context. This scoring
procedure can provide a comprehensive picture of a student's writing
performance if enough traits are amalyzed. Iu can identify those traits that
make a piece of writing effective or ineffective. However, the traits need to
be explicit and well defined so that the raters understand and agree upon the
basis for making judgments about the writing sample. The analytic rating
guide and sample marker papers for the analytic scoring are presented in
Appendix E (p. 39).

Scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test

The scores reported are in DRP unit scores. These scores identify 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 interpreted by
referring to the readability levels of some general reading materials as shown
below:

o Elementary textbooks (grades 5-7).; 45-65 DRP Units

o Personality Section - teen magazines -~ 55 DRP Units

o Adolescent fiction - 55 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 can be made from the
tabled values in The College Board's Degrees cof Reading Power PB Form Series
Conversion Tables, effective March. 1985.

SCHOOL DISTRICT TEST RESULTS REPORTING

The MT school district reports are designed to provide useful and
comprehensive test achievement information cbout 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. 45) presents samples of the
school district and parent/sgudent diagnostic score reports.
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FALL 1986 STATEWIDE MASTERY TEST RESULTS

The Grade Six Conmnecticut Mastery Test provides a comprehensive report card on
how students perform on specific skills that Connecticut educators feel are
important at the beginning of sixth grade. The mastery test is

instructionally useful since it identifies areas of weakness, as well as areas
of strength.

Mathematics

In mathematics, sixth graders mastered an average oi 23,1 objectives of the 36
tested, or 64.2 percent. The state's goal is that all students master every
objective, or 100 percent. Chart 1 (p. 13) illustrates that, statewide,
students demonstrated strong scores in the areas of basic facts and simple
applications (such as multiplication/division facts and computation with whole
nunbers and money zmounts); problem solving involving graphs, tables, charts;
understanding place value and expanded notation; and ordering whole numbers.
However, students did not perform as well on items that require higher level
thinking -- that is, conceptual and analytical skills (e.g., renaming whole
nunbers by regrouping; solving problems with extraneous information;
estimation and measurement problems; and determining areas and perimeters).

Students also performed poorly on some computational skills such as

finding functional parts of whole numbers and computations involving fractions
with unlike denominators.

A total of 31 percent of the students mastered 29 or more objectives on
the mathematics test, and 2 percent mastered all 36 objectives (see
Appendix G, p. 59),

Students getting fewer than 79 questions correct on the l44-question
mathematics section (19%) were identified as needing further diagnosis and
possible remedial instruction.

Language Arts

In language arts, sixth grade students averaged 7.5 objectives of the eleven
tested, or 68.2 percent. The state's goal is that all students master every
objective, or 100 percent, Chart 2 (p. 14) illustrates that while students
did reasonably well on writing mechanics and on study skills, significant
weaknesses were found in higher order literal, infecential, and evaluative
reading comprehension and borderline weaknesses were noted in literal and
inferential/evaluative listening comprehension. A total of 49 percent of the
students mastered nine or more objectives on the language arts test, which
includes writing and reading skills, and 23 percent of the students mastered
all eleven objectives (see Appendix G, p. 59).
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I writing, sixth grade students averaged 4.7 points on a scale of 2
through 8, The state's goal is that all students be able to produce an
organized, well-gupported piece of writing, that is, a score of 7 or 8.

Chart 3 (p. 15) fllustrates that 15 percent of the students produced an
organized, well-gupported piece of writing (a 7 or an 8 rcore), and an
additional 36 percent produced a paper which is generally well organized (a 5
or a 6 score). Another large group, 27 percent, scored & 4, which is defined
as a "minimally proficient piece of writing." A total of 23 percent of the
students scored a 2 or a 3, which is below the remedial standard.

In reading (Degrees of Reading Power Test), sixth grade students averaged
55 units on a scale of 15 through 99. The state's goal is that all students
be able to read with high comprehension materials typically used at the sixth
grade or above, that is, at least 56 on the scale. Chart 4 (p. 16)
illustrates that 53 percent of the students scczed at least 56 on the reading
section, 16 percent scored between 50 and 55, and 31 percent scored below 50,
! which 1s the remedial standard. The average score of 55 suggests that
Connecticut sirth graders typically can read, witn bigh compre hension,
materials normally used up to grade 6.

Test Results by District

Apperdix H (p. 63) and Appendix I (p. 79) present a listing of the mathematics
and language arts test results, respectively, for Connecticut school
districts. School districts are listed alphabetically, followed by regional
school districts. The Type of Community (TOC) designation in the second
column indicates the group with which each distrizt or school has been
clasgified. A definition of the TOC classifications is provided in Appendix J

(p. 87).

Because the most valid comparisons for district scores are longitudinal
within each district, the State Department of Education advises against making
gchool district comparisons. The following caution should also be note:

o It is not appropriate or meaningful to sum across the different tests
and subtests because of uifferences in test length, mastery, and
remedial standards. These comparisons are inappropriate since it is
impossible o identify, solely on the basis of the above information,
hiow the average student has pecformed 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.
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Participation Rate Results

Appendix K (p. 89) presents the number of sixth-grade students in each
district and the percents of students who participated in the grade six
mastery testing during the Fall 1986 statewide administration. The
alphabetical listing of districts provides the following information for each
district:

Column 1 The name of the district.

Column 2 The total sixth—grade population at the start of mastery
testing., .

Column 3 The number of students eligible for testing.

Column 4 The percent of total population exempted from testing.

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

The results in Appendix K illustrate that participation rates by school
district on the sixth-grade CMT were quite high, with only a few exceptions.
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Grade Six Mathematics Objectives

The 36 objectives of the sixth grade mathematics test are listed below. There
are four test items for each objective.

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS (40)

Order whole numbers less than one hundred thousand.

Identify the value of a digit in whole numbers less than one hundred
thousand and rewrite whole numbers using expanded notation.
Rename whole numbers by regrouping 1000's, 100's, 10's and 1's.
Round whole numbers less than one hundred thousand to the nearest
1000, 100, and 10.

Multiply and divide multiples of 10 and 100 by 10 and 100.
Identify equivalent fractions and mixed numbers using pictures.
Identify equivalent fractions and mixed numbers.

Identify decimals (.01 tn 2.99) from pictorial representations.
Extend patterns involving numbers and attributes.

Identify an appropriate procedure for making estimates for whole

number computations.

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (40)

11. Add and subtract 2-, 3~ and 4-digit whole numbers and money amounts
less than $100.00.

12. Know multiplication and division facts.

13. Multiply 2- and 3-digit whole numbers and money amounts less than
$100.00 by 1-digit numbers.

14. pivide 2~ and 3-digit whole numbers by 1-digit numbers

15. Add and subtract fractions and mixed numbers with like denominators
(without regrouping mixed numbers).

16. Add fractions and mixed numbers with like denominators involving
regrouping improper fracticns to whole numbers of mixed numbers.

17. Add and subtract fractions and mixed numbers with unlike denominators
(one denominator a factor of the other).

18. Find fractional parts of whole numbers.

19. Estimate sums and differences of whole numbers and money amounts.

20. Estimate products and quotients of whole numbers and money amounts
(1-digit factor and l-digit, whole number divisor).
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PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS (44)

21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

30.
31.

Interpret graphs, tables and charts.

Identify the graph that best illustrates given data.

Identify nuwsber sentences from problems.

Solve l-step problems involving whole numbers and money amounts.
Solve problems involving making change.

Solve l-step problems involving fractionms.

Solve 2-step problems involving whole numbers and money amounts.
Estimate a reasonable answer to a given problem.

Identify extraneous information in problems and solve problems with
extraneous information.

Identify needed infcrmation in problem situationms.

Solve process problems involving the organization of data.

MEASUREMENT /GEOMETRY  (20)

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.

Identify geometric figures.

Measure/determine perimeters and areas.

Estimate lengths and areas.

Select appropriate metric or customary units and measures.

Determine elapsed time.

Performance on all 36 math objectives is reported at the student, classroom,
school, district and state levels.

(#)Number of items for each content area.
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Grade Six Language Arts Objectives

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

Writing Mechanics (40)
1, Capitalization and Punctuation (12)
2. Spelling (9)
3. Agreement (15)
4, Tone (4)

Study Skills (16)
5. Locating Information (11)
6. Notetaking and Qutlining (5)

Listening Comprehension (20)
7. Literal (6)
8. Inferential & Evaluative (14)

Reading Comprehension (36)
9. Literal (8)
10. Inferential (14)
11. Evaluative (14)

Degrees of Reading Power (77)

Writing Sample (1)
Holistic scoring provided for all studcats. Analytic scoring
provided for students who score below the remedial standard of 4
(on a scale of 2-8).

Performance on all eleven Language Arts objectives, the Degree of Reading
Power, and the Writing Sample is reported at the student, classroom, school,
district and state levels.

(#) Indicates the number of items for each content area or objective.
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Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Process
Background

There are several acceptable strategies for setting standards on
criterion-referenced tests. Each of the proposed methods has one or more
unique characteristics. One common element to the various methods is that
they all offer to the individuals who are setting the standards some process
which reduces the arbitrariness of the resulting standard. Different methods
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 methiods can generally be categorized into three types: test
question review, individual performance review and group performance review.
Test question review methods specify a procedure for standard setters to
examine each test question and make a judgment about that question. For
example, standard setters might be asked to rate the difficulty or the
impcrtance of each question. These judgments are then combired mathematically
to produce a standard. Individual performance review methods also require
standard setters to make judgments, but the judgments are made on the basis of
examining data that indicate how well individual students perform on test
items. These data may be based on actual pilot test results or projected
results using mathematical theories. 1In 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 bused 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.

Selection of a Standard-Setting Method

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




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 REMEDIAL STANDARDS ON THE CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTS

1.

2.

3.A

3.B

3.C

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 is just proficient enough in read’ng, writing,
and mathematics to successfully participate in his/her regular
sixth-grade coursework.

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

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

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

In reading, the conmittee 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 level 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 been prescored holistically (on a scale from 2 to 8) in order to rank
the quality of the essays., Committee members will classify essays into
one of three categories: 1) definitely NOT proficient, 2) borderline, and
3) definitely proficient. These classifications will be discussed in
light of the holistic scores. The committee will then classify
approximately twenty-five additional essays. The essay ratings will be
discussed in the same manner as the original four essays. 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 established.

The standards recommended in step 3 will be presented to the Mastery Test
Implementation Advisory Committee for discussion and action.




Connecticut's Strategy

Several steps were employed to create an acceptable and valid test standard
for Connecticut tests. Initially, a separate standard-setting committee was
convened for each test on which standards 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 represented on the
comnittee getting standards for the mathematics mastery test.

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

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

In mid-March, Mathematics and Language Arts Standard-Setting Committees
met to set the remedial standards for the grade 6 mastery test. The following
information summarized the results of the standard-setting activities
conducted by CSDE staff:

I. Mathematics (144 item test)

Using the procedures previously outlined, the standard setters rated each item
and considered the pilot data. Committee members discussed items and were
given the opportunity to adjust their initial ratings. The final ratings were
averaged to produce a remedial standard. It is recommended that a raw score
of 79 be the remedial mathematics standard. Below is a summary of the ratings.

Procedure i Judges Range % Mean % Correct Raw Score

Angof £ 20 35-62 55 79

ITI. Reading (Degrees of Reading Power, 77 item test)

Stendard setters used two procedures to establish a remedial reading
standard. First, they examined the passages in the Degrees of Reading Power
(DRP) test, asking themselves which passage is too difficult for the student
who is just proficient enough to successfully participate in sixth-grade
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process.
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Second, they examined textbooks which are typically used in grades 3 and 4
and selected those textbooks which a minimally proficient student would not be
expected to read in order to successfully participate in sixth-grade
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process.

The average readability values of the selected passages and textbooks and
the pilot test data ware then revealed to the standard setters. The standard
setters discussed the readability values and the pilot test data and
recommended the DRP unit score of 50 as the remedial standard. This standard
was accepted by the State Board of Education at the 75% comprehension level,
Below is a summary of the ratings.

Readability Recommendad
Procedure # Judges Range Remedial Standard
A. Test Passage Review 25 49~56 DRP Units
50 DRP Units
B. Textbook Review 25 47~59 DRP Units

III. Writing (45 minute writing sample)

Using the procedure previously outlined, standard setters read and rated 21
essays written to a narrative prompt and 21 essays written to an expository
prompt. After discussions and final ratings, the holistic scores for the
papers were revealed to the group. The committee then discussed the
appropriate remedial writing standard in light of the degree to which their
ratings matched the holistic scores It was the recommendation of the
committee that holistic writing score of 4 be used as the remedial writing
standard. Below is a summary of the ratings.

NARRATIVE PROMPT

Rating After Discussion

Holistic Definitely Definitely
Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient
2 100% 0% 0%
3 72% 0% 287%
4 9% 0% 917%
5 0% 0% 100%
6 47 0% 96%
7 1% 0% 997%
8 0% 0% 100%

EXPOSITORY PROMPT

Rating After Discussion

Holistic Definitely Definitely
Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient
2 1007 0% 0%

3 1007 0% 0%

4 167 0% 847

5 67% 0% 947

6 0% 0% 100%

7 0% 0% 100%

8 0% . 0% 100%
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LANGUAGE ARTS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE

Cheryl Anderson, Thompson Public Schools
Roberta Bellows, Trumbull Public Schools

Joseph Bibbo, Stonington Public Schools
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST  GRADE 6 WRITING SAMPLE E CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST ~ GRADE 6 WRITING SAMPLE ....

. B ¢ 7, . . . Score Point: )

This paper is sparse and has a weal organization. There is

lictle tying together of ideas and the progression is unclear.

Score Point: 1

This response is sparse, with few details and no elaboration.
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Score Pofne: 2
This paper has several reasons with extension on the "snow"

and “leaves” ideas. More elaboration is needed for a higher score.
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Score Pofut: 2

This writer lists several specific reasons with slight

elaboration on tie “cold" and “swimming'ideas. More elaboration

is needed for a +igher score.
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Score Pofnt: 2

This paper is organized and presents a number of reasons,

but the supporting detall {s vague. More elaboration and

speciffcity are needed for a higher score.
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Score Point: 3

This paper {s organfzed and controlled. There {s some

elaboration but developnent is uneves and the Paper does nc: read smoothly
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This paper is organized and controlled. The writer provides

elaboration around the “natural" theme.

Lo 7 Mm//éf— 2, J%& e 2 T
M/’cx f e~

é*%/é Lot Do o ioge B o g Lo
2 pnd, Lo K —z e T, }&ég
4 4,%/M @44/1//4/ “Z«/a A e

JM/:/ ///_,4 —ou(’ /Aé,,///,,,, :
£l 74’4 T rig 222 /):7(_7/@’,2/ @(’/f:/caz -
M e re gyl g s 7S

' /‘w

A ,\'ﬁ’ﬂfz/ // 27 /pﬁf &fa///é?j'

0/ M/—Vf//_i/ _ T2 s -—;‘Z/’/‘// n,ﬂ//

0///2/7 MZZ/& .- wﬂ/l A

1/)4’)&//5’/'//4‘"&//‘ M,ZZZ Z o)

48




A LR S A

ser C
WRITIMG SAMFL:E I I I’Zé! CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 6 WRITING SAMPLE 5

CONNESTICUT MASTIRY TESY GRACE S
Score Point: 3 / Score Pojnt: 3 Yy
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This response {s well developed anu claborated. 1t has

specific detalls and strong 1inking. The paper is unified,

organized, and controlled.
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GRADE SIX ANALYTIC PATING GUIDE
FOCUS: How effectively does th: writer unify the paper by a dominant topic?

1l = switches and/or drifts frequently from the dominant topic
2 = gwitches and/or drifts somewhat from the dominant topic
3 = stays on topic throughout the response

ORGANIZATIOK: 1Is there a plan that clearly governs the sequence from the
beginning to the end of the response and is the plan effectively signaled?

1 = no discernible plan

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

3 = controlled, logical sequence with a clear plan

SUPPORT/ELABORATION: To what extent is the narrative developed by details
that describe and explain the narrative elements (character, action, and
setting)?

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

2 = details that are clear and specific but are list-11ke, or uneven, or
not developed

3 = well-developed detzils that enhance the clarity of the response

SENTENCE FORMATION: Are sentences correctly formed?

1 = many run-ons, "on-and-ons," fragments, and/or awkward
constructions--may cause confusion

2 = some run-ons, "on-and-ons,” fragments, and/or awkward
constructions--may cause confusion

3 = few errors and/or awk.ard constructions--no confusion

MECHANICS: To what extent does the student use the conventions of standard
written English (e.g. spelling, usage, capitalization, punctuation)?
= many errors

1
2 = gome errors
3 = few errors

94
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST

L e S

GRADE 6

WRITING SAMPLE nm
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST

GRADE 6
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Analytic Score Points

Focus: 3

Organization: !

A
L
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Support/Elaboration: |

Sentence Formation: 3

Analytic Score Points

Mechanics: 2

Focus: 3

Organjzation: 2

Support/Elaboration: 1

Sentence Formation: !

Mechanics: 1
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Analytic Score Points

Focus: 3 °

* Organization: 1

Support/Elaboration: 1

Sentence Forcation: 3

lechanics: 1
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Analytic Score Fzints

Focus: 3

Organization: 1

Support/Elaboratisn: 1

Sentence Forratisa: 2

Mechanics: 72
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Focus: 3
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APPENDIX F
Sample Grade Six Mastery Test Score Repcrts

0 Class Diagnostic Report
- Mathematics

0 School by Class Report
- Mathematics

[~

District by School Report
- Mathematics

[~

Class Diagnostic Report
- Language Arts

[~

School by Class Report
- Language Arts

[~

District by School Report
- Language Arts

[~

Parent/Student Diagnostic Report
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. GRADE 6 FORM A \ \\ \ PAGE
TESTING DATE:
: NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED: :
! NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING
: FURTHER DIAGNOSIS
IN MATHEMATICS:

. NUMBER/PERCENT
2 OF STUDENTS
| MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
o MASTERY
: S%‘l??é?as ClLAsSS | SCHOOL |DISTRICT
: s », )
i MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED CORRECT 47 % 21 % 4%
: CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS
\ 1.”ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
. 2. IDENTIFY PLACE VALUE & USE EXPANDED NOTATION 30F4
: 3. RENAME WHOLE NUMBERS 3Y REGROUPING 30F4
i 4. ROUND WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
5. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE NUMBERS BY 10 AND 100 30F4

6. IDENTIFY EQUIV, FRACTIONS USING PICTURES 30F4

7. IDENTIFY EQUIV, FRACTIONS/MIXED NUMBERS 30F4

8. IDENTIFY DECIMALS FROM PICTURES 30F4
. 9. EXTEND PATTERNS WITH NJMBERS OR ATTRIBUTES 30F4
. 10. IDENTIFY PROCEDURE FOR MAKING ESTIMATES 30F4

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS
. 11. ADD/SUBT. WHC LE NUMBERS AND MONEY AMOUNTS 30F4
‘o 12. MULTIPLICATION AND DIVISION FACTS 30F4
: 13. MULTIPLY WHOLE NUMBERS AND MONEY AMOUNTS 30F4

14. DIVIDE WHOLE NUMBERS 2Y 1-DIGIT NUMBERS . 30F4

15. ADD/SUBT. FRACTIONS - LiXE DENOMINATORS 30F4 -

16. ADD FRACTIONS - LIKE DENOMS., W/REGROUPING 30F4

17. ADD/SUBT. FRACTIONS - USLIKE DENOMINATORS 30F4

18. FIND FRACTIONAL PARTS CF WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4

19. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFS OF “WHOLE #'S AND MONEY 30F4

20. ESTIMATE PROD/QUOT OF WHOLE #'S AND MONEY 30F4
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C TESTING DATE:
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED:
i NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING
. FURTHER DIAGNOSIS
[ IN MATHEMATICS: NUMBER/PERCENT
OF STUDENTS
= MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
L MASTERY )
v g*g;ﬁ?é&s cuass | scHool | pisTRiCT
v MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED CORRECT v 27 % ) %
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} PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS - _ 1 I v : ; - REE
3 21, INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS 30F4 i : ' .
; 22, IDENTIFY GRAPH BEST FITTING GIVEN DATA 30F 4
: 23. IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS 30F4
: 24, SOLVE 1-STEP PROBS W/AWHOLE NUMBERS & MONEY 30F 4
: 25. SOLVE PROBLEMS - MAKING CHANGE 30F 4
: 26. SOLVE 1-STEP PROBLEMS WITH FRACTIONS 30F 4
; 27. SOLVE 2-STEP PROBS W/WHOLE NUMBERS & MONEY 30F4
: 28, ESTIMATE A REASOMABLE ANSWER 30F4
: 29. IDENTIFY/SOLVE PROBLEMS W/EXTRANEOUS INFO. 30F 4

30. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFORMATION IN PROBLEMS 30F4

31. SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS - GRGANIZING DATA 30F4
; MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY
v 32. IDENTIFY GEOMETRIC FIGURES 30F4
; 33. MEASURE/DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 30F4
f 34. ESTIMATE LENGTHS AND AREAS 30F4
) 35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT 30F4

36. DETZAMINE ELAPSED TIME 30F4
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CONNECTICUY MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

' SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT

MATHEMATYICS PART 1 OF 2

GRADE 6 FORM A

TESTING DATE:

SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF

PAGE

.| SEE MATHEMATICS PART 2 FOR OBJECTIVES 21-36 AND SUMMARY TOTALS,

STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE SCHOOL SISTRICT
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED
MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED 'o‘:ﬁ.‘e%‘}: #l% 4% H1% Hi1% B % 8% HI% 1% HI% 4%
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS
1. ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
2. IDENTIFY PLACE VALUE & USE EXPANDED NOTATION 30F4
3, RENAME WHOLE NUMBERS BY REGROUPIXG 30F4
4, ROUND WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
§. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE NUMBERS BY 10 AND 100 30F4
8. IDENTIFY EQUIV. FRACTIONS USING PICTURES 30F4
7. IDENTIFY EQUIV. FRACTIONS/MIXED NUM2ERS 30F4
8. 1DENTIFY DECIMALS FROM PICTURES 30F4
9. EXTEND PATTERNS WITH NUMBERS OR ATTRIBUTES 30F4
10. IDENTIFY PROCEDURE FOR MAKING ESTHAATES 30F4
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS
11. ADD/SUBT. WHOLE NUMBERS AND MONEY AMOUNTS 30F4
12. MULTIPLICATION AND DIVISION FACTS 30F4
13. MULTIPLY WHOLE NUMBERS AND MONEY AMOUNTS 30F4
14, DIVIDE WHOLE NUMBERS BY 1-0:GIT NUM3ERS 30F4
15, ADD/SUBT. FRACTIONS - LIKE DENOMINATORS 30F4
16. ADD FRACTIONS - LIKE DENOMS., W/REGROUPING 30F4
17. ADD/SUBT. FRACTIONS - UNLIKE DENOMIMATORS 30F4
18, FIND FRACTIONAL PARTS OF WHOLE NUM3ERS 30F4
15. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFS OF WHOLE #'S AND MONEY 30r4
20, ESTIMATE PROD/QUOT OF WHOLE #'S AND MONEY 4OF4

“REMEDIAL STANDARD 1S 79 OF 144 ITEMS CORRECT
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SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT

__MATHEMATICS PARY 2 OF 2

GRADE €& FORM A

TESTING DATE:

SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

PAGE

SCHOOL

DISTRICT

NUMBER Or STUDENTS TESTED

MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED

MASTERY
CRITERIA

PROBLEM SOLVII!G/APPLICATIONS
. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS
. IDENTIFY GRAPH BEST FITTING GIVEN DATA
. IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS
. SOLVE 1.STEP PROBS WWHOLE NUMBERS & MONEY
. SOLVE PROBLEMS - MAKING CHANGE
. SOLVE 1.STEP PROBLEMS WITH FRACTIONS
. SOLVE 2-STEP PROBS W/WHOLE NUMBERS & MONEY
. ESTIMATE A REASONABLE ANSWER
. IDENTIFY/SOLVE PROBLEMS W/EXTRANEOUS INFO.
. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFORMATICN IN PROBLEMS

SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS - ORGANIZING DATA

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY
32,
33
34,
35,
36.

IDENTIFY GEOMETRIC FIGURSS
MEASURE/DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS
ESTIMATE LEMNGTHS AND AREAS

SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT
DETERMINE ELAPSED TIME
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AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD*

*REMEDIAL STANDARD 1S 79 OF 144 ITEMS CORRECT

COPYRIGHT © 1385 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. PRKITED IN TvZ u.S A,

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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_CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT

MATHEMATICS BART 1 OF 2

GRADE6 FORMA PAGE
TESTING DATE:
SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
DISTRICT
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED
MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED m‘;ﬂ 1% 21% #1% 4% 4% 4% 4% 27% 4%
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS
1. ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
2. IDENTIFY PLACE VALUE & USE EXPANDED NOTATION 30F4
3. RENAME WHOLE NUMBERS BY REGROUPING 30F4
4. ROUND WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
5. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE NUMBERS BY 10 AND 100 30F4
6. IDENTIFY EQUIV. FRACTIONS USING PICTURES 30F4
7. IDENTIFY EQUIV. FRACTIONS/MIXED NUMBERS 30F4
8. IDENTIFY DECIMALS FROM PICTURES 30F4
9. EXTEND PATTERNS WITH NUMBERS OR ATTRIBUTES 30F4
10. IDENTIFY PROCEDURE FOR MAKING ESTIMATES 30F4
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS
11. ADD/SUBT. WHOLE NUMBERS ANL MONEY AMOUNTS 30F4
12. MULTIPLICATION AND DIVISION FACTS 30F4
13. MULTIPLY WHOLE NUMBERS AND MONEY AMOUNTS 30F4
14. DIVIDE WHOLE NUMBERS BY 1-DIGIT NUMBERS 30F4
15. ADD/SUBT. FRACTIONS - LIKE DENOMINATORS 30F4
16. ADD FRACTIONS - LIKE DENOMS., W/REGROUPING 30F4
17. ADD/SUBT. FRACTIONS - UNLIKE DENOMINATORS 30F4
18, FIND FRACTIONAL PARTS OF WHOI ~ NUMBERS 30F4
19, ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFS OF WHOLE #'S AND MONEY 30F4
20, ESTIMATE PROD/QUOT OF WHOLE #'S AND MGHEY 30F4

Cur

. SEE MATHEMATICS PART 2 FOR OBJECTIVES 21-36 ANL SUMMARY TOTALS.

*REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 79 OF 144 ITEMS CORRECT

COPYRIGHT © 1986 BY CONNECTICUT STATE 5OARD OF EDUCATION. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. PRINTED INTHEUS A
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT

MATHEMATICS PART 2 OF 2

GRADE & FORM A

PAGE
TESTING DATE:
SCORES iMDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
DISTRICT

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED
MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED "c‘;’:ﬁg’}: #1% #1% 8% #1% 87% 1% 1% #1% #1%
PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS

21. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS 30F4

22. IDENTIFY GRAPH BEST FITTING GIVEN DATA 30F4

23. IDENTIFY NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS 30F4

24. SOLVE 1-STEP PROBS WWHOLE NUMBERS & MONEY 30F 4

25. SOLVE PROBLEMS - MAKING CHANGE 30F4

26. SOLVE 1-STEP PROBLEMS WiTH FRACTIONS 30F4

27. SOLVE 2-STEP PROBS W/WHOLE NUMBERS & MONEY 30F 4

28. ESTIMATE A REASONABLE ANSWER 30F4

29. IDENTIFY/SOLVE PROBLEMS W/EXTRANEOUS INFO. 30F4

30. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFORMATION IN PROBLEMS 30F4

31. SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS - ORGANIZING DATA 30F4
MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY

32. IDENTIFY GEOMETRIC FIGURES 30F4

33. MEASURE/DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 30F4

34. ESTIMATE LENGTHS AND AREAS 30F4

35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT 30F4

36. DETERMINE ELAPSED TIME 30F4

'W;,M ) S AN N SELTAR CAD PRS- RS 2 7 > DL

AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES IASTERED
NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD~

“REMEDIAL STAHDARD IS 79 OF 143 ITEIS CORRECT

COPYRIGPT © 1936 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. PRINTED IN THE U.S A,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

71

72

030SA3

3=




. CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT LANGUAGE ARTS

‘ GRADE 6 FORM A \ PAGE
TESTING DATE: \
' NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED:

NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS

A d .
m \ggp{gi\:}% NUMBER/PERCENT
: OF STUDENTS
‘ MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
MASTERY
gfg;ElFTUEf:A s cuass | scHooL |DISTRICT
LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED CORRECT g1% 4% #7%
‘ WRITING MECHANICS
I CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 9 OF 12
i 2. SPELLING {(WORDS, HOMONYMS, AND ABBREVIATIONS) 70F9
. 3. AGREEMENT (VERB TENSE, SUBJECT/VERB AND 11 0F 15
PRONOUN REFERENT)
4. TONR 30F4
STUDY SKILLS
) 5. LOC «TING INFORMATION 8 OF 11
6. NOTETAKING AND OUTLINING 30F5
LISTENING COMPREHENSION
7. LITERAL 40F6
8. INFERENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 10 OF 14
READING COMPREHENSION
9. LITERAL 6OFg
10. INFERENTIAL 10 OF 14
11 EVALUATIVE 10 OF 14

AVERAGE # OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED
TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

;i i 271 R AR A 0 e To0 5 AN A ik i ey - 4 el '
. REMEDIAL NUMBER/PEPCENT OF STUDENTS

HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING STANDARDS BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARDS
Y/RITING SAMPLE 40F8 I
ANALYTIC SCORING INFORMATION™
FOCUS
ORGANIZATION
SUPPORT/ELABORATION
MECHANICS
SENTENCE FORMATION
. 50 DRP
DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP)® UNITS
‘ “INDICATES A SCORE BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD, THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS. COPYRIGHT © 1936 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
’ ~ANALYTIC SCORING INFORMATION IS GIVEM OMNLY FOR THOSE STUDENTS WHO SCCRED SELOW THE REMEDIAL STANCARD. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.
1mNEEDS REMEDIAL ASSISTANCE *=BORDERLINE PERFORMANCE 3 m SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

0230A3
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT

LANGUAGE ARTS

GRADE 6 FORM A

PAGE
TESTING DATE:
SCORES INDICATE NUMRER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE oo T oG

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED
LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED g}ﬁﬁg"'x H1% 8% #% H1% H1% #1% #1% #1% #1% #1%
WRITING MECHANIS

1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 9 OF 12

2. SPELLING, (WORJS, HOMONYMS, AND ABBREVIATIONS) 70F 0

3. AGREEMENT (VF.RB TENSE, SUBJECT/VERB, 11 OF 15

AND PRONOUN REFERENT)

4. TONE 30F4

STUDY SKILLS

5. LOCATING INFORMATION 8 OF 11

6. NOTETAKING AND OUTLINING 30F5

LISTENING COMPREHENSION

7. LITERAL 40F6

8. INFERENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 10 OF 14

READING COMPREHENSION

9, LITERAL GOF8

10. INFERENTIAL 10 OF 14

11, EVALUATIVE 10 OF 14

HESEY W.,'WM"E{-NWQH‘ TR W bR TN TR I STTIIRT <1 I TR, IS f ks |

S R ULINE A

TN 38 Ry

#/ % OF STUDENTS

AT STATED LEVEL
RS D

lc - 7

-y . - » <

76

WRITING SAMPLE ”gé'g;éc B1% #1% #1% BI1% #1% BI% #1% #1% #1% #1%
WELL WRITTEN WITH OEVELOPED SUPPORTIVE DETAIL 70R 8
GENERALLY WELL ORGAYIZED WITH SUPPORTIVE DETAIL SOR 6
MIHIMALLY PROF!CIgNT 4
QELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD" 20R3 il |
ETNE A2 DT PN REG 2D <0 o SRR R i A rere o BT R AR T il M SRR DRI [t ¥ R e
D
S e
AT QR ABOVE THE READING GCAL FOR GEGINNING SIXTH GRADERS 56+ L
BELOW THE READING GOAL FOR BEGINNING SIXTH
RADER T ABOVE THE REMEDIA TANDARD 50 7O 55
SLOW THE R " DlA TANDA! . W 50
5N S Ol 2 NS A 555 00 A S s R R e G R et e T O
AVERAGE SCORES
AVERAGE NULIBER OF OSJEC 1 vES MASTERED IN LANGUAGE ARTS
AVERAGE HOLISTIC V/RITING SCORE
| AV:RAGF pRo LNIT scoae
28: mﬁ#; Es.:.ii\sv% COMNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION “REMEDIAL STANDARD 1S 4 FOR VRITING.,
PRINTED IN THE GNITED STATES OF AMERICA. *REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 50 DRP UNITS FOR READING
02973
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM: DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT LANGUAGE ARTS

GRADE6 FORMA PAGE
TESTING DATE:
SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
DISTRICT
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED
LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED zﬁg’u #1% #1% #1% H1% #1% H1% #1% H1% 4%
WRITING MECHANICS
1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 9 OF 12
2. SPELLING, (WORDS, HOMONYMS, AND ABBREVIATIONS) 70F8
3. AGREEMENT (VERB TENSE, SUBJECTAVERS, 11 OF 15
AND PRONOUN REFERENT)
4. TONE 30F4
STUDY SKILLS
5. LOCATING INFORMATION 8 OF 11
6. NOTETAKING AND QUTLINING 30F5
LISTENING COMPREHENSION
7. UTERAL 4OF6
8. INFERENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 10 OF 14
READING COMPREHENSION
9. LITERAL GOF8
10, INFERENTIAL 10 OF 14
11 EVALUATIVE _lwors . | ] ., . \
« et oA AR AR D i DRSS 32 o AR o Ktk H i RSN MR St i ML T T T s TR
=/ % OF STUDENTS
AT STATED LEVEL
; wid i bt G0 RGN b LA L S A A Sk 12 L SRR MR B WG £ cF
WRITING SAMPLE HOLISTIC . . R R R . ue
NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS* score | #/% #i% | #/% #% #1% #1% #1% #i% i
AVELL WRITTEN WITH LOPED SUPPORTIVE DETAI 70RS8
GENERALLV \ZELL QﬁgAlegg MTH SUPPORTIVE DETAIL 50R 6
MlNl"ALLV FﬁOﬂglENT 4
BEOWHKMDlA TANDARD* OR 3
R Y o] AR ) X! ;‘2 4 Eghy PA-Y L0 L) LG WAL ¢ NI Ak I U s'ﬂWZ}’lW'.Zﬂ (2 23 N’*K‘L’WK‘M LY e R INE L INC N
DEGAEES OF READING POWER(DRP) & DRP UNIT ] R R
NUMBER/PERCENT OFSTUDEN’(I'S' ! SCORE |} #/% #1% #1% #1% #1% #1% #1% #i1% £1%
AT OR ABOVE THE READING GOAL FOR BEGINNING SIYTH GRALZRS 56+
BELOW THE READING GOAL FOR BEGINNING SIXTH
GRAOERS BUT ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD 50 TO 55
BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD* BELOW 50
WWWW TS R AL L MRS U I SNSRI AT s ARt S S0 v SISIDUI L AT o IR
AVERAGE SCORES
Y £ 52°¢
AVERAGE HOLISTIC WRITING >CORE
| SVERAGF DRP UNIT SCORE
COPYRIGHT ® 1986 8Y CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION *REMEDIAL STANDARD §S 4 FOR WRITING.
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. PRINTED IN THE U.S.A. ““REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 50 ORP UNITS FOR READING
Al s~
o — 7 / 5 0307A3

> kRIC
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Connecticut
Mastery Testing
Program "

€ERR

GRADE 6

PAR"NT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

Your child’s scores on the Connecticut Mastery Test are reported inside,

For a description of the Connecticut Mastery Testing Program, see the back cover of this folder.

For general information about your local district’s testing program, please contact your superintendent of schools.

For further information on the Connecticut Mastery Testing Program, contact: Connecticut State
Office of Research and Evaluation, Box 2219, Hartford, Connecticut 06145, (203) 566-4001 or 400

79

Department of Education,
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 MATHEMATICS
STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYS:® ,OR

CONNECTICUT v/
MASTERY TESTING

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION

HARCOURT BRACE JOVANOVICH, PUBLISHERS

€ERA

GRADE: SCHOOL
FORM: DISTRICT- PROGRAM
\_TEACHEZR: TESTING DATE: GRADE 6 REPORT PART 1
MASTERY CRITERIA ) (" MASTERY CRITERIA h
OBJECTIVES TESTED NUMBER OF STUDENT OBJECTIVES TESTED NUMLR OF STUDENT
ITEMS CORRECT SCORE ITEMS CORRECT SCORE
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS 19. Estimate sums and differences of whole numbers and 3of4
money amounts
;- 8;‘:::&‘*’3“:?/3’}3;“2?;%?1? E:3£h°°';§ :ﬂ:‘%fr‘: ;ggut?\aannd g g;: 20.  Estimate products and quotients of whole numbers and 3of4
-l huyndred e agnd rewrite whole numbers using g!o_ney)amounts (1-digit factor and 1-digit whole number
expanded notation = iSor
3. aR:‘!ga{ge whole numbers by regrouping 1000', 100, 10 3of4 rRoBLEM S?LVII:JIG/AP:LLCATIONS .
21. Interprot graphs, tables, and charts 3of4
4. fotuhnd whol;!t r;téglﬁrgéess éhﬁ;‘ one hundred thousand 3of4 22, lgent’;:y tl%e praph that bestflllustrateglgiven data 3 o: 4
o the neare , an 23,  ldenti er sent S roblems 3of4
5. Multiply and divide multiples of 10 and 100 Lty 10 and 100 3uf4 24, sohr,‘e' 1):sr:gglprobler:n§r;rc‘$°h:§‘rg \ghole :‘umbers and 3 gf 4
6. I(!gtntlf);equivalent fractions and mixed numbers using 3of4 money anl;ounts I ine ch ;
picture ' 25.  Solve lems i i i 3of4
7. Identify equivalent fractions and mixed numbers 3of4 26. sg|ve ’f.'?te: ;',o'gﬁm‘g?ﬁvm,',;%;ﬁi 3 gf 4
8. !dentlsfg’ (:etc_lmgls (:01 to 2.99) from pictorial 3of4 27.  Solve 2-step problems involving whole numbers and 3of4
representation ts
9.  Extend patterns invclving numbers and attributes 3of4 28. g;gnme!t: r;"'r’el:a"sc.mable answer to a given roblem 3of4
10.  Identify an appropriate procedure for making estimates 3of4 29. Identify extraneous information in problems and solve 3of4
for whole number computations problems with extraneous information
30 Identify needed information in problem situations 3of4
COMPUTATIOMAL SKILLS 31.  Solve process problems involving the organization of data 3of4
11.  Add and subtract 2-, 3- and 4-digit whole numbers and 3of4
money amounts less than $100.00 MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY
12.  Know multiplication and division facts 3of4
13.  Multiply 2- and 3-digit whole numbers and money 3of4 32.  Identify geometnc figures Jof 4
amounts less than $10.00 by 1-dig’* numbers 33.  Measure/determine perimeters and areas 3of 4
14.  Divide 2- and 3-digit whole numbers by 1-digit numbers 3of4 34.  Estimate lengths and areas 3of 4
15. gg:oar:“i‘:‘ :tuv.:)rtsr?;tn "'ﬁt“’rgé ;"u‘;)i':“'g’“;gxf:éﬂ:‘?::‘%xg‘ like 3of4 gg Select appro| riat% metric or customary units and measures 3of4
6.  Add fractions and mixed numbers with like denominators 3of4 + Determine elapsed time 3of4
involving regrouping improper fractions to whole
numbers or mixed numbers ‘
17.  Add and subtract fractions and mixed numbers with un- 3of4 |
like denominators (one denominator a factor of the other)
\18. “ind fractiona. parts of whole numbers 3of4 ) \ )
( TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED (out of 36) )
NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT (out of 144) (Remedial Standard is 79 of 144 items correct)
. )
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LANGUAGE ARTS CONNECTICUT THE PSYCHOLOGICAL “ORPORATION
SIUDENT OBIEU'VES ANALYS'S FOR HARCOURT BRACE JOVANOVICH. PUBLISHERS
MASTERY TESTING
GRADE: SCHOOL-
FORM: DISTRICT PROGRAM
\_TEACHER: TESTING DATE: GRADE 6 REPORT PART 2
( MASTERY CRITERIA STUDENT )
OBJECTIVES TESTED NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT SCORE
WRITING MECHANICS
1. Capitalization & Punctuation 9 of 12
«  Spelling (words, homonyms, and abbreviations) 70f9
3. Agreement (verb tense, subject-object-verb, and pronoun referents) 110f 15
4. Tone 3of4
STUDY SKILLS
5. Locating Information (schedules, maps, indexes, glos. zries, dictionaries) 8of 11
6. Notetaking and Outlining 3of5
LISTENING COMPREHENSION
7. Literal (understands the meanings of ideas clearly stated by a speaker) 40f6
8. Inferential & Evaluative (understands the meaning of ideas not clearly stated, but implied, by a speaker 10 of 14
and is able to make critical judgments ahout them)
READING COMPREHENSION
9.  Literal (underst. nds the meanings of ideas clearly stated within a passage) 60f8
10.  Inferential (understands the meanings of ideas not stated, but implied, within a assage) 10 of 14
\_11- Evaluative (able to make critical judgments about statements and inferences within a passsage) 10 of 14 Yy,
(_YOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED (out of 17) | )
4 - )
[ )
WRITING SAMPLE STapenT DEGREES Of READING POWERS (DRP)™ STuDeT
Holistic Writing Score ‘ DRP Units
Remedhal Standard is 50 DRP Units
Remedial Standard is 4 of 8 Reading Goal is 56 DRP Units
\_ J \_ Degrees of Reading Power and DRP are trade marks owned by the College Entrance Examunation Board Y,
\_ J

Copyright © 1987 by Connecticut State Board of Education. All nghts reserved. Printed in the United States of Amenca.
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PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

Dear Parent:

Inside you will find the results of t-.e Connecticut Mastery Test administered to your child earlier this fall. The test results help to show you and
the school district’s professional staff how well your child is performing on those skills identified by the State of Connecticut as important for
students entering sixth grade to have mastered.

These tests are designed to determine the specific skill levels of students. The test results will be used to:
— provide your school with information for use in assessing the progress of individual students over time;
— provide your school with information based on which improvements in the general instructional program can be made; and
— provide information on appropriate basic skills remedial assistance for students so indicated. -

Mastery testing will occur each fall in grades four, six, and eight.

If you have any questions about these test results please ask your child’s teacher(s). The teacher(s) will share with you other observations and
recommendations based 6n experience in working with your son or daughter during the last several months.

Description of the Tect

Mathematics: The mat-ematics test assesses thirty-six (36) specific objectives in four general areas of: (1) Conceptual Understandings; (2)
Compuytational Skills; (3) Problem Solving/Applications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. Test items evaluate a student’s ability to: order,
rename and round whole numbers; identify numerical equivalents; extend patterns; compute with whole numbers, decimals and fractions;
estimate with whole numbers and money amounts; interpret tables, charts and graphs; solve problems involving whole numbers, money
amounts and fractions; identify extraneous and needed information in problems; measure and estimate lengths and areas; and select
appropriate measurement units.

Language Arts: The language arts test Covers two general areas: Reading/Listening Comprehension, and Writing/Study Skills. There are eleven
(11) objectives and two holistic measures of reading and writing.

The content of Reading/Listening Comprehension consists of narrative, expository, and pers_asive passages on a variety of topics measuring a
student’s reading and lisiering at ility in: (1) Literal Comprehension; (2) Inferential or Interpretive Comprehension; and (3! Evaluative or Critical
Comprehension. Audio tapes are used to assess a student’s listening comprehension ability. Also used is the “Degrees of Reading Power” (DRP)
Test which includes eleven (11) passages and seventy-seven (77) test items. It is designed to measure a student’s ability to understand nonfiction
English prose on a graduated scale of reading difficulty.

The content of Writing/Study Skills consists of three components. First, writing skills are directly assessed. A student is asked to write on a
designated topic. The writing is judged on the student’s demonstrated ability to cenvey information in - coherent and organized fashion.
Second, the test assesses the mechanics of good writing, which are defined as: (1) Capitelization and Punctuation; (2) Spelling (words,
homonyms. and abbreviations); and (3) Agreement; and (4) Tone. Finally the test assesses Study Skills, defined as Locating Information
(schedules, maps, index/glossary references, and dictionary usage) and Outlining and Notetaking. This part of the test measures a student’s
ability to find and use information from listed sources, and to mak 2 notes from audio tapes.
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APPENDIX G
Nunber of Objectives Mastered
o Mathematics

o Language Arts
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MATHEMATICS:
AVERAGE NUMBER OF
OBJECTIVES MASTERED

MATHEMATICS:

PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY

NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

36 o
[ ]
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1986
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30 o 29% 29%

23%
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10 < Yegera

PERCENT OF STUDENTS

4% et

0% i;‘g%i ' l

2%

o

0 17 8-14 15-21 2228 29-35

NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

36

This bar chart illustrates the
average number of mathemat-
ics objectives mastered,
statewide.

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

mathematics objectives within each of the seven score categories.
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LANGUAGE ARTS:
AVERAGE NUMBER OF

OBJECTIVES MASTERED

LANGUAGE ARTS:
PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY
NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

11-‘

104
94
84
74

64

NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

-

7.5

1986

YEAR

301

201

1541

104

PERCENT OF STUDENTS

2%

8%

13%

3

17%

26%

23%

12 34

56

78

9-10

NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

1

This bar chart illustrates the
average number of language
arts objectives mactered,
statewide.

This bar chart illustrates the distribution uf students, statawide, who mastered ob-

jectives within each of the seven score groupings.
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Appendix H
State by District Peport — October 1986

Grade Six Mathematics Test Results
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

GRADE 6

MATHEMATICS t OF 2__

DATE TESTED: 10-86

Mastery Critena for each objective is
3 ol the 4 items correct

Ren.ed:ial Standard I1s 79

of the 144 1tems correct

OBJECTIVES TESTED

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS

COMPUTATIONAL SKItLS

TOTAL
MATHEMATICS

PAGE 1

#OF
DISTRICT STUDENTS | TOC
TESTED
ANDOVER 25 %
ANSONIA 157 5
ASHFORD 37 6
AVON 131 4
BARKHAMSTEO 33 6
8ERLIN 171 4
BETHANY 67 &
BETHEL 221 4
BLOOMFIELO 188 2 [
80LTON 51 4 5
BOZRAH 27 5 5
BRANFORO 218 4 7
B8RIOGEPORT 1,213 1 53} "
8RISTOL 476 3 6
BROOKFIELO 177 4 7
BROOXLYN 67 6 [4
CANAAN 8 6 7 0
CANTERBURY 62 6 7
CANTON 88 4 7
CHAPLIN 29 6 76)
CHESHIRE 294 2 6
CHESTER 37 6 4
CLINTON 165 5 55
COLCHLSILR 117 5 75
COLEBROOK 8 6 8
COLUMBIA 50 5 8
CORNMWALL 5 6 oo
COVENTRY 4 7

€ 1586 Connecuicut Strte Board of E¢

All rights

ved. Printed in the United Sutes of Amencs

0310A3
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. STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT *

: CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 MATHEMATICS 1 OF 2

, OBJECTIVES TESTED

; TOTAL PAGE 3
CONCEPTUAL UNCERSTANGINGS COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS MATHEMATICS

DATE TESTED: 10-86

R Mastery Critenia for each objective s
1 3 of the 4 j1ems conras

N Pemedia! Standard is 79

of the 144 items correct.

DISTRICT STUDENTS
TESTED
. HART FORO 1,430 1 3] 83] 43§ 16.7 4G
: HART LAND 26 6 63 96} 794 26.7 4
HEBRCN 75 5 6l 6 9% 56} 24.9 9
KENT 33 6 5 7% 44! 20.8 25
KILLINGLY 197 6 5 90; 601 21.5 22
LEBANON 83 6 5 93| 60} 23.1 15
LEDYARD 208 4 [4 954 74 26.1 10
LISBON 42 4 5 93 571 22.5 14
LITCHFIELD 88 6 66 90, 62} 24.0 20
HMADISON 183 5 9 7 97] 65 26.1 7
HANCHESTER 477 3 9 1y 6 95 54f 23.1 18
MANSFIELL: 108 6 9 7 96) 62} 27.3 9
MARLBOROUGH 80 5 9 1 7 98, 66f 26.1 11
MERIOEN 433 3 9 56 91| 55 22.2 22
HIDDLETOWN 298 3 9 5 89 47} 20.4 27
HILFORD 446 3 9 71| 5 97 67] 26.0 11
HONROE 243 4 8 5 89 53} 22.1 24
MONTVILLE 191 4 8 6 90 63§ 22.5 20
NAUGATUCK 322 2 8 56| 86 60k 21.8 2%
NEW BRITAIN 423 k4 8 53| 4 82] 47} 18.2 38
NEW CANAAN 197 2 9 83| 83 96/ 73§ 28.5 7
MHEW FAIRFIELD 174 4 9 76[ 6 93| 68 26.9 11
NEW HARTFORD 63 5 9 7 94 60t 26.9 5
NEW HAVEN 1,029 1 8 32 75 4 17.2 42
NEHINGTOHN 267 2 9 81} 74| 98 74 25.6 9
NEHW LONDON 231 3 9 56| 41 8¢ 53] 18.9 33
HEW MILFORD 320 5 9 6715 93| 64 23.3 15
- NEWTOIN 227 5 9 8 96| 72} 27.6 4
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 MATHEMATICS 1 QF 2
OBJECTIVES TESTED ]
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS MATIIARTICS PAGE 4

DATE TESTED: 10-86

Mastery Crateita for rach objediive 13
3 of the 4 dems Correct

Kemediat Standard 18 79

of the 144.lems cotrect.

H OF
DISTRICT stubents | TOC
TESTED

NORFOLK K 13 6 |97
NORTH BRANFORD 174 | 4 |9
NORTH CANAAN 36 1 6 |79
NORTH HAVEN 28’} 2 |9
NORTH STONINGTON 66 s |o
NORRALK 645 | 3 |8
NORWICH 35 | 3 |9
OLD SAYBROOK 03| 5 19
ORANGE 159 | 2 |98
OXFORD 96 5 |95
PLAINFIELD 174 6 |9
PLAINVILLE 15 | 4 19
PLYMOUTH 151 2 19
| POMFRET 41 | 6 |8
PORTLAND 97 1 5 |9
PRESTON 38| 4 |98
PUTNAM 92 6 |9
REDOING 8 | 5 fo
RIDGEFIELD 272 | 5 |9
ROCKY HILL 124 { 4 |9
SALEM 47| 5 jo
SALISBURY 26 6 |9
SCOTLAND 13 6 Rho
SEYMOUR 125 | 5 |9
SHAROH 17| 6 ho
SHELTON 290 | 3 {9
SHERMAN 28 6 po
SIMSBURY 259 | 4 |9
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT
CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6

i MATHEMATICS 1 OF 2
. OBJECTIVES TESTED

- PAGE 6
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS MATLOEIQ{-“CS

DATE TESTED: 10-86

Mastery Critena for each odjective is
. 3 of the 4 ilems correct.
Remedial Standard 15 79
of the 143 items correct.

#OF

SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

DISTRICT STUDENTS | TOC
TESTED

RILLINGTON 71 5 87] 2 B 46] 92 89 83 83] 90] 70] 7% 56 1)) 21] 51] 46f 22.0 18

HILTON 202 4 198l 95 2 6 641 64 95 854 92 97} 97} 91} 99 7 :l 6% 76] 27.3 8

HINCHESTER 108} 6 1 501 49 94 89 80{ 95 901 67} 79 4 vy 22.8 15

HINDHAM 173 6 19 1 3 89 74§ 72} 84| 82} 59 75 3. 42} 19.2 34

HINDSOR 263 2 196 95 2 59 58 941 83)'89% 97] 94| 86} 76 64 62] 26.6 17

WINDSOR LOCKS 119 4 |98 9 59 55 87 99| 92 96{ 87| 85 54 7§ 23.5 11

HOLCOTT 150 2 196 98 2 571 55 95 95§ 93] 99 98] 93] 82 80 76} 25.4 5

HOOPBRIDGE 97 4 Y9:to972 68 681 941 91} 91} 99 92 87] 92} 81, 71} 26.9 3

HOODSTOCK 59 6 |95 831 64] 59 95 88§ 8& 90§ 93} 73| 90{ 39 61 24.3 10

REGIONAL NO. 6 57 6 |96} 96 2 63} 671 95 811 89 95 91 84 95 74| 7? 25.5 7

- REGIONAL NO. 10 162 s {9799 31 61] 64{ 96! 90} 901 89 94¢ 77] 86} 59 60] 25.2 9
REGIONAL NO. 12 69 6 ]96f 88 1 68! 541 9% 86] 91} 97] 96| 86] 88 64; 67] 26.1 12

REGIONAL NO. 13 113 5 94 91 2 5 91} 911 91 95 9! 84! 88 50) 671 24.6 1

REGIONAL WNO. 14 108 4 96| 95 1 62] 74} 95 86} 86| 96| 95 90{ 82] 47 62] 25.3 11

REGIONAL NO. 15 213 4 |971891 61| 59 971 92] 9p100} “:9 901 77| 59 66] 25.5 8

. REGIONAL NO. 16 156 4 88l 10 51 60| 92| 84 871 98] 97] 83} 72 47] 6l 23.0 19
b REGIONAL NO. 17 128 6 |95 911 52} 51 91] 86} 88 97] 92| 86] 88 65 66] 26.0 1
REGIONAL NO. 18 105 6 |94 95 27] 671 501 901 83] 88| 96] 941 83| 86| 66] 44] 74] 25.5 16

© 1586 Connecticut Suns Boatd of Education. All nights reserved. Printed in the United Ststes of Americs.
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 MATHEMATICS 1 OF 2 .
OBJECTIVES TESTED
TOTAL PAGE 7
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS MATHEMATICS

DATE TESTED: 10-86

Mastery Critenia for each objective 1s
3 of the 4 tems correct

Remediat Standard 1s 79

of the 144 items correct

’ DISTRICT sru%sms

TESTED
- TOC 1 TOTAL 5,278 | 1??3{( 18.1 39
TOC 2 TOTAL 6,323 34! 63] 68] 25.2 12
TOC 3 TOTAL 6,955 ' 26| 531 54 22.7 19
, TOC 4 TOTAL 5,906 961 93| 18 61] 74] 66] 571 59 94| 871 89 97] 94} 85 83] 57] 40| 30] 62| 65 24.9 12
: TOC 5 TOTAL 3,352 95 93} 20] 61 71} 66| 55| 58 94{ 87] 87 95| 93] 841 84| 59 39 30| 61 63} 24.6 12
TOC 6 TOTAL 2,223 94| 911 17} 58| 65| 59 51 53 92| 82] 86; 95 92) 79 80 52| 34| 26} 55 61} 23.2 17
STATE TOTAL 30,037 941 90 17, ssﬂ 67| 59 51 53] 91f 82] 87] 95 93{ 81f 81 52‘ 38 231 56l 61f 23.1 19

& 1588 Connecucut State Board of Education. All nights feserved  Printed in the United States of Amarica,
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 MATHEMATICS 2 OF 2
‘ OBJECTIVES TESTED
: PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS ”E:Es;’:}é:‘,f&‘ v m}ﬁ;ﬁkucs e

DATE TESTED: 10-86

Mastery Critenia for each objective is
3 of the 4 1tems correct

Remedial Standatd ts 79

of the 144 items correct.

# OF

TESTED
‘ TOC T TOTAL 5,276
TOC 2z TOTAL 6,323
i TOC 3 TOTAL 6,955
’ . | T0c 4 TOTAL 5,906
T0C 5 TOTAL 3,352
' TOC 6 TOTAL 2,223
STATE TOTAL 30,037

DISTRICT STUDENTS TOC SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS

MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

€ 1948 Connacticut Swte Bosrd of Education. All ights reserved. Printed ia the United States of America.
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

COMNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE & LANGUAGE ARTS
OBJECTIVES TESTED TOTAL DEGREES OF PAGE 1
WRITING LOCATING LISTENING READING LANGUAGE REAOING WRITING SAMPLE
MECHANICS INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION |  COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (ORP}

MASTERY CRITERIA

{ # CORRECT/ # POSSIBLE) 2 | e | 1ins | a4 l /14 ] a5 I 416 l 10/14 Ie/s [wm l 10/14
# OF
DISTRICT s;légggs TOC SCORES REPRESENT THE PZRCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

ANDOVER 25| 4] 88 72 92] 84 96 80 7h 8% 68 72 72 8.3 24
ANSONIA 156 51 70 83 73| 7% 78 65 69 62 4% 49 45 7.1 27
ASHFORD 371 6} 76 49 84| 73 81 68 70 62 62 41 87 7.2 3
AVON 131 4] 92 90 89f 90 95 89 78 88 76 81 85 9.5 13|
B8ARKHAMSTED 331 6] 88 79 85] 9% 91 91 79 91 82 76 70 9.2

8ERLIN 171} 4] 8% 83 85§ 79 86 88 73 82 63 63 73 8.6

BETHANY 671 41 90 84 50| 84 87 82 85 87 76 67 76 9.1 1
8ETHEL 221 4| 68 75 79| 78 83 79 66 69 48 56 50 7.5 3
8LOOMFIELD 188] 2} 59 78 721 68 78 66 56 56 49 48 43 6.7 3
.8OLTON 51| 4} 75 75 82| 88 90 75 75 71 59 s3 69 8.1

80DZRAH 271 5} 78 81 81y 70 93 78 59 70 52 63 % 7.7 3
BRANFORD 28] 4] 69 73 79] 72 &4 75 65 71 57 61 59 7.7 3
8RIDGEPORT 1,216| 1§ %8 58 59} 57 69 53 42 35 28 21 21 4.9 6
8RISTOL 477 | 3] 70 7% 80; 83 87 7% 67 69 57 60 60 7.8 1
8ROOKFIELD 177| 4| 85 88 87| 88 89 83 71 78 63 67 65 8.7 2
8ROOKLYN 67] 61 66 61 64| 64 70 60 67 69 45 43 39 6.5 4
CANAAN 8] 6] 88 8s{ 1o0| 75} 100 88 88 100 75 88 88 9.8

CANTERBURY 62| 6} 80 68 78] 75 80 73 76 71 60 58 65 7.8 3
CANTON 88| 4§ 85 82 82| 82 84 83 86 86 69 75{ ‘81 9.0 2
CHAPLIN 29 61 59 66 79} 66 83| 76 62 66 59 45 52 7.1 3
CHESHIRE 29¢{ 2| 80 83 87} 84 87 86 78 83 65 73 7% 8.8 1
CHESTER 371 6] 81 70 86| 84 84 84 81 8l 62 73 7 8.6 J1
CLINTON 166 5§ 75 75 80| 75 82 72 67 4] 51 56 51 7.4 3
CGLCHESTER 117} 51} 81 68 84| 83 88 86 7% 73 | -60 61 66 8.2 1
COLESROOK sl 6100 50} 100f 75| 100 | 100 75 75 50 25 75 8.3 1
COLUMBIA s0} 51 82 60 80} 66 72 88 86 84 66 66 70 8.2 3
CORNKALL s} 6100 |100f{ 100§100| 100{ 100 100 8o {100} 100! 100 10.8

COVENTRY 97{ 4] 80 78 82| 82 84 84 80 76 67 70 69 8.6 2
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

GRADE 6 LANGUAGE ARTS
OBJECTIVES TESTED TOTAL DEGREES OF PAGE
WRITING LOCATING UISTENING READING LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE
MECHANICS INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (ORP)

AN

LYY

e 2
~org

Ty

R IR

_ (1 CORMECTS 5 POSSIOLE) a2 lm lnns | e lwn [ us I s l 1014 l & I 10114 l 1014
# OF
DISTRICT S;gg%ig;s ToC SCORES REPRESENT THE ~ZRCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

CROMMELL Nl af 77 66 78] 81 90 81 68 74 6% 67 59 8.0 27 2] 59 5 11} 2 o 4.4
OANBURY 490!} 3§ 78 76 82} 81 90 78 66 69 57 55 56 7.9 7118 56/ 5 15 2 13 14 4 4.7
DARIEN 183) 2] 92 87 9%} 93 97 92 86 82 69 75 76 9.4 10§ 18 72} 6 1 21 1914 5.
DEEP RIVER 45| 6 80 86 84| 76 87 78 87 80 6% 60 76 8.6 29411 6 1 23115.41
DERBY 72] 54 59 71 7| 7n 77 70 67 63 53 42 41 6.8 37114 69 5 15 3 6.4 2
EASTFORD 11{ 6] 55 55 82| 66 66 45 91 66 18 18 27 5.8 5 36} 5 36 2 2.97
EAST GRANBY 43| 4§ 84 . 93{ 93 91 79 60 77 72 77 65 8.7 12 79 6 o 2 1 4.
EAST HADOAM 79} 5} 85 80 85| 85 50 80 86 82 62 68 62 8.6 18] 16} 66| 5 13 28 21/ 18/ 1 5.3 1
EAST HAMPTON 97| 5§ 8¢ 77 85| 87 88 84 71 67 73 70 68 8.6 28 13} 61} 5 11 31 14{ 20§ 1 4.2
EAST HARTFORD 3¢8) 2§ 62 74 67| 70 82 66 58 62 47 47 43 6.8 371 24 o0} 5 15 33 19 1 4.8 2
EAST HAVEN 15| 2} 67 67 76} 66| 68 65 57 58 46 a4 50 6.6 421 171641 5 12] 3} 288 1 4,42
EAST LYME 177} 4} 81 77 83§ 89 93 84 80 84 3 75 73 8.9 1 734 6 101 321 2 19 1 4.1
EASTON 82} 4| 83 78 941 90 96 86 77 80 70 68 77 9.0 11 18 74} 6 2137 1)1 4.81
EAST WINOSOR 9| 4} 74 82 80| 76 82 77 74 69 43 58 58 7.7 36f 13} 51} 5 1 38 22 13} 1 %.41
ELLINGTON 119| 4] 86 88 82| 78 22 81 7% 78 66 66 69 8.6 17111 72 6 12] 16 24{ 19 141 12 5.4 1
ENFIELD 3951 31 76 7% 84| 86§ 88 78F 66 68 56 51 56 7.8 32] 171 51 5 11 3 221 1 4,21
ESSEX 0| 6f 85 88 93} 88 |° 98 90 75 e3 75 80 83 9.6 1 83l 6 25 20f 23 2 5.
FAIRFIELD 4201 2} 84 77 88} 86 92 86 73 80 71 71 73 8.9 18 1) 71 5 27124191 5.31
FARMINGTON 156 | 4] 88 87 95| 92 97} 88 79 86 72 71 70 9.3 17} 744 6 21 18 24§ 16} 12} 5.4 1
FRANKLIN 191 5] 68 76 84| 76 79 89 89 89 58 68 47 8.2 16] 16} 68 5 11 16 16 1 3.96
GLASTONBURY 321} 4} 83 83 87| 87 90 87 76 80 65 7% 76 8.9 25 19 63| 5 19 23417114 19 5.4 1
GRANBY 111 6} 83 77 88| 88 92 81 73 69 66 69 69 8.6 19 14 66| 6 114 18 20{ 10f 21§ 11 5.4 2
GREENWICH @20) 2| 76 78 87| 87 90 82 79 81 71 73 71 8.8 15 13 721 6 13 30! 21 1¢{ 1 4.941
GRISWOLD 109 4| 66 78 76| 76 73 63 65 54 40 40 41 6.7 44 25 31 5 18 19 22} 1} 1 4.43
GROTON 369| 3| 76 70 81| 75 87 72 65 63 61 58 58 7.7 29 14/ 581 5 14 29 23 17 1 4.9 1
GUILFORO 2361 4| 83 79 82| 79 86 86 78 76 60 67 67 8.4 221 14 60 5 171 271194 15 131 5.4 1
HAMDEN 326f 21 75 76 79} 78 89 75 65 67 60 62 61 7.8 29145 56| 5 19 33 24{ 131 1 4.71
HAMPTON 16| 5} 81 88 88| 9% % 81 8l 81 63 69 75 8.9 25 69 6 1 2525 3 541

® 1988 Connecticut State Board of Education. All rights reserved Printed In U.S.A,
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 LANGUAGE ARTS
OBJECTIVES TESTED T%I’ALG DEGREES é)F PAGE 3
WRITING LOCATING LISTENING READING LANGUAGE READIN WRITING SAMPLE
MECHANICS INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION |  COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (ORP)

B OORRER) 5 POSSIBLE) onz s | s l:m o1 F/s I s l 10114 ‘ 8 lwm [ 1014
] #OF .
DISTRICT S}gg;ggs ToC SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
HARTFORD 1,631 1§ 37 31 I3 65 %3 3 30 25 20 18 %.3
HARTLANO 241 6] 88 96 92| 92 92 87 78 78 54 54 67 8.9
HEBRON 75} 51 72 65 93| 84 95 84 73 84 61 68 73 8.5
KENT 331 6} 70 78 73} 61 6% 69 78 78 58 48 52 7.4
KILLINGLY 19| 61 72 68 80} 72 84 67 62 53 54 53 50 7.2
LEBANON 83| 6| 80 78 78] 82 87 79 70 61 54 46 60 7.7
LEOYARD 208{ 4| 83 79 a=| 85 93 89 79 83 63 70 74 8.8
LISBON 42} 4} 69 7% 86| 74 76 69 83 67 £0 50 60 7.6
LITCHFIELD s8a| 6] 72 73 67| 71 78 71 7% 79 45 53 58 7.5
MAOISON > 183| 5] 84 79 84| 87 90 89 77 82 6% 70 72 8.8
MANCHESTER 478 | 3} 78 73 774 78 83 79 67 70 58 60 58 7.8
MANSFIELD 108f{ 6§ 79 81 89! 7N 9% 87 77 83 72 81 76 9.1
MARLBOROUGH 80| 5¢ 85 85 83| 85 85 88 66 76 63 69 7% 8.6
MERIDEN 435 3] 66 77 771 72 86 73 58 60 53 52 53 7.3
MIDOLETOWN 298| 31 1 69 78| 70 77 65 63 57 44 43 43 6.8
MILFORD 6! 31 76 78 87| 80 89 76 68 7% 55 60 58 8.0
MONROE 294 | 4| 73 77 76| 82 85 77 70 66 58 59 56 7.8
MONTVILLE 190 4} 77 74 84} 81 88 77 72 71 57 57 57 7.9
NAUGATUCK 322 2| 62 67 791 79 80 72 62 54 51 50 47 7.1
NEH BRITAIN 425 3§ 49 59 63} 61 74 55 48 42 35 33 33 5.6
NEW CANAAN 198! 21 90 81 87{ 87 90 92 83 84 72 80 78 9.3
NEW FAIRFIELD 176 ¢} 71 76 81} 81 87 75 74 74 57 63 61 8.1
NEW HARTFORD 63} 51 78 68 87! 83 95 86 87 87 69 73 77 8.9
NEH HAVEN 1,033 1} 34 52 51| 46 60 43 40 33 25 19 18 4.3
NEWINGTON 267} 2} 79 8l 86| 83 92 86 68 73 61 57 67 8.3
NEH LONOON 231 3} 59 63 69| 60 71 52 54 46 35 33 35 5.8
NEW MILFORD 320} 51 83 84 86| 85 88 73 70 69 54 59 62 8.1
NENTOWN 2271 51 93 83 %l N 95 89 85 87 71 81 77 9.5

7: W BT 3 S B 1 13.4%
38 54 59 o 1 2414 4 oe.q 17
16l 65 57 1 242714 ds.q 4
1 54l 36 21 2 o 941 .34
1 54} 3¢} 12| 23] 2¢] 14 12 6.13
1 53 31| 14 1 2o 2 16 6.d2
1 61] 131 27 22} 14} 14| 10{ 5.4 1
1 £31 B 3918 1§ 1 .41
1 51} 43] 1 2418 714 Ae.42
1 60 1 11 2 29 20l 1d 5.
17] 55 55 2 1 29 23} 1d 12 3 e.d 2
1 o1l dl14 21| 22| 14 10 10 He.q4 3
1 328013 11] e.91
16 55 5 11 13 37 20] 2 a.12
15 44| 5 12 20] 2¢{.180 1 PO I
1 5 27 26 200 13] ol 5.4 1
16 58 5 10 27 2¢{ 1514 75.d 1
1659 5 14 2¢ 210 15 1 a.d 2
1 5 13} 14 31| 271 4.3
20} 38 5 17114 24141 %.13
1|75 6 21| 200 15 21] 9 5.4 1
14 64l 5 1 27 29| 2 a.41

6 10| 24 23| 1] 16| 5.4 2
1 4 2d 2d 24 1 3.4 5
16| 61 5 25 200 2413 A 5.4 1
27| 26} 4 10l 14} 33 171 a.g4 2
20 59 5 16 26 200 1 10| 7 4.4 2

6 1] 25 26 16l 12] ol 6.d 2

® 1988 Connecticut Stste Board of Education. All rights reserved. Printed In U.SA
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 LANGUAGE ARTS
OBJECTIVES TESTED TOTAL DEGREES OF
WRITING LOCATING LISTENING READING LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE
MECHAK CS INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (ORP)

BT TIPS vy

MASTERY CRITERIA
( J] COPRECT/ # POSSIALE)

712 '719 Ilm5 I:lM l 8 l 5 I 4/6

I 10/14 IFIG l 10714 I 10/14

DI eI T O ety

. #OF
DISTRICT s;teugs;s T0C SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

NORFDLK 13| 6 77 85[ 69 92 38 69 69 54 %6 %6 7.2 o a¢] 51] 54 23
NORTH S8RANFORD 176 | 4 79 81} 82 83 75 66 71 53 57 56 7.8 171 49 54 34 13 27 2
NORTH CANAAN ‘36| 6 65 82| 71 82 76 56 53 41 44 47 6.9 6| 38 35 53] 26 21| 3
NORTH HAVEN a18| 2 76 88| 89 92 86 73 78 66 65 67 8.6 17] 66| 58171 11 19 2
NORTH STONINGTON 66| 5 71 80| 86 92 92 64 83 64 68 70 8.5 20} 61| 57 20 12] 271 2
NDRHALK 648 { 3 70 69] 62’} 73 62 53 52 43 41 43 6.6 16] 36] 99 691 14{ 17} 2&% 2
NORWICH 366 | 3 77 77| 7% 86 69 66 66 55 56 56 7.6 171 54] 55 29 16{ 19 25 2
OLD SAYBROOK 106] 5 76 77| 60 88 77 64 67 60 6% 65 7.9 18 57| 56¢{ 24] 10 11| 18 2
DRANGE 159 | 2 87 91| 88 9% 91 7% 82 71 76 76 9.3 13f 7¢] 61| 11 2y 2
DXFODRD 9% | 5 76 81} 71 79 73 59 68 52 55 55 7.6 18] 46].53] 36 22 24 1
PLAINFIELD 176 | 6 67 74| 65 78 61 61 59 41 45 42 6.6 17] 37] 50{ 454 17] 26{ 2o 1
| PLAINVILLE 155 | 4 76 75] 73 83 75 68 62 51 56 61 7.6 18 53] 55 29 16| 28 2
PLYMOUTH 151 ] 2 63 74} 70 76 65 62 |° 60 39 42 44 6.6 19 62| 52} 394 1 17] 32] 2
POMFRET 41| 6 63 83| 88 90 88 78 63 49 66 73 8.2 17] 63] 56 20 10{ 23 1
PDRTLAND 97| s 89 84| 87 91 82 76 87 78 85 80 9.2 19 69 60f 12 22| 3
PRESTON 38| 4 84 76| 79 82 71 84 76 63 71 66 8.3 13] 63} 570 24} 11| 16| 29 1
PUTNAM 92| 6 62 70| 68 78 64 46 54 40 45 47 6.3 o 17 43§ 52 39 12] 14{ 22} 2
REDDING 84| s 82 86| 87 9% 90 81 88 75 77 80 9.3 83} 62| 11 14| 221 3
RIDGEFIELD 272 s 84 88| 87 91 87 81 84 71 76 73 9.1 15 70§ 60{ 15 30 2
ROCKY HILL 115} 4 85 89 83 92 89 76 77 63 72 73 8.7 16| 68 59 17 %Y 2
SALEM 471 5 7% 74| 66 72 66 79 85 62 68 66 7.8 60] 54 32 28 2
SALISBURY 26| 6 92 s2| 79 92 79 71 75 63 67 79 8.7 17 75 61 281

SCDTLAND 12] 6 42 67{ 67 75 67 58 75 50 58 50 6.5 5 42 500 501 17) 33} 2
SEYMDUR 125 5 80 ss| 81 89 77 66 77 65 57 66 8.3 18! 14] 69} 59 1 16 200 2
SHARON 17) 6 71 71} 71 82 76 65 82 65 71 35 7.6 24 24} 53f 58 24] 18 29 12 1
SHELTON 291 | 3 87 84| 82 90 75 68 68 59 59 59 8.1 19 14 65 56 1 19 2
SHERMAN 28] 6 96 86| 96 9 86 54 75 68 68 6% 8.8 141 21 64{ 60 1 1
SIMSBURY 2591 4 88 86| 88 95 89 82 8% 78 80 83 9.5 13 11] 7¢] 61 13| 2y ¢

® 1986 Connecticut State Bosrd of Education. All rights reserved. Printed In U.S A.
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 LANGUAGE ARTS
OBJECTIVES TESTED TOTAL DEGRLES OF PAGE
WRITING LOCATING LISTENING READING LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE
MECHANICS INFORMATION | COMPREMENSION COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (DURP)

(ﬂc"g’,;;}%",’ffi'f,'o’gg:gLE) a2 }; l 1115 !3/4 l‘em l s l ar6 l 10714 l;a I 10714 I 10714
il OF
DISTRICT s;léggggs T SCORES REPRESENT THC PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

SONERS 87| ] 9u 85 91T 89 97 9% 82 85 74 77 [:3} 9.6 1571 2z 171 5.4 d
SOUTHINGTON 4551 34§ 81 84 90| 87 92 81 70 71 6% 67 71 8.6 14 6 30 g 4.4 14
SQUTH HINOSOR 256 | 21 81 76 85| 79 86 62 66 72 6% 64 63 8.2 141 6 21 71 5.4 14
SPRAGUE 331 4}l 70 73 76 79 85 76 70 61 52 55 55 7.5 9 64 30 6,717
STAFFORD 103 5 64 76 81{ 75 80 81 68 70 52 63 59 7.7 18 5 2 2] 4.3 37
STAMFORO 719 1} 66 70 74| 70 78 68 58 60 47 49 48 6.9 17 4 2 o a6.q 2
STERLING 21 6 71 76 57{ 62 76 81 52 67 40 43 67 7.0 29 4 14 o531
STONINGTON 158} 4 70 66 83| 75 86 73 65 60 51 56 5 | 7.4 2y a4 3 of«.13
STRATFORD 3170 2 76 76 89| 81 91 76 61 67 56 56 59 7.9 1& 6 2 as5.41
SUFFIELO 137 G 76 77 88{ 86 92 88 69 76 64 70 72 8.6 12] 6 2 a5.x1
THONMASTON 63| 4 62 67 83| 62 79 75 67 68 54 49 54 7.2 13 2 6 4.9 1¢
THOMPSON 701 6] 84 79 76| 81 9 77 71 67 53 59 51 7.9 2 33 1 ya.q2
TOLLAND 161 5{ 81 80 g4l 77 86 80 66 68 68 65 66 8.2 1 2} 1 5.4q1
TORRINGTON 266 3] 76 65 81| 80 88 75 71 71 55 55 60 7.8 1 5 2 1 10{ 5.3 14
TRUIBULL 360 2] 83 87 86| 86 87 80 68 78 63 65 70 8.5 1 6 9 2 1 6.91
UNION 7] 61 57 86 71} 57 86 71 86 86 57 57 57 7.7 14 571 5 1 2 5.

VERNCN 07| 3 76 78 79| 80 85 77 70 72 64 63 66 8.1 16| 55 5 3 1 1115.11
YOLUNTOMN 22 6 62 55 86] 76 81 57 68 55 32 32 59 6.6 38 384 5 5 3.9 3
HALLINGTORO 41| 3] 81 82 841{ 83 87 76 70 72 57 57 59 8.1 7117 56| 5 23280 1 6.4 23
WATERDURY 8861} 1] «8 56 61| 55 65 50 45 39 33 29 29 5.1 19 29 & 31|13 1 3.4 ¢
HATERFORO 155 4} 83 80 88] 90 95 83 75 70 76 75 72 8.9 12 68 5 32 301 1 6.9 2
HWATERTOKN 169 2 84 83 89| 85 93 79 64 71 65 69 68 8.5 15 65 5 24{ 26| 1 14 5.3 1
WESTBROOK 52 6} 83 67 90| 90 98 90 77 75 83 77 85 9.2 19 771 6 23341 4.9 3
WEST HARTFORO 526 23 78 82 86| 85 89 83 76 81 67 72 72 8.7 12l 71 6 244 23 1 5.31
HEST HAVEN 375 2 83 83 91| 88 96 81 68 75 73 7% 73 8.9 1] 72) 6 32 231 541
HESTON 106| 51 87 921 89| 89 97 91 88 89 68 86 84 9.6 10{ 75 6 14{ 204 1 13591
HESTPORT 210 3} 84 81 93] 90 9% 86 75 77 64 71 77 8.9 11| 72| 6 220211 11/5.4 1
HWETHERSFIELD 223 2] 78 86 86| 83 90 82 75 77 61 67 70 8.6 171 6 24 27] 1 105.3 1

®© 1988 Connecticut State Board of Education Al rights reserved, Printed inU.S A




aey STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

s NNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 LANGUAGE ARTS

‘ OBJECTIVES TESTED 107AL DEGREES OF PAGE ‘

H WRITING LOCATING LISTENING READING LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE

N , MECHANICS INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION |  COMPREMENSION ARTS POWER {ORP)

3

{,

' {§ CORREC Ty 4 POCSIBLE) anz Im [ 11 I:m lsm l us I ws ] 10714 lsre l 10714 l 1014

. ’ . 4o

P D'STRICT s;gggags Toc SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

. RILLINGTON 69| 51 68 | 70] 87[ 85 ] 88 &3 7% 70 | 58] 62] 59 8.0 |25 14 ECECEER) X B E

; WILTON 22| 4] 78 | 81| 90f 9] 9] 90 85 86 | 74| 82] 84 9.3 {14/ 12 3 1) zj 2316 15 101 5.4 14
HINCHESTER . 108} s{ 67 | 69] 76} 84| 87| 75 81 66 | 61 56| 87 7.8 {2921 19 29 23 24 o 34.4 39

X HINDHAM 1721 6§ 39 | 59 70| 70| m0]| 61 55 s1 | 43| 40| 46 6.6 |44l 19 iq19232d10 o M1 34

: HINDSOR 263 24 70 | 79y 79| 77| 84| 79 78 7% | 701 65} 67 8.2 2414 10] 31 23 2 o 4.4 12

: HINDSOR. LOCKS 119] 4 80 | 85] 87{79] 90| ae 65 67 | s0] s8] s2 7.9 |29 13} 17 3 20{ 1 ¥ 6.3 29

! HOLCOTT 150 2§ 83 | 78] asjas| 91| a0 72 69 | 63| 66| 66 8.4 [i1d1 o o 31281 3441
HOODBRIDGE 97| 4] 80 82 86} 81 88 88 80 82 69 70 69 8.8 29 21 1 13 21 27] 14 14 5.
WOODSTOCK 596 81 | 81} 88{ 90| 95| a3 73 60 | 68| 68| 78 8.8 |id 27 1419 19 10 25 14{ 5.4 1
REGIONAL NO. 6 57) 6] 89 | 82] 82| 82] 89| a1 67 79 | 61l 72 @& 8.8 11419 2 23 211 1y 5.4 1

, REGIONAL NO. 10 162 5§ 76 | 77] 88| as| 91] 86 73 77 | 67| 66| 69 8.6 |19417 1 23§ 300 1] o 5.4

5 REGIONAL NO, 12 69| 6} 90 84 91 90 99 88 864 87 72 83 77 9.5 12] 12 18 14 1§ 19 14 71 5.2 2 ,

< REGIONAL NO. 13 13| 5} 78 | e8] 83/ 82) 89| 82 73 7% | 63| 67] s9 8.2 2316 1432 A13 o641 ‘

: REGIONAL NO. 14 108) 41 83 | 81} a3]a9f 87| 77 83 77 | 63 69| 69 8.6 |191¢ 419 14f 2 13 16| 5.4 1
REGIONAL NO. 15 2)3f 43 84 | 85 o920188| 93] es 81 83 | nnf 76| 72 9.1 |15 13 o 19 20 20f 22{ 11 5,6

. REGIONAL NO. 16 156 44 75 ) 691 75|78 87{ 77 70 70 | 43| s2f 60 7.6 |31 17 1) 16 16 24 15 11| 41 4.9 2

: REGIONAL NO. 17 128 6f 72 | 73] a0/ 70| 91| &0 73 77 | 691 61l 68 8.1 |271¢ 13| 131 20 16 18§ 12] o 4.9 2

: REGIONAL NO. 18 105, 6] 8 | 72, 8)es| s8] a3 85 80°) 69| ¢8| 68 8.6 |2213 1) 25 25 16{ 10] o 5.d 1

® 1988 Comm:tv'cm State Bosrd of Education. All rights retucved. Printed In U,S5A, '
, 00943
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 6 LANGUAGE ARTS
QBJECTIVES TESTED M‘I;%TALGE D%csiaoes é)F PAGE 7
WRITING LOCATING LISTENING READING UA ING WRITING SAMPLE
MECHANICS INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION .__COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER {ORP)

DATE TESTED: 10-86

. DISTRICT sr'tzg%zegs 10C SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

OC Y TOTAL z,204 %5 | 56| B[ 58| 7] %0 %2 37 | 0] 2 £ %.9 725 48 50{ 17) 23] 33 1y § @ I

TOC 2 TOTAL 6,320 77 | 79] e4| 82| 63| a0 70 73 | 63] 64} 65 8.3 |23 1462 57 23] 511 27 2201772 7 4.9 2
T0C 3 TOTAL 6,968 72 | 74| 791 77| 5} 72 64 65 | 54| 54| 55 7.5 {31) 16| s3] 551 311 o 14] 26 221 14 9 5 4.4 23
T0C 4 TOTAL 5,907 80 | 79| &wje3| 89| a2 74 76 | 62| 66| 67 8.4 {2215 ¢3l 57 22| o 10 26 23 26 22 ol 5. uJ
TOC 5 TOTAL 3,351 60 | 78| o4l 82| s8| @ 74 76 | 62| 66] 66 8.4 {2115 64l 5oy 23 6l 22 251 231 17 13} § 4.4 14
| TOC & TOTAL 2,27 7% | 72| 791 77{ @es| 75 70 69 | s7| s7] 60 7.8 |29 17 54 s5 zsj 10; 17] 24 20§ 13| 11§ 4.4 23
L STATE TOTAL 30,047 70 | 73] 78} 76| 83| 73 65 65 | s4f 55| s6 7.5 |31) 161 53 55 311 9 14 27122) 14/ 100 5 4.7 23

L ol ety g PR £) ona lm Inns l:m oy J s ‘ w l 1014 lcm l me 1014
|
\
|

€ 1588 Connact.cnt SUe Board of Educaton. All nghts reserved. Privted in U.SA

033A)

Q *DRP TOTALS DO NOT INCLUDE EAST WINDSOR OR WEST HAVEN DATA
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TYPE OF COMMUNITY

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 10,000.

TOC 3 = MEDIWM 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 Fringe City.

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

TOC 6 = SMALL TOWN (Rural) — a town not included in an SMSA, with a population

of less than 25,000,

*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR SIXTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT 1

SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1987

TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED
SIXTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT ¢
DISTRICT POPULATION FOR TESTING . FROM TESTING MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS HWRITING READING
ANDOVER 25 25 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
7, ANSONIA 162 157 3.1 99.4 98.1 100.0 98.7
¢ ASHFORD 37 37 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
3 AVON 134 131 2.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. BARKHAMSTED 33 33 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
i BERLIN 171 164 ¢ 4.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
i, BETHANY 69 67 2.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. BETHEL 224 220 1.8 100.0 99.5 100.0 100.0
{ BLOOMFIELD 195 189 3.1 98.9 98.9 98.3 99.5
BOLTON 57 53 7.0 96.2 96.2 96.2 96.2
F' BOZRAH 27 27 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
by BRANFORD 224 218 2.7 96.3 98.2 100.0 100.0
. BRIDGEPORT 1400 123L 12.1 96.3 95.0 98.3 97.7
O BRISTAL 478 478 0.0 99.4 99.2 99.6 99.8
s BROOKFIELD 131 177 2.2 100.0 99.4 100.0 99.4
by BROOKLYN 67 66 1.5 160.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
H CANAAN 8 8 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
CANTERBURY 63 32 1.6 100.0 96.8 100.0 96.8
§ CANTON 90 88 2.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
! CHAPLIN 32 29 9.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
3 CHESHIRE 294 291 1.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
g CHESTER 37 37 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
* CLINTON 174 167 4.0 97.6 97.0 98.8 99.4
¥ COLCHESTER 125 118 5.6 99.2 99.2 99.2 99.2
5 COLEBROOK 8 8 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
COLUMBIA 53 50 5.7 100.0 100.0 98.0 100.0
N CORNMALL 5 5 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
- COVt- TRY 97 93 4.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 s
H CROMmELL 90 86 4.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
< DANBURY 549 517 5.8 94.8 96.8 94.6 94.8
¥ DARIEHN 202 183 9.4 100.0 99.5 100.0 100.0
DEEP RIVER 45 45 0.9 100.0 100.0 97.8 100.0
: DERBY 74 76 0.0 98.6 98.6 100.0 98.6
P EASTFORD 11 11 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
: EAST GRAKBY 43 43 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
¢ EAST HADDAM 79 79 0.0 100.0 - 100.0 100.0 1060.0
EAST HAMPTON 101 97 4.0 100.0 100.n 100.0 100.0
: EAST HARTFORD 361 338 6.4 i00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
: EAST HAVEN . 176 156 12.5 99.4 99.4 100.0 99.4
: EAST LYME 177 177 0.0 99.4 98.3 99.4 98.3
1 EASTON 88 82 6.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EAST WINDSOR 98 92 6.1 95.7 94.6 96.7 97.8
N ELLINGTON 133 119 10.5 100.06 100.0 100.0 100.0 :
T ENFIELD 397 394 0.8 100.¢ 99.2 100.0 100.0 .
ESSEX 41 40 2.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 .
' FAIRFIELD 450 429 4.7 98.6 96.5 97.4 97.0 ’
4 FARMINGTON 166 156 6.0 100.0 99.4 100.0 100.0
; FRANKLIN 19 . 19 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
e GLASTONBURY 333 321 3.6 99.1 99.1 100.0 99.4
! GRANBY 112 111 0.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. GREENWICH 423 414 2.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
: GRISWOLD 120 112 6.7 98.2 97.3 100.0 97.3
L GROTON = 376 370 1.6 98.6 97.8 98.9 98.4
.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR SIXTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1987
TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED
SIXTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT -===
DISTRICT POPULATION FOR TESTING FROI TESTING MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING
GUILFORD 239 231 3.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
HAMDEN 328 328 0.0 99.4 99.4 99.4 99.1
HAMPTON 19 16 15.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
HARTFORD 1692 1445 14.6 97.3 96.3 99.0 97.4
HARTLAND 24 24 0.0 100.0 95.8 100.0 100.0
HEBRON . 78 75 3.8 100.0 97.3 100.0 98.7
KENT 37 33 10.8 97.0 97.0 100.0 “100.0
KILLINGLY 197 197 0.0 100.0 97.0 98.0 97.0
LEBANON 86 83 3.5 96.4 98.% 100.0 100.0
LEDYARD 217 209 3.7 99.5 99.5 99.0 99.0
LISBON 45 43 4.4 97.7 97.7 97.7 97.7
LITCHFIELD 89 83 1.1 96.6 96.6 100.0 98.9
MADISON 189 184 2.6 99.5 97.8 99.5 99.5
MANCHESTER 498 476 4.4 99.4 99.4 100.0 100.0
MANSFIELD 110 108 1.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.1
MARLBOROUGH 81 80 1.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
MERIDEN 498 436 12.4 98.9 98.2 100.0 99.1
MIDDLETOWN 301 298 1.0 99.3 100.0 100.0 106.0
MILFORD 449 449 0.0 98.9 98.2 99.1 98.4
MONRGE 252 245 2.8 98.0 99.2 99.6 99.2
MONTVILLE 195 191 2.1 99.5 98.4 99.5 99.5
NAUGATUCK ’ 350 326 6.9 97.5 97.2 99.1 98.5
NEW BRITAIN 512 428 16.4 96.3 96.0 99.8 97.9
NEW CANAAN 198 198 0.0 99.5 100.0 100.0 100.0
NEW FAIRFIELD 171 166 2.9 100.0 78.3 100.0 100.0
NEW HARTFORD 64 63 1.6 100.0 98.4 100.0 98.4
NEW HAVEN 1124 1004 10.7 100.0 99.3 100.0 100.0
HEWINGTON 268 265 1.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NEH LONDON 243 232 4.5 99.6 98.7 99.6 98.7
NEW MILFORD 337 321 4.7 99.7 99.4 99.7 99.7
NEWTOLN- 237 228 3.8 99.1 99.1 99.6 99.1
. NORFOLK 13 13 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NORTH BRANFORD 175 174 0.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NORTH CANAAN 38 3¢ 10.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NORTH HAVEN 239 218 8.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NORTH STONINGTON 68 66 2.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NORWALK 666 640 3.9 98.1 97.2 100.0 98.6
NORWICH 361 347 3.9 98.8 98.6 99.7 99.1
OLD "SAYBROCK 104 102 1.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
ORANGE 162 159 1.9 98.1 97.5 98.7 99.4
0XFORD 100 96 6.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
PLAINFIELD 187 177 5.3 98.3 98.3 100.0 98.3
PLAINVILLE 156 156 1.3 99.4 100.0 100.0 98.7
PLYMOUTH 160 153 4.4 98.7 98.7 98.7 98.7
POMFRET 42 41 2.4 100.0 100.0 97.6 100.0
PORTLAND 97 97 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
PRESTON 38 38 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
PUTNAM 94 92 2.1 98.9 95.7 100.0 100.0
REDDING 93 84 9.7 98.8 100.0 100.0 133.0
RIDGEFIELD 276 274 0.7 98.9 99.3 99.3 99.3
ROCKY HILL 119 115 3.4 99.1 98.3 100.0 99.1
SALEM . 47 47 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
SALISBURY 30 24 20.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0138_
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DISTRICT

SCOTLAND
SEYMOUR
SHARON
SHELTON
SHERMAN
SIMSBURY
SOMERS
SOUTHINGTON
SOUTH WINDSOR
SPRAGUE
STAFFORD
STAMFORD
STERLING

* STONINGTON

STRATFORD
SUFFIELD
THOMASTON
THOMPSON
TOLLAND
TORRINGTON
TRUMBULL
UNIOHN
VERNON
YOLUNTOKN
WALLINGFORD
WATERBURY
WATERFORD

" HATERTOUIN

WESTBROOK
WEST HARTFORD
WEST HAVEN
WESTON
HESTPORT
WETHERSFIELD
WILLINGTON
WILTON
WINCHESTER
HINDHAM
WINDSOR
WINDSOR LOCKS
HOLCOTT
WOODBRIDGE
1100DST 0CK
REGION VI
REGION

REGION
REGION
REGION
REGION
REGION
REGION
REGION

X

XII
XIII
X1V
XV
Xvi
XVII
XVIII

TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENY OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED
SIXTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT
POPULATION FOR TESTING FROM TESTING MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING
15 13 13.3 100.0 92.3 92.3 92.3
126 125 0.8 100.0 99.2 100.0 100.0
18 1 5.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
307 291 5.2 99.0 99.0 99.7 100.0
29 28 3.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
262 259 1.1 100.0 99.2 100.0 99.6
90 87 3.3 98.9 98.9 100.0 100.0
479 457 4.6 99.6 99.6 99.8 99.6
254 254 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
37 33 10.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
115 103 10.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
774 726 6.2 98.5 97.5 99.6 98.5
20 19 5.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
169 158 6.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
397 370 0.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
137 137 0.0 99.3 100.0 100.0 100.0
63 63 0.0 100.%9 100.0 100.0 100.0
82 71 13.4 98.6 98.6 98.6 98.6
160 160 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
283 264 6.7 100.0 100.0 100.C 100.0
340 3640 0.0 99.7 99.7 100.0 99.4
7 7 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
303 295 2.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
26 22 15.4 90.9 95.5 100.0 95.5
440 403 8.4 98.8 99.0 99.3 99.3
956 889 7.0 97.1 97.2 98.9 99.3
161 155 3.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
201 169 15.9 100.0 100.9 100.0 100.0
54 52 3.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
543 526 4.0 99.8 99.8 100.0 100.0
417 375 10.1 99.7 99.2 99.5 100.0
105 104 1.0 100.0 99.0 100.0 108.0
222 210 5.4 99.5 96.2 100.0 98.6
236 221 6.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 160.0
74 71 4.1 100.0 97.2 97.2 97.2
204 202 1.0 99.5 99.0 100.0 100.0
119 111 6.7 95.5 95.5 100.0 97.3
209 183 12.4 91.2 90.7 95.6 93.4
263 263 0.0 100.0 98.9 100.0 100.0
113 112 0.9 100.0 10¢.0 100.0 100.0
153 150 2.0 100.0 100.0 100.¢ 100.0
97 97 0.0 100.0 99.0 100.0 99.0
60 59 1.7 100.0 100.0° 100.0 100.0
60 56 6.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
172 172 0.0 94.2 96.2 94.2 93.6
70 69 1.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.9
1i3 113 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
118 108 8.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
223 208 6.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
159 156 1.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
135 131 3.0 97.7 97.7 97.7 97.7 .
111 108 2.7 97.2 97.2 97.2 97.2 .

PARTICIPATION RATES FOR SIXTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1287
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