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FOREWORD

One of my highest priorities and a very central aspect of Conne ticut'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 writiang, 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

reagsonably can be expected to have mastered by the end of grades three, five,
and sewven.

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 Eight 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 ConnecZiicut'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.

8.7 s

Gerald N. Tirozzi
Comnissioner of Education
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LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

In June 1984, the General Assembly of the State of Connectlzut amended Section
10-14 m~r of the Comnecticut 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 instructional
programs in language arts/reading, and mathemat ics.

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 statewide remedial standard on one
or more parts of the eighth-grade mastery examination or the ninth
grade proficiency test shall be retested. Starting in QOctober 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 acheduled basis, the State Board of Education shall
complete field assessments of the implementation of local EERA plans.

On an annual basis, test results and low income data ahall 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 eighth-grade Connecticut Mastery Test. The mastery test
assesses how well each student is performing on those skills identified by
content experts and practicing educators as important for students entering
eighth 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 iaformation 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 00O

=]

The type of test that best addresses these goals 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

do. Test results are used to identify the areas of strengths and weaknesses
of each student,

Test Construction

The development of the eighth-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 cormittees, one for mathematics and one for language arts.
These committees were comprised of representatives from throughout the state.
Members were selected for their area of expertise. Approximately 150

Connect icut 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, conteut 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
Pgychological Corporation as its test contractor. First, thz content
committees reviewed the curriculum materials prevalent throughout the state
and the scope of the national tests in use in Connecticnt at the respective
grade levels. Additional resources included the Connecticut curriculum guides
in mathematics and language .arts, developed in 1981, as well as the results of
recent Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progress (CAEP) assessments in
mathematics and language arts. Next, the committees identified sets of
preliminary mathematics and language arts objectives which reflected existing
curriculum materials and the goals of the mastery testing program. The
content committees defined an objective as an operationalized learning outcome
that was falrly narrow and clearly defined.




Four criteria wer used in identifying the appropriate learning outcomes
or test objectives and in selecting specific test items to be included on the
; Grade 8 Connecticut Mastery Test. To have been considered for use, test

¢ objectives and items must have been:

(1) significant and important;
; (2) developmentally appropriate;
¢ (3) reasonable for most students to achieve; and
b (4) generally representative of what is taught in Connecticut schools.

: Once the objectives were identified, item specifications and/or sample
i 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 thst can be used with each item.

After the test cpecifications were written and agreed upon, 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
i criteria of the test apecifications and received the approval of the content
i committees were considered for the pilot testi., Before testing, the Bias
Committee reviewed each item for potential adverse discrimination of gender,
race or ethnicity i{n the language or format of the question or response
choices. After their review was completed, the pilot test forms were
constructed. Over 1600 customized Connecticut items were included in the
October 1935 Grade 8 pilot test in language arts and mathematics,

: The Fsychometrics Committee provided advice concerning other aspects of
: the pilot test including the sampling design, statistical bias analysis, the
: design of item specifications, and pilot test administration procedures. The
! recommendations proposed by the Psychometrics Committee were reviewed and

| endorsed by the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee.

Pilot Tests

; After the items had been reviewed, twelve test forms (six in mathematics, and
six in language arts) were piloted for the Grade 8 test. The purpose of
several pilot test forms was to enstre that enough test items were included to
construct three comparable test forms from the pilot test results.

. Over 8,000 Grade 8 students participated in the October 1935 pilot test.

3 In January 1986, the pilot test results were made availabie 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 conteut and difficulty at both the
objective and total test levels.
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Once the items were sorted oo this basis, the test contractor prepared
three complete forms of the mathematics test and two complete forms of the
language arts test. Theze forms were approved by the content committees.
Each form was created to be equal in difficulty and test length. A taird
language arts test will be constructed after a few additional items are
piloted as part of a future test administration. The psychometric procedures
used to construct these test forms focus primarily on the use of the
one-parameter latent trait model.

Survey

In October 1985, a survey of preliminary Grade 8 mastery test objectives was
sent to over 4,000 Connecticut educators. The purpose of the survey was to
determine (1) the importance of the proposed mathematice and reading/language
arts objectives; and (2) whether the objectives were tairght prior to the fall
of grade 8. Approximately a 45X response rate was achieved which included
approximately onz-third of the respondents representing urt-n school
districts. Thirty~-six out of the thirty-seven original objectives were judged
to be importunt learning skills or outcomes.

Mastery Test Content

Mathematics. The Mathematics Committee recommended a Grade 8
mathematics test that assegsed thirty-six (36) specific objectives ia four
domains: (1) Conceptual Understanding; (?) Computatioual Skills; (3) Problem
Solving/Applications; and (4) Measuremenc¢/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 Language Arts committee recommended a 111 item
Grade 8 languaze arts test that cover~ two domains: Reading/Listeaing, and
Writing/Study Skills. The eleven (1l1l) otjectives recommended by the Language
Arts Committee are presented in Appendix B (p. 23).

The general content area of Reading/Listening consisted of narrative,
expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring s
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 corpreheusion ability in:
(1) Literal Comprehension and (2) Inferential and Evaluative Comprehension.
The Degrees, of Reading Power (DRP) test was alsn used to assess reading. The
DRP test included eleven (11) passages and seventy-seven (77) test items. It

"vas designed to measure z student's ability to understa nonfiction English

prose at different levels of reading ab@%igy.
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The general content area of Writing/Study Skille 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, (3) Agreement, and (4) Tone was assessed in a
nultiple choice format. Third, Study Skills were assessed through Locating
Information and Notetaking/Outlining. Locating Information (Schedules, Maps,
Index and Reference Use) measured a student's ability to find and use
information from the sources listed. Notetaking and Qutlining 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 petr objective is given in Appendix B (p. 23).

SETTING MASTERY STANDARDS BY OBJZCTIVE

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

The process of -estat!ishing the mastery standards by objective used a
statistical method that required two decisicus to be operationalized. The
first decision defined a student who mastered a particular skill as one who
had a 95% chance of correctly answering each item within the objective. The
second decision was that the specific standard for each objective would
identify 99% of th: 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 binomial distribution table, a student is
identified as mastering the skill if 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, 2 student must answer
correctly at least 3 out of 4 items.

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

FOR MASTERY
WRITING MECHANICS
(1) Capitalization & Punctuation 9 out of 12
(2) Spelling o out of 8
(3) Agreement 11 out of 15
(4) Tone 3 out of 4
- STUDY SKILLS
O (5) Locating Information 9 out of 12
: (6) Notetaking and Outlining 3out 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 ndot composed of objectives against which mastery could be
assessed.

Iy T
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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 the CT General Statutes
requires that the Connecticut State Board of Education establish statewide
standards for remedial assistance in order to meet two responsibilities:

14

B

- 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
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- to distribute EERA funds based on the number of needy students :
f statewide, as well as for use in the Chapter 2 and Priority School )
{ District Crants. ;

: The Psychcmetrics Committee advised setting the standards by the number of
g‘ items correct because of important technical considerations in equating test
. forms. The committee conducted lengthy deliberations over the technical

s 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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1. In mathematics, a student who answers fewer than 78 of the 144 items
(54%) correctly is required to receive further diagnosis by the local
school district and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial
assistance.

2. In reading, a student whose Degrees of Readirg Power (DRP) unit score
is lower than 55 is required to receive further diagnosis and, if
necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance.

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

The recommendations of the Psychometrics Committee and the
Standard-Setting Committees were reviewed by the Mastery Test Implementation
Advisory Committee in March 1)86. The Mastery Test Impler-ntation 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 State Department of Education should not be used to compare performance
among districts.

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

TEST AIMINISTRATION AND SC(ING

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 8 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 8 Mastery Test were
acceptable if the followling guidelines were met for all students:
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Testing Guidelines: Grade 8 Connecticut Mastery Test

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

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

c) All eighth 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 fiftee. minute break between testing sessions (e.g.,
two a.m. sessions or one a.m. session and one p.m. session).

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

The Grade 8 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 mathematics and language arts multiple-choice tests were machine-scored by
NCS. Mathematics scores were reported for the toutal test as well as for
mastery by each objective. Likewlse, 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.

R




The major assumption upon which holistic scoring is based is that the
quality of a piece of writing should be jrdged 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 evidemce 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 18, 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 iLepartment 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 workshope. During the month of November, eight holistic scoring
workshops were held in two different locations in the state. Attendance at
the grade eight scoring workshops totaled 210 teachers. A Chief Reader and
two acsistants were present at every workshop in addition to representatives
of the CSDE. Each workshop consisted of a training session and a scoring
session,

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 fractional pofats on the score scale (1-4) were
pemissible,

o After all 3corers 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 training papers, scorers came to
identify and internalize those features of written composition that
distinguish the papers along the established range. This "holistic"
process obviates the need to articulate explicitly the specific
criteria that separate one score point from the next,
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o Scorers were “"calibrated” by ascertaining that they were making
judgments consistent with one another and with the Chief Reader.
Discussions about papers continued until agreement was reached on the
scores of the training papers.

Once scorers were calibrated, actual scoring of the writing exercises
occurred. Each paper was read independently by two different scorers; that
is, the second reader did not see the score assigned by the first reader. The
Chief Reader was responsible for adjudicating any disagreement of more than
one point between the judgments of the two scorers as well as any score in
combination with a zero score. In other words, discrepancies of one point
between scores (e.g., 4 and 3, 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable, but larger
discrepancies (e.g., 2 and 4, 3 and 1, 1 and 4) had to be resolved by the
Chief Reader. Once a 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
presanted in Appendix D (p. 31). Note that the process of summing the scores
assigned by the two readers expands the »coring scale to account for
"borderline” papers. A paper which receives a 4 from both scorers (for a
total score of 8) is likely to be better than a paper to which one reader
assigns a 4 and another reader assigns a 3 (for a total score of 7). In
addition, it should be emphasized that each of the score points represents a
range of student 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;

o responses in languages other than English;
o responses that failed to address the assigned topic in any way; and/or

o responses that were too brief to score accurately, but whicin
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).
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Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a zero before this score
was assigned. If the two readers disagreed, the Chief Reader arbitrated the
discrepancy. Papers which were assigned a score of zero were not included in
summary reports of test results.

Analytic Scoring

All papers receivirg 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 analyzed. It 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 writirg sample. The analytic rating
guide and sample marker papers for the anaiytic scoring are presented in
Appendix E (p. 41).

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 waterials as shown
below:

o Elementary textbooks (grades 7-9) - 54-65 DRP Units

o) Personality Section - teen magazines - 55 DRP Units

o Adult General Interest Magazines - fiction - 60 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 Roard's Degrees of Reading Power Form PB Series
Covversion Tables, effective March, 1985.

SCHOOL DISTRICT ‘iEST RESULTS REPORTING

The QMT school district reports are designed to provide useful and
comprehensive test achlevement information about students, schools and
districts. Four standard test reports are generated to assist teachers,
principalls, superintendents and parents to understand and use
criterion-referenced test results. Appendix F (p. 47) presents samples of the
school district and parent/student diagnostic score reports.

-11- 19

T

is

PO

<
PR ’ -~
A BB e s v e oy gaan

B



S TN

LA P NI A
v

b

D sl S
Sy

TN P
PRGNS

3

it
;

1

¥
K
N
k3
H

FALL 1986 STATEWIDE MASTERY TEST RESULTS

The Grade Eight Connecticut Mastery Test provides a comprehensive report card
on how students perform on specific skills that Connecticut educators feel are
important at the beginning of eighth grade. The mastery test is
instructionally useful since it identifies areas of weakness, as well as areas
of strength.

Mathematics

In mathematics,, 6 eighth graders mastered an average of 23.7 objectives of the
36 tested, or 65.8 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 computational skills
(such as multiplication/division with whole numbers and addition/subtraction
with whole numbers and decimals); rounding of whole numbers; and computing
with calculators., However, students did not perform as well on items that
assess computational skills with fractions, and mixed numbers; measurement; and
solving process problems involving the organization of data.

A total of 35 percent of the students mastered 29 or more objectives on
the mathematics test, and 4 percent mastered all 36 objectives (see
Appendix G, p. 61).

Students getting fewer than 78 questions correct on the l44-question
mathematics section (172) were identified as needing furcher diagnosis and
possible remedial instruction.

Language Arts

In language arts, eighth 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 mechauics and on study skills, significant
weaknesses were found in higher order inferential and evaluative reading
comprehension and literal listening comprehension, A total of 48 percent of
the students mastered nine or more objectives on the language arts test, which
includes writing and reading skills, and 21 percent of the students mastered
all eleven objectives (see Appendix G, p. 61).

In writing, eighth grade students averaged 5.0 points on a scale of 2
through 8. The state's goal is that all students be able to produce an
organized, well-supported piece of writing, that is, a score of 7 or 8.

Chart 3 (p. 15) illustrates that 20 percent of the students produced an
organized, well-supported plece of writing (a 7 or an 8 score), and an
additional 39 percent produced a paper which is penerally well organized (a 5
or a 6 score). Another large group, 25 percent, scored a 4, which is defined
as 2 "minimally proficient piece of writing.” A total of 17 perceat of the
students scered a 2 or a 3, which is below the remedial standard.
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This bar chart illustrates the
average number of mathemat.
ics objectives mastered,
statewide.

This bar chart illustrates the percent of stucents, statewide. who mastered each ol the 356 mathematks obsectives.
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This bar chart lllustrates the
average number of language
arts objectives mastered,
statewide.
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This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the aleven language arts objactives.
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WRITING SAMPLE:
AVERAGE HOLISTIC SCORE

WRITING SAMPLE:
PERCENT OF STUDENTS' AT EACH SCORE POINT
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HOLISTIC WRITING SCORES

This bar chart illustrates the
average holistic writing score
of students, statewide.

This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students who received eact “olistic writing
score, statewide. Holistic wriling scores are interpreted as follows: a student who
scores 7 or 8 has produced a paper which Is well written with developed suppor-
tive detell; a student who scores S or 6 has produced a paper which Is generally
well organized with supportive dstail; a student who scores 4 is minimally profi-
clent; and a student who scores 2 or 3 !s In need of further diagneslis and possible
remedial assistance.

Chart 3
Writing Sample: Percent of Students at Each Score Point




DEGREES OF READING
POWER® (DRP)® :

AVERAGE DRP DEGREES OF READING POWER® (DRP)® :
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This bar chart illustrates the  This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students, statewide, scoring In each

average DAP unitscore of stu-  of three Degrses of Reading Powsr {DRP) score categories. DRP score categories

dents, statewide. are interpreted as {ollows: a student who scores 62 DRP units or above can read,
with high comprehension, materials which are typically used at grade 8 or above;
a student who scores 55-61 units can read, with high comprehension, materials
which are typically used below grade 8 but above the Remedial Standard; and a
student who scores 54 DRP units or below is In need of further diagnosls and pos-
sible remedial assistance.

Chart 4§
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP): Percent of Students
At Selacted Renges of DRP Unit Scores
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In reading (Degrees of Reading Power Test), eighth grade students
averaged 61 DRP units on a scale of 15 through 99. The state's goal is that
all students be able to read with high comprehension materlals typically used
at tha eighth grade or above, that is, at least 62 on the DRP scale. Chart 4
(p> 16) illustrates that 57 percent of Che students scored at least 62 on the
reading section, 16 percent scored beiween 55 and 61, and 27 percent scored
below 55, which is the remedial standard. The average score of 61 suggests
that Connecticut eighth graders typically can read, with high comprehension,
materials normally used up to grade 8,

Test Results by District

Appendix H (p. 65) aud Appendix I (p. 81) present : listing of the mathematics
and language arts test results, respectively, for Connecticut school
districts. Sch:.1 districts are listed alphabtetically, followed by regional
school districts. The Type of Community (TOC) designation in the second
column indicates the group with which each district or schcol has been
classified. A definiticn of the TOC classifications is provided in Appendix J

(p. 89).

Because the most valid comparisons for district scores are longitudinal
within each district, the State Department of Education advises against making
school district comparisons. The following caution should also i~ noted:

o It is not appropriate or meaningful to sum across the differeunt tests
and subtests because of differences in test length, mastery, and
remedial standards. These comparisons are inappropriate since it is
impossible to identify, solely on the basis of the above informatioa,
how the average student has performmed in the districts being
compared. Average scores and standard deviations provide more
appropriate comparative information on how well the average student is
perfoming, although many factors may affect the comparability of
these statistics as well.

Participaticn Rate Results

appendix K (p. 91) presents the number of eighth-grade students in each
district and the percents of students who participated in the grade eight
mastery testing during the Fall 1986 statewide administration. The
alphabetical listing of districts provides the follnwing information for each
district:

Column 1 The name of the district.

Column 2 The total eighth-grade population at the start of mastery
testing.

Column 3 The number of students eligible for testing.

Column 4 The percent of totzl 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 eighth-grade CMT were quite high, with only a few exceptions.
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Grade Eight Mathematics Objectives

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

1,

1o.

11,

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS (44)

Order fractioms.

Order decimals,

Round whole numbers,

Round decimals to the nearest whole number, tenth, and hundredth.
Multiply and divide whole numbers and decimals by by 10, 100, and 1000,
Identify fractions, decimals, and percents from pictorial representations,
Convert fractions to decimals and vice versa.

Convert fractions and decimals to percents and vice versa.

Identify points on number lines, scales, and grids.

Identify ratios and fractional parts from given data.

Identify an appropriate procedure for making estimates with decimals and
fractions.

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (40)

12,
13.

14.

15.

PRI
LY

16.

D R

17.

=3
*

18.

LT

19.

B AR T R L
SN A
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20.

21.

Add and subtract whole numbers less than 10,000,
Multiply and divide 2- and 3-digit whole numbers by 1- and 2-digit numbers.,
Add and subtract decimals (to hundredths) in horizontal form.

Identify the correct placement of the decimal point in multiplication and
division of decimals.,

Add and subtract fractions and mixed numbers.
Multiply fractions and mixed numbers.,
Determine the percent of a number,

Estimate sums and differences of whole numbers and decimals including
making change.

Estimate products and quotients of whole numbers and decimals.

Estimate fractional parts and percents of whole aumbers and money amounts,
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PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS (with calculation available) (40)

e g N

G 7 AT Y

by

ey w7
AT Pid

s

AN P s
o~ Rl Sy
LY

AL

)
o,

g
A

R

o

"‘13“4}%»\

& \«.:f +

2ERIC

2
S R ity
: ‘“55;‘

22,
23.
24.

25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

31.

Compute sums, differences, products, and quotients using a calculator.
Interpret graphs, tables and charts.

Solve 1- and 2-step problems involving whole numbers and decimals
including averaging.

Solve 1- and 2-step problems invclving fractionms.
Solve problems involving measurement.

S lve problems involving elementary probability.
Estimate a reasonable answer to a given problem,
Solve problems with extraneous information.
Identify needed information in problem situations.

Soive process problems involving the organization of data.

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY (20)

32.
33.
34.
35.

36.

Identify figures using geometric terms,

Measure and determine perimeters and areas.

Estimate lengths, areas, volumes, and angle measures.
Select appropriate metric or customary units and measures.

Make measurement conversions within systems.

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

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

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

Writing Mechanics (39)

1. Capitalization and Punctuation (12)
2. Spelling (8)

3. Agreement (15)

4, Tome (4)

Study SKills (i) e
5. Locating Information (12)
6. Notetaking and Outlining (4)
Listening Comprehension (20)

7. Literal (4)

8., Inferential & Evaluative (16)
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 students. Analytic scoring
provided for students who score below the remedial standard of 4
(on a scale of 2-8).

v e, P TR vger sty 1 gt

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

(#)Number of items for each content area or objective,

R R Y R R S Iy e

B kS eat .

3t drewn t .




.M.\\NH\,._%: A e e R D R S O S ST R P % e N N e R N
B VR ' - -

gt

=

PR

S

&7 vy v
.

sam b2

PG
LR

e3P

prAS

APPENDIX C
Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Process
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Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Process

Bacgground

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 cf the resulting standard. Different methods
accomplish this in different ways., All methods systematize the standard-
setting process so that the result accurately reflects the collective informed
judgment of those setting the standard.

Types of Standard-Setting Methods

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

example, standard setters might be asked to rate the difficulty or the
importance of each question. These judgments are then combined 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 5n 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 based on the
performance of a referemce group of students. That is, standard setters
review the group performance and make a determination where the standard
should be set bzsed 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 statewide test determining
whether a student is allowed to graduate from high school. Other relevant
factors include the number of test items, permaneuce of the standard, purpose
of the test, and the extent of available financial and other resources to
support the standard-setting precess.
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On Fabruary 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 M. STERY TESTS

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

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

Imagine a student who is just proficient enough in reading, writing,
or wathematics to successfully participate in his/her regular
eighth-grade coursework.

N L A

3.A 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 eighth-grade coursework. How many
of them would be expected to correctly answer each of the questions.

The committee wilil 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 awve.aged in accordance
with the Angoff procedure in ovder to produce a recowmended test standard.

3.B In reading, the committee will review and discuss each passage of the
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test. Student performance data will be
presented. The committee will consider the reading difficulty that should

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

. members will identify the passage that has the appropriate lewvel of

reading difficulty consistent with the above description of a minimally

prof icient student.

3.C In writing, the committee will read four sample essays. These essays will
have been prescored holistically (on a scale from 2 to 8) in order to rank
the quality of the essays. Committee members will classify essays into
one of three categories: 1) definitely NOT proficient, 2) borderline, and
3) definitely proficient. These classifications will be discussed in
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 determmine the standard. The committee will determine
where among the borderline essays, the standard should be established.

4, The standards recommended in step 3 will be presented to the Mastery Test
Implementat.ion Advisory Committee for discussion and action.
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Connecticut's Strategy

Several steps were employed to create an acceptable and valid test standard
for Connecticut tests. Initially, a separate standard-setting committee was
convened for each test on which standards are to be set, Individuals were
chogsen to serve as members on the coomittee 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 Comaittee were represented on the
committee setting standards for the mathematics mastery test.

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

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

In mid-March, Mathematics and Language Arts Standard-Setting Committees
met to set the remedial standards for the Grade Eight 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
avzraged 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 # Judges Range ¥ Mean % Correct Raw Score

Angoff 20 25.7-67.7 54 78

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

Standard setters used two procedures to establish a remedial reading
standard, First, they examined the passages in the Degrees of Reading Power
(DRP) test, asking themselves which passage is too difficult for the student
who is just proficlent enough to successfully participate in eighth-grade
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process.
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Second, they examined textbooks which are typically used in grades 7 and 8
and selected those textbooks which a minimally proficient student would not be

expected to read in order to successfully participate in eighth~-grade
coursework, Discussion occurred throughout this selection process.

The average readability values of the selected passages and texttooks and
the pilot test data were then revealed to the standard setters. The standard
setters discussed the readability values and the pilot test data and
recommended the DRP unit score of 55 as the remedial standard. The standard
was accepted by the State Board of Education at the 807 comprehension level.
Below is a summary of the ratings.

Readability Recommended
Procedure # Judges Range Remedial Standard
A. Test Passage Review 26 53-62 DRP Units
55 DRP Units
B. Textbook Review 26 48-60 DRP Units

IITI. Writing (45 minute writing sample)

Using the procedure previously outlined, standard setters read and rated 21
essays written to a persuasive 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 a holistic writing score > 4 be used as the remedial writing
standard. Below is a summary of the ratings.

PERSUASIVE PROMPT

Rating After Discussion

IR P A B e FATLI UG My 3 N NG
S ]

Holistic Definitely Definitely
Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient
2 100% 0% 0%

3 697 0% 317
4 27% 17 72%

5 0% 474 100%

6 67 07 94%

7 17 (44 997%

8 0% 0% 1007

EXPOSITORY PROMPT

Rating After Discussion

Holistic Definitely Definitely
Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient
2 100% 0% 07
3 997 0% 1%

4 17% 17 827%

5 22% 0% 78%

6 0% 07 1007%

7 07 0% 100%

8 0% 1007
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LANGUAGE ARTS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE

. Dell Britt, Newtown Public Schools

Fred Brucoli, New London Public Schools
-Patricia Dobson, Stafford Public Schools
Donald Palcetti, Litchfield Public Schools
Bill Farr, Bolton Public Schools

James Foley, Waterbury Public Schools
Dorothy French, Litchfield Public Schools
Marguerite Fuller, Bridgeport Public Schools
Sara Godek, Stafford Public Schools

Nina Grecenko, Newtown Public Schools

Mary Haylon, Hartford Public Schools

Karen Karcheski, Danbury Public Schools
Jean Klein, Newtown Public Schools

Mark Kristoff, New London Public Schools
Thomas Lane, 0ld Saybrook Public Schools
Lucretia Leeves, Hartford Public Schools
Edward Moore, Danbury Public Schools

Mary Murray, Putnam Public Schools

Dick Nelson, 01d Saybrook Public Schools
Olive S. Niles, East Hartford Public Schools
Anne L. Rash, Bolton Public Schools

Bernice Wagge, Waterbury Pubiic Schools
Mary Wilson, Hartford Public Schools
Barbara Zamagni, Putnam Public Schools
Rober+ Rinder, CT State Department of Education
Hary Wezinland, CT State Department of Education

MATHEMATICS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTLE

Barbara Bailey, New Haven Public Schools

Pat Banning, Windham Public Schools

George Caouette, Manchester Public Schools
Pearl Caouette, Manchester Public Schools
Tony Ditrio, Norwalk Public Schools

Don Flis, West Hartford Public Schools

¥arian Frascino, Norwalk Public Schools
Charles Framularo, Bridgeport Public Schools
Sheryl Hershonick, New Haven Public Schools
Mable McCarthy, Middletown Public Schools
Michele Nahas, Windham Public Schools

Judy Narveson, Famington Public Schools

Mary Ann Papa, West Hartford Public Schools
Jim Pinto, Bloomfield Public Schools

Helen Prescwtt, Ashford Public Schools
Dolores Vecchiarelli, Westport Public Schools
Sylvia Webb, Middletown Public Schools

Prank Whittaker, Bridgeport Public Schools
Betsy Carter, CT State Department of Education
Steve Leinwand, CT State Department of Education
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APPENDIX D
Marker Papers for Holistic Scoring
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST  GRADE WRITING SAMPLE D:D:lj
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—Score Poing: 1

Score Point: !

This response is an sttempt to respond to the task, Sut there

{5 10 sustained discourse. It reads like an outline of 3 speech.

Additional clsrificaticon or some transitional iinking is needed

{or 3 nigher score.

There 18 cleas -vidence this s:udent saw zh; proapt; however, the response is 3
Biscussion of 3n election. There 4 20 support of 3 single candidite.
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CONNECTICUT L.ASTERY TEST GRADE 8

WRITING SAMPLE

Score Point:

2

Although this paper has no more informatfon than the previous

paper, it has the needed transitions which create sustained

discourse.
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Score Point: 2 . '

This response has a niber of points. Most are vague, but

give his hardest snd a late bus have some clarification.
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST GRADE 3
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Score Point: 3

This response has a number of points. Cfarificarfan. b

1:. repetitious. There is some additional supporting details, and

the response is controlled.
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Score Point: 3 .

This response has numerous points -- sone zre clarified and

some hate gupporting detail. It is a "3" because of the list-like

quality, the repetition, and the lack of overall control.
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Score Point: 4

This response has a nuaber of points several of vhich have

additional supporting detail. The response is organized and ;

., controlled. :
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GRADE EIGHT ANALYTIC RATING GUIDE

FOCUS: How erfectively does the writer unify the paper by a dominant topic?

1 = switches and/or drifts fréquently from the dominant topic
2 = gwitches and/or drifts somewhat from the dominant topic
3 = gtays on topic throughout the response

200k -:Hg:rﬁ‘{?
RIS

“fe;

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

JAS “z,

o

1 = no discernible plan

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

3 = controlled, logical sequence with a clear plan

BN R A S T PR ]
% TRER,
b :

TR

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-like, or uneven, or
not developed

well-developed details that enhance the clarity of the response
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- SENTENCE FORMATION: Are sentences correctly formed?

ey
S

Sy,
[
#

many run-ons, “on-and~ons," fragments, and/or awkward

constructions~-may cause confusion

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

3 = few errors and/or awkward constructions--no confusion

Fhe WL DI e

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

many errors
some errors
few errors
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Analytic Scorz Points

Analyt c Score Points ’ Focus: 3 ’

Organfzation: 2 N
Focus: 3 ’ . Support/Elsboration: 1 ,
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Sentence Formation: 3
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APPENDIX F

Class Diagnostic Renort
- Mathematics

School by Class Report
- Mathematics

District by School Report
- Mathematics

Class Diagnostic Report
- Language Arts

School by Class Report
-~ Language Artsw

District by School Report
- Language Arts

Parent/Student Diagnostic Report
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CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

SEE MATHEMATICS PART 2 FOR OBJECTIVES 22-36 AND SUMMARY TOTALS.

{31 T STi o MATHEMATICS PART 1 OF 2
?}; ~ GRADES8 FORM A \ PAGE
g K
§‘¢ "
P
B
i » \
2 TESTING DATE:
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED:
NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS
IN MATHEMAT!CS: NUMBER/PERCENT
OF STUDENTS
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
MASTERY
- Cfg;eﬁ%ﬁs CLASS SCHOOL | DISTRICT
MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED gQRRECT 41 % #1 % 47 %
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS
1. ORDER FRACTIONS 30F4
2, ORDER DECINALS 30F4
3. ROUND WHOLZ NUMBERS 30F4
4. ROUND DECIMALS 30F4
5. MULT/DIV WHCLE #'S & DEC. BY 10, 100, 1000 30F4
8. IDENTIFY FRACTIONS, DEC., %4’'S FROM PIC.TURES 30F4
7. CONVERT FRACTIONS - DECIMALS 30F4
8. CONVERT FRACTIONS/DECIMALS +- PERCENTS 30F4
9. !DENTIFY PTS. ON NUMBER LINES, SCALES, GRIDS 30F#
10. IDENTIFY RATIOS AND FRACTIONAL PARTS 30F4
1. IDENVIFY PROCEDURE FOR FRAC/DEC. ESTIMATION 30F4
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS
12. ADD AND SUZTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
13. MULTIPLY AND DIVIDE WHOLE NIJMBERS 30F4
14. ADD AND SUSTRACT LECIMALS 30F4
15, 1D CORRECT LZCIMAL P7 IN PRO/QUOT OF DECIMALS 30F4
18. ADD/SUB” .(ACT FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 30F4
17. MULTIPLY FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 30F4
18. DETERMINE PSRCENT OF A NUMBER 30F4
19. ESTIMATE SUWS/DIFFS. OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 30F4
20. ESTIMATE PRCD/QUOT OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 30F4
21, ESTIMATE FRACTIONAL PARTS/%4’S OF WHOLE #'S 30F4

*INDICATES A SCOSZ BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD.
THIS STUDENT MUST RECE.»& FURTHER DIAGNOSIS.

COPYRIGHT ® 1988 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
ALL RIGHTS RESERVED.
PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM
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CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

MATHEMAYICS PARY 2 OF 2

NS # g g At A
e

<. N\
GRADEB8 FORM A PAGE
{3
ok
B
ol TESTING DATE:
Z NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED:
NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING
£ FURTHER DIAGNOSIS
“ - IN MATHEMATICS: NUMBER/PERCENT
. OF STUDENTS
. MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
e MASTCRY
b S%E?éﬁ, s ctass | scHooL |oisTRiCT
MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED B Srecy T 5%
o v p
; PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS :
22. ADD/SUBT/MULT/DIV WITH A CALCULATOR 30F4
o 23. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS 30F 4
i 24, SOLVE 1- AND 2-STEP PROBS-WHOLE #'S & DEC. 20F4
i 25, SOLVE 1- AND 2-STEP PROBLEMS - FRACTIONS 30F4
¢ 26, SOLVE PROBLEMS INVOLVING MEASUREMENT 30F4
) 27. SOLVE PROBS. INVOLVING ELEM. PROBABILITY 30F4
i 28, ESTIMATE A REASONABLE ANSWER 30F4
: 29. SOLVE PROBLEMS WITH EXTRANEOUS INFORMATION |  30F 4
i 30. IDENTIFY NEEOED INFORMATION IN PROBLEMS 30F4
- 31. SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS - ORGANIZING DATA 30F4
k=
3. MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY
1 32. IDENTIFY FIGURES USING GEOMETRIC TERMS 30F4
e 33. MEASURE AND DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 30F4
i 34. ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREANOLUME/ANGLE MEASURE 30F4
5 35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT 30F4
: 38. MAKE MEASUREMENT CONVERSIONS W/IN SYSTEMS 30F4
b
i
‘ £S MASTERED
£ TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED AVLRAGE #1OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED
i T NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS
i NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT e A
”" B HEREEERREREREREEREEN) | |
: MATHEMATICS REMEDIAL STANDARD O ]1
3\(
*INDICATES A SCORE BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD o caLey B CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS, PRITen 1N THe ONITED STATES OF AMERICA
029)A3

B Ry

[




R e e S R e I I RS 2 s T ew R - CEE— CREES . v -

.

_CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT MATHEMATICS PART 1 OF 2
GRADE 8 FORM A PAGE

TESTING DATE:

SCCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

SCHOOL DISTRICT

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED

MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED Crveme | #1° gra | owrw | o#ru #r% | #1% #r% | #r% #1% #1%

CONCLPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS

o
b 1. ORDER FRACTIONS 30F4
iy <. ORDER DECIMALS 30F4
s, 3. ROUND WHOLE NUMBERS 30F 4
3 4. ROUND DECIMALS 30F4
i 5. MULT/DIV WHOLE #'S & DEC. BY 10, 100, 1000 30F4
< 6. IDENTIFY FRACTIONS. DEC., %S FROM PICTURES 30F4
i 7. CONVERT FRACTIONS - DECIMALS 30F4
A 8. CONVERT FRACTIONS/DECIMALS -~ PERCENTS 30F4
0 9. IDENTIFY PTS, ON NUMBER LINES, SCALES, GRIDS 30F4
7, 10. [DENTIFY RATIOS AND FRACTIONAL PARTS 30F4
1. IDENTIFY PROCEDURE FOR FRAC/DEC. ESTIMATION 30F4

COMPUTATIDNAL SKILLS

» 12. ADD AND SUBTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS 30F 4
3 13. MULTIPLY AND DIVIDE WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
14, ADD AND SUBTRACT DECIMALS ' 30F4
i 15. 1D CORRECT DECIMAL PT IN PROD/QUOT OF DECIMALS 30F4
X 16. ADD/SUBTRACT FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 30F4
; 17. MULTIPLY FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 3074
: 18, DETERMINE PERCENT OF A NUMBER 3074
. 19. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFS. OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 30F4 ,
’ 20. ESTIMATE PROD/QUOT OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 30F4
H 21. ESTIMAYE FRACTIONAL PARTS/%"S OF WHOLE #'S 3074
NG LR e R % QA s 580 b 3 Gt 3R STk EK a—mml.-w#w.,. e i

SEE MATHEMA™'CS PART 2 FOR OBJECTIVES 22-36 AND SUMMARY TOTALS.

Sk s VSR e

4

“REMEDIAL STANDARD 1S 78 OF 144 ITEMS CORREZST COPYRIGHT ® 1986 BY CONNEC 1ICUT STATE BOARD OF f JUCATION ALL RIGHTS RESERVED PRINTED IN THE U S.A.
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TFSTING PROGRAM SGHOOL BY CLASS REPORT MATHEMATICS PART 2 OF 2
GRADE 8 FORM A PAGE
TESTING DATE:
SCCRES INDIC ATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE SCHOOL DISTRICT

NU:JBER OF STUDENTS TESTED

MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED “é:ﬁ,‘;’}z #1% 1% 1% #1% 1% 1% #1% 1% #1% #1%

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS
22. ADD/SUBT/MULT/OIV WITH A CALCULATOR 30F4
23. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS 30F 4
24. SOLVE 1- AND 2-STEP PROBS-WHOLE #'S & DEC. 30F 4
25, SOLVE 1 AND 2-STEP PROBLEMS - FRACTIONS 30F4
28. SOLVE PROBLEMS INVOLVING MEASUREMENT 30F4
27. SOLVE PROBS. INVOLVING ELEM, PROBABILITY 30F &
28, ESTIMATE A REASONABLE ANSWER 30F4
28, SOLVE PROBLEMS WITH EXTRANEOUS INFORMATION 30F4
30, IDENTIFY NEEDED INFORMATION IN PROBLEMS 30F4
31. SOLVE PROGESS PROBLEMS + ORGANIZING DATA 30F4

. MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY

32. IDENTIFY FIGURES USING GEOMETRIC TERMS 30F4
33. MEASURE AND DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 3CF4
34, ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREAVOLUME/ANGLE MEASURE 30F4
35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT 30F4
38. MAKE MEASUREMENT CONVERSIONS W/IN SYSTEMS 30F4

AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTZRED

NUMBER/PERG ;NT OF STUDENTS BELOW ~HE REMEOIAL STANDARD-

“REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 78 OF 144 ITEMS CORARECT COPYRIGHT T 1988 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION, ALL RIGHTS RESERVED PRINTED IN THE U.S.A.
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT MATHEMATICS PART 1 OF 2

030243

GRADE 8 FORM A PAGE :
TESTING DATE:
SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF :
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE .
DISTRICT
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED
|
- MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED ey | #7% #1% 1% B1% #1% B1% #1% 8% 8% |
|
R CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS |
1 1. ORDER FRACTIONS 30F4 |
2. ORDER DECIMALS 30F4 |
5 3. ROUND WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4 |
4. ROUND DECIMALS 30F4 |
5. MULT/OR WHOLE #'S & DEC. BY 10, 100, 1000 30F4
6. IDENTIFY FRACTIONS, DEC., %S FROM PICTURES 30F4
7. CONVERT FRACTIONS — DECIMALS 30F4
8. CONVERT FRACTIONS/DECIMALS - PERCENTS 30F4
9. IDENTIFY PTS. ON HUMBER LINES, SCALES, GRIDS 30F4
10. IDENTIFY RATIOS AND FRACTIONAL PARTS 30F4 :
11, IDENTIFY PROCEDURE FOR FRAC/DEC. ESTIMATION 30F4
Ny COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS
3 12. ADD AND SUBTRACT WHOLE NUMBERS 30F4
. 13. MULTIPLY AND DIVIDE WHOLE NUMBERS 30F¢
i 14. ADD AND SUBTRACT DECIMALS 30F4
y 15. 1D CORRECT DECIMAL PT PROD/QUOT DECIMALS 30F4
L 16. ADD/SUB? RACT FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 30F4 |
2 17. MULTIPLY FRACTIONS AND MIXED NUMBERS 30F4
4 18. DETERMINE PERCENT OF A NUMBER 30F4
. 1. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFS. OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 30F4
20. ESTIMATE PROD/QUOT OF WHOLE #'S AND DECIMALS 30F4
; 21. ESTIMATE FRACTIONAL PARTS/%'S OF WHOLE #'S 30F4
:
SEE MATHEMATICS PART 2 FOR OBJECTIVES 22-36 AND SUMMARY TOTALS.
;‘:( “REMEDLAL STANDARD IS 78 OF 344 ITEMS CORRECT COPYRIGHT © 13856 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED PRINTED IN THE U.S.A,
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

S A Tus kb 3T €Tt

L e N T ~

DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT

T s e «,?;:n,,\",

s ATl

MATHEMATICS PART 2 OF 2

GRADE 8 FORM A PAGE
TESTING DATE:
SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
DISTRICT
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED
MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED m‘gx 8% 4% BI% #1% 8% #% #1% 81% H1%
PROBLEN SOLVING/APPLICAYIONS
22, ADDVSUBT/MULT/DIV WITH A CALCULATOR 30F4
23. INTERPRET GRAPHS, TABLES AND CHARTS 30F 4
24. SOLVE 1- AND 2-STEP PROBS-WHOLE #'S & DEC. 30F4
25. SOLVE 1- AND 2-STEP PROBLEMS - FRACTIONS 30F 4
26. SOLVE PROBLEMS INVOLVING MZASUREMENT 30F4
27. SOLVE PROBS. INVOLVING ELEM, PROBABILITY 30F4
28. ESTIMATE A REASONABLE ANSWER 30F4
29. SOLVE PROBLEMS WiTH EXTRANEOUS 'NFORMATION 30F4
30. IDENTIFY NEEDED INFORMATION IN PROBLEMS 30F4¢
31. SOLVE PROCESS PROBLEMS - ORGANIZING DATA 30F 4
MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY
32. IDENTIFY FIGURES USING GEOMETRIC TERMS 30F4
33. MEASURE/DETERMINE PERIMETERS AND AREAS 30F4
34. ESTIMATE LENGTH/AREAVOLUME/ANGLE MEASUL.E 30F4
35. SELECT APPROPRIATE METRIC/CUSTOMARY UNIT 30F4
35. MAKE} “SURE CONVERSIONS W/IN SYSTEMS 30F4
A GE NUM F O T:VES MASTERE")
RUMSER/PERCENT GF STUDENTS BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD-

“REMEDIAL STANDARD 15 78 OF 144 ITEMS CORRECT

COPYRIGHT ® 1386 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION. ALL RIGHTS RESERVEL

PRINTED IN THE U SA.
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LONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

g LRI ey

LANGUAGE ARTS

GRADE8 FORM A

TESTING DATE:
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED:

NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS
IN WRITING:
IN READING:

A\

T

PAGE

NUMBER/PERCENT
OF STUDENTS

MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
MASTERY i
gRJ;EI$é:AS CLASS SCHOOL DISTRICT

LANGUAGE ARTS OB.JECTIVES TESTED # OF ITEN —~r T %
WRITING MECHANICS

1. CAPITALIZATION AND PURNCTL'ATION 9 0OF 12

2, SPELLING 6OF8

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

. AND PRONOUN REFERENT)

4. TONE 30F4
STUDY SKILLS

5. LOCATING INFORMATION 9OF 12

8. NOTETAKING AND OUTLINING 30F 4
LISTENING COMPREHENSION

7. LITERAL 20F4

8. INFERENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 12 OF 16
READING COMPREHENSION

9. LITERAL 6OF 8
10. INFERENTIAL 10 OF 14
11. EVALUATIVE 10 OF 14

—

TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED | AVERAGE # OF ORIPCIWVES MASTERED

HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING

REMEDIAL
STANDARDS

NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS
BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARDS

WRITING SAMPLE
ANALYTIC SCORING INFORMATION*
FOCUS
ORGANIZATION
SUPPORT/ELABORATION
MECHANICS
SENTENCE FORMATION

40F8

|

DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP)®

55 DRP
UNITS

I 1

“INDICATES A SCORE BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD. THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS
“ANALYTIC SCORING INFORMATION 1S GIVEN ONLY FOR THOSE STUDENTS WHO SCORED BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD,
1= NEEDS REMEDIAL ASSISTANCE 2w BOROERUINE PERFORMANCE 3w SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE

COPYRIGHT ® 1986 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

AWL RIGHTS RESERVED.

PRINTED IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

RIS

0285A3
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STERY TESTING PROGRAM SC':00L BY CLASS REPORT LANGUAGE ARTS
I GRADE 8 FORM A PAGE

s TESTING DATE: .
;:-‘_ -
z -

5 SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF

: ; STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE SCHOOL DISTRICT
- NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED

PR

o LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED toean | #0% | s | ww | arw | s | oaw | wiw | oars 41% #1%

P AR

£ WRITING MECHANICS

e 1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 9OF 12

e 2, SPELLING 8OF8

L 3. AGREEMENT (VERB TENSE. SUBJZCT/OBJ/VERB, 11 0F 15

.- AND PRONOUN RZFEREHT)

' 4. TONE 30F4

i STUDY SKILLS

; 5. LOCATING INFORMATION 9 OF 12

g 6. NOTETAXING AND OUTLINING COF4

{ LISTENING COMPREHENSION

3 7. LITERAL 30F4

i 8. INFERENTIAL & EVALUATIVE 12 OF 16

£ READING COMPREHENSION

2 9. LITERAL 6OF8

: . INFERENTIAL 10 OF 14

¥ 11 EVALUATIVE ‘ OF 14 - ~ . - —
B LRNBRIALE £ G Vi rabs M A oA SR EANAEAD o Fand rit DL 0 s DSGEB
- /% OF STUDENTS

¢ HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING #AT STATED ._EVEL

] o "

¥ T b Ll e .20 ¥ 4 B -~ <

¥ WRITING SAMPLE HOLISTIC

s | NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS: SCORE #I%4 #1% B1% #1% #1% #1% 1% #i%

% WELL, WRITTEN WITH DEVELOPED SUPPCRTIVE DETAIL 70R8

A CENERALLY WELL ORGANIZED VATH SUSPORTIVE DETAIL SORS

3' FUNIMALLY PROAICIENT 4

i BEL REMEDIAL STANDAR OR

N Rt O R LS Y TR e 2 ; S (2 : g Se il 2 dhhIA Lok g A5
iensaeaon b S

’;‘ : AT OR ABOVE THE READING GOAL FOX 3ZGINNING EIGHTH GRADERS 62+

: BELOW THE READING GDAL FOR BEGIN% NG EIGHTH

{" GRADERS RUT ASOVE THE REMEDIAL $“ANDARD 55 70 61 )

IR BELOW THE REMEDIAL STAKDARD™ BELOW 55

. TR L3I N ;‘.{ o 7 AN LY ASZRARCEDS S 'l-li;mn', “m. 5‘7_?&1. SRR INGRE AN RS I 'w, TAR

3 AVERAGE SCORES

‘S AVER.-GE NU'{3ER OF OBJECTVIVES 1'25TERED IN LANGUAGE ARTS

H AVERAG§ HOUISTIC WRITING SCORE

. AYERAGE DRP UMIT 3CORE

?- g&pz:}:g’g :s?gveez CONNECTICUT $7.472 BOARD OF EDUCATION “REMEDIAL STANDARD 1S 4 FOR WRITING,
f PRINT.D IN THE UNITED STATES OF AMER CA. ““REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 55 DRP UNITS FOR READING
» 02864 &
"' "6
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CONNECTICUT MASYERY TESTING PROGRAM

DISTR!'T BY SCHOOL REPORT

BRI
=3

73
7

LANGUAGE ARTS

Yy

GRADE 8 FORM A PAGE
TESTING DATE:
SCORES INDICATE NUMBER/PERCENT OF
STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
DISTRICT

¥ | NuMBER OF STUDENTS TESTEN
H LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED ey | #/% #l% #rw | #r% g%} o#rn | owr% #1% #1%
'd
3 WRITING MECHANICS
B 1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 9 OF 12
. 2. SPELLING 60F8
3. AGREEMENT (VERB 1cNSE, SUBJECT/OBJ/VERB. 11 OF 15
§; . AND PRONOUN REFERENT)
I 4. TONE 30F4
; STUDY SKILLS
Y 5. LOCATING INFORMATION 9 OF 12
£ 6. NOTETAKING AND OUTLINING 30F4
{ LISTENING COMPREHENSION
b 7. LITERAL 30F4
9 8. INFERENTIAL & EVA! ATIVE 120F 16
¢ READING CO.4PRE!ENSION
;- 9. UTERAL 6OF8
3 10. INFERENTIAL 10 OF 14
H 1 Al A

e ’ ""‘i’:' |: Gy :‘i
#/ % OF STUDENTS

bt AT STATED LEVEL
oI RR d el R Lt R d AR s b b e 0 at SERandy R BT TR
‘ WRITING SAMPLE HOLIST!
N NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS: SCoRe | #/% H% #r% | #7% a1k | #i% Hr% #1% #i%
:» WELL WRITTEN WITH DEVELOPE" SUPPORTIVE DETAIL 7O0R8
N GENERA ORGANIZEDW. H SUPPOR TA} SORS8
i MINIMALLY PRO! NT 4
THE REMEC" AL STANDAR OR
. 1 IAY e ! l . r e
) T e
: MBER/PERCENT OF STUOERS. Plone | #/% | #r% | #rw | wiw | wiw | #ok | g% | #r% #e%
| AT OR ABOVE THE READING GOAL FOR BEGINNING EIGHT GRADERS 82+
p BELOW THE READING GOAL FOR BEGINNING EIGHT GRADERS BUT
" ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD 55 70 61
. BELOW THE TANDARD™ BELOW 55
v | q AP g Vi 1$ 9 DTN Y SR ol ); 2% Gl M%‘F,WFMIE,“ 11;‘ 4'«?1?“’5,@2 W.!._ E&!§QE> B s
AVERAGE SCORES
| AVERAGE NUNBER OF ORJECTIVES MASTERED IN AANGUAGE ARTS
& AVERAGE HOLISTIC WRITING SCORE
: | AVERAGE DRP UNIT SCORE
4
: COPYRIGIIT ® 1985 BY CONNECTICUT STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION *REMEDIAL STANDARD IS 4 FOR WRITING.
i ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. PRINTED IN THE U SA. “REMEDIAL STANDARD IS S5 ORP UNITS FOR READING
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GRADE 8

PARENT/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 thir ‘older.
For general informatior: about your local district's testing program, please contact your superintendent of schools.

For turther information on the Connecticut Mastery Testing Program, contact. Connecticut State Department of Education,
Office of Research and Evaluation, Box 2219, Hartford, Connecticut 06145, (203) 566-4001 or 4008
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MATHEMATICS CONNECTICUT THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION
STUDENV OB’ECT'VES ANALYS'S FO HARCOURT BRACE JOVANOVICH PUBLISHERS
. ! R MASTERY TESTING N
GRADE: SCHOOL
FORM: DISTRICT PROGRAM
\_TEACHER: TESTING DATE GRADE 8 REPORT PART 1
( MASTERY CRITERIA N O MASTERY CRITERIA )
OBJECTIVES TESTED NUMBER OF STUDENT OBJECTIVES TESTED NUMBER OF STUDENT
ITEMS CORRECT ITEMS CORRECT SCORE
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS
. : 3of4
;‘ 8:3: f{gﬁ},ﬁ:ﬁs 3 gf 4 22 Compute sums, differences, products and quotients using- 3of4
3. Round whole numbers 3of 4 b 2 calculator
4. Round decimals to the nearest whole number, tenth and 3of4 23.  Interpret graphs, tables and chart 3of4
hundredth 24.  Solve 1- and 2-step problems involving whole numbers 3of4
5. Multiply and divide whole numbers and decimals by 10, 3of4 ar.d decimals including averaging
100 and 1000 25.  Solve 1- and 2-step problems involving fractions 3of4
6. Identify fractions, decimals and pescents from pictorial 3of4 26.  Solve problems involving measurement . 3of4
represe;itations 27.  Solve problems involving elementary probability 3of4
7. Convert fractions to decimals »~ vice versa 3of4 28.  Estimate a reasonavle answer to a given proklemt 30f4
8, Convert fractions and decim-" - percents and vice versa 3of4 29.  Solve problems with extraneous information 3of4
9. Identify points on rumber line:, <cales and grids 3of4 30. Identify needed information in problem situations 3of4
10.  Idertify ratios and fractional parts from given data 3o0f4 31.  Solve process problems imvolving the organization of data 3of4
11.  Idennfy an appropriatc procedure for making estimates 3of4 .
with decimals and fractions
MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (with calculator available)
12.  Add and subtract whole numbers less than 10,000 3of4
13, Multiply and divide 2- and 3-digit whole numbers by 1- 3of4 32. Identify figures using geometric terms 3of4
and 2-digit numbers 33 Measure and determine perimeters and areas 3of4
14. Add and subtract decimals (to hundredths) in horizontal 3of4 34. Estimate lengths, areas, volumes and angle meastres 3of4
form 35. Select appropriate metric or customary units and 3of4
15.  Identify the correct placement of the decimal point in 3of4 measures
multipfication and division of decimals 36. Make measurement conversions within system. 3of4
16.  Add and subtract fracticns and mixed numbers 3of 4
17.  Multiply fractions and mixed numbers 3of4
18. Determine the percent of a number 3of4
19. Estimate sums and differences o whole numbers and 3of4
decirnals including making change
20. Estimate “roducts and quotients nf whole numbers and 3of4
decimals
21.  Estimate fractional parts anJ percents of whole numbers 3of4
and money amounts @houxcakulalo: avatable
\ _/ J/

(" YOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED (out of 36)

NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECTY (cut of 144)

(Remedial Standard is 78 of 144 items correct)

4. . . s
R R A - AP g D
BP0l s an ek lon 3oV O L g TSR 0w B e

s

I

T e N T R AR




P ARSI e

Rk

g

13
Y.

.

.,ﬂ
wry

( LANGUAGE ARTS
STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYSIS FOR

CONNECTICUT
MASTERY TESTING

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION
HARCOURT ERACE [OVANOVICH PUBLISHERS

SLE

GRADE: SCHOOL
FORM: DISTRICT PROGRAM
\_TEACHER: TF 'ING DATE GRADE 8 REPORT ?ART 2
4 MASTERY CRITERIA STUDENT )
CBJECTIVES TESTED NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT SCORE
WRITING MECHANITS
1. Capitalization & Punctuation 9 of 12
2. Spelling 60f8
3. Agreement (verb tense, subject-object-verb, and pronoun referents) 11 0f 15
4. Tone 3of4
STUDY SKILLS
5. Locating Information (schedules, maps, indexes, glussanes, dictionaries) 9 of 12
6. Notetaking and Outlining 3of 4
LISTENING COMPREHENSION ’
7. Literal (understands the meanings of ideas clearly stated by a speaker) 3of4
8. Inferential & Evaluative (understands the meanings of ideas not ciearly stated, but imphed, by a speaker 120f 16
and is able to make ciitical judgments about them)
READING COMPREHENSION
9. Literal (understands the meanings of ideas clearly stated within a passage) ’ 60of 8
10.  Inferential (understands the meanings of ideas not stated, b.t imphed, within a assage) 10 of 14
&11. Evaluative (able to make critical judgments about statements and inferences within a passage) 10 of 14 Y,
(_TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJLCTIVES MASTERED (out of 11) | )
'4 T
(WRITING SAMPLE STUDENT ) ™ [ stupenT
SCORE DEGREES OF READING POWERS (DRF) SCORE
Holistic Writing Score DRP Units
Remedial Standard 15 55 DRP Units
Remedsal Standard 15 4 of 8 Reading Goal 1s 62 DRP Units
& Y. L Degrees of Reading Power and DRP are trademarks owned by the College Entrance Examinaton Board J
\

Copynght © 1987 by Connecticut State Board of Education Al nghts reserved Prnted 1n the United States of Amesica
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PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

.-Dear Parent:

<. .Inside you will find the re ults of the Connecticut Mastery Test administered to your ch.id earlier this fall. The test results F zIp tu show you and
B the school district’s professional staff how well your child is per’orming on those skills identified by the State of Connecticut a< important for
“i- students entering eighth 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 asses. ing the progress of indivicual 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.

A il

A

4

e

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

‘If you have any questions abuut these test results please ask your childs teacher(s). The teacher(s) will share w'th you other obsenvations and
recommendations based on experience in working with your son or daughter during the last several months.

Description of the Test

Mathematics: The mathematics test assesses thirty-six (36) specific objectives in four general areas of. (1} Conceptual L 1derstardings; (2)
.. Computational Skills; (3) Problem Solving/Apglications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. Test items evaluate a student’s ability to: order
.. fractions ana decimals; round whole numSars and decimals; make conversions among fractions, decimals and percents, compute with wtole
" -numbers, decimals and fractions; esiimate with whole numbess, decimals and fractions, solve 1- and 2-step problems involving whole
... numbers, decimals, fractions, measurezaent and elementary probability (with a calculator available); estimate a reasonable answer to a |
.. problem; solve problems with extraneous information and identify needed information in problem situations: neasu:e and/or estimate
_lengths, areas, volumes and angle measures; make measurement conversions; and select appropriate measuremer !t units. |,

., Language Arts: The language arts test covers two general areas: Reading/Listening Comprekension and Writing,/Study Skills. The = are eleven .
<’ (1) objectives and two hohstic measures of reading and writ.ng. -

AN Te e

>

.. The content of Reading/Listening Comprehension consists of narrative, expository, and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a '
. student’s reading and listening ability 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 studzcnt’s ability to understand - onfiction

. English prose on a graduat2d scale of reading difficulty. -

an 4

The content of Writing/Study S.ill; consists of three components. First, writing skills are directly assessed. A student is askd to write on a
designated topic. The writing 1 indged on the student’s demonstrated abulity to convey informaticn in a coherent and crganized fashion. .
Second, the test assesses the mechanics of good writing, which are defined as: (1) Caputalization and Punctuation, (2) Spelling, (3) Agreement;
and (4) Tone. Finally the test assesses Study Skills, which have been defir. >d as Locating Information (schec'ules, maps, index references, and ‘
. dictionary usagr) and Outliring and Notetaking. This part of the test measures a student’s ability to find and use information from listzd
- sources, and to make notes from audio tapes.
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APPENDIX G
Number of Objectives Mastered

o Mathematics
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o Language Arts
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MATHEMATICS: MATHEMATICS:
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERCENT OF STIUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY
OBJECTIVES MASTERED NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

36']-

30 =

401

31%

26%

21%

14%

6~ %

3%
w [ ]
17

0

NUMBER OF OBJECT\YES MASTERED
@
:
L]
PERCENT OF STUDENTS

8-14 15:21 22.28 29:35 36
1986

YEAR NUMBER OF OSJECTIVES MASTERED

This bdr chart lustrates the distribution of stuc 1ts, statewide, who mastered
mathematics objectives within each nf the sevcn score categones.

This bar chart iliustrates the
average number of mathermat-
ics objectives mastered,
statewide,
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LANGUAGE ARTS: LANGUAGE ARTS:
AVERAGE NUMBER OF PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY BY
OEJECTIVES MASTERED NUMBER OF CBJECTIVES MASTERED
27%
25
8 1o ] B
219,
g 10 1%
204
% Q-L w
= = 18%
0 Z
w T  7s Pt
2 7 2 15
5T =BT 14%
Q »
8 [T
O w 11%
5 T O ot
€ ot
3 5
= 34 w ‘
> O
P4 ¢ 51
2+ w
Q.
1op= 204 s
A1 |
1986 0 1-2 S-4 5.6 7-6 9-10 11
YEAR NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED

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

average number of fanguage jectives within each of the seven score groupings.
arts obfectives ma ‘ered,
state.ide.
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Aprendix H
State by District Report - October 1986

Grade Eight Mathematics Test Results ’
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CONMECTICYT MASTERY TESTING PROGR

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT
GRADE 8

MATHEMATICS 1 OF 2

DATE TESTED: 10-86

Mastery Critena for each cdjective is
3 of tne 4 items correct

Re.vedial Standard 15 78

of the 144 ilems correct

OBJECTIVES TESTED

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS

TOTAL
MATHEMATICS

PAGE 1

e AT WEe 5 Ba T b sewnas e

AN
[ sor
DISTRICT STUDENTS { TOC
TESTED
ANSONTA — 127 T | w6] 56] 88 55 59 49 7 86] 95] 63] 95 93] £ 55 37 25 4 22.6 14
ASHFORD 46 6 |83 93 931 89 85 74! 96| 78 971 96) 96} 93| 96| 91| 72| 57) 33| 54 27.9 2
AVON 150 4 |80 75 89 83| 85 79 931 89 92 97 85 95| 97] 92| 77] 64| 64 6 29.7 3
BERLIN 161 4 |57 70f 91 81] 68 64] 75| 73| 8 89 68] 94| 98 89 47] 24] 30{ 46 23.6 13
BETHEL 191 4 |66y 72 94 831 76] 634 8¢) 75| 93{ 881 77) 961 97| 96| 77| 73| 76] 67} 90 27.5 6
BLOOMFIELD i76 2 | 59 51f 8§ 5 53l 671 65 84{ 8% 611 96 93| 531 36{ a4 45 73 22.5 16
BOLTON 45 4 | 78] 82 91| 80 67] 91 711001 91 82 9&&0 96| 607 40 36| 4 27.0 2
BOZRAH 18 5 |77 61 94 72| $7] 72{ 6711000001 6110010 67| 561 78] 7 26.8 11
BRANFORD 232 4 f62 68 9 8 61| 83} 75 91 72| 971 98} 93} 731 53} 58t 5 25.9 9
BRIDGEPORT 1,027 1 13el37 733 30 56 6 74| 354 921 91] 82 51} 171 28 30 17.2 41
BRISTOL 573 3 | 51 51] 85 49 52 72| 69 81 56] 95 94] 83| 52| 33] 28] 44 21.8 22
BROOKFIELD 190 4 |72 76] 95 76] 78] 73} 82] 7. 92| 72} 91 94 93 58] 57} 64 53] 27.1 9
BROOKLYN 89 6 |56 49 46 52 61 6 84 431 97] 96| 78 53] 30| 441 42} 21.7 27
CAMAAN 11 6 | 26} 911 91 73] a5 55 64 5. 00y 73k00( 91000 73] 36{ 45 27 22.8 0
CANTERBURY 67 6 |75 69 88l 60 87] 82 91} 9 93! 761 99 99 94] 67] 52| 75 644 27.5 3
CANTON 75 4 181 64f 93| 78 81 77] 87 88 9% 771 99 99| 95 65 55 59 71 28.4 4
CHESHIRE 323 2 | 76} 82 95 88 77] 80 90{ 8! 94| 81] 97} 97 71 54 65 28.5 4
CLINTON 161 5 168 71) 91] 68l 76| 75 88 83 91) 73] 951 93] 90| 61f 60] 66{ 67 26.4 8
COLCHESTER 108 5 |50 62| 87] 62| 62 571 70 69 81] 69 96] 96| 87] 59 36 32 47 L 23.1 21
COLLMBIA 39 5 51| 82] 77] 74| 56| 79 82| 85 87 62] 92| 92| 97} 64| 41] 59 56 24.8 5
CORMRALL 6 6 hoohoo] a3jlo0fLoo} s3jLooR0OR00ROY 83 oouoollo 93100 83] 83 %3.5 0
COVENTRY 126 “ 56 87] 66| 67} 63| 78 67] 86} 69 84| 90| 87 6] 40} 40} 5 23.5 18
CROMHELL 97 4 69 89 81 731 67] 85 72 90| 72y 96| 97} 89 A 571 72| 5 26.1 9
DANBURY 555 3z |49 50| 85 63| 60| 52| ‘0 68 81 53] 92 91] 88 52| 28] 30{ 43 22.0 23
DARIEN 205 2 | 82| 76| 93| 85 89 95 84 931 84{ 96! 99 95 79 7¢| 73 65 30.0 1
DERSY 95 5 |29 32f 81 51 42} 61| 5 82| 32} 94] 96| 81 52| 16| 29| 27 19.9 26
EASTFORD 10 6 | 60} 301 80200 60{100} 80 90{ 80800100 90| 60] 30§ 30{ 50 25.5 0
EAST GRANBY 51 4 |80 78 94 88 78] 7H 84] 71 90{ 82} 92| 98| 88 65 ~ 9 53 63 27.4 4
| |

© 1338 Conmctic vt Sute Board of Educstion. All fights feserved Printad 1n the United States of Amarics
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TOTAL
MATHEMATICS

S\

MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

MEASUREMENT/
GEOMETRY

GRADE 8

SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUOENTS

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT
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_ OBJECTIVES TESTED

PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS

10-86

DATE TESTED:

Mastery Cntena for each objactive is
3 of the 4 items corract

PRamedial Standard Is 78

of tha 144 items comrect,
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MATHEMATICS 1 OF 2

TOTAL

MATHEMATICS

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS
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GRADE 8

SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT
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OBJECTIVES TESTED

TOC

# OF
STUDENTS
TESYED

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS

DATE TESTED: 10-86
ems correct
Remediai Standard 1s 78
of the 144 items correct
DISTRICT

v,
4

Mastery Criteria for each odjective is

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM
Jotthe 41

EAST HARTFORD
EAST HAVEN
EAST LYME

EAST HAUDAM
EAST HAMPTON
EASTON
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Mastery Crilena for each objeciive Is
3 of the 4 items correct

Remedial Standard 15 78

of the 144 nwms correct

A AR S IR L T |

HOF
DISTRICT STUDENTS | TOC SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE I t

TESTED )
17.6 LY i

ToC 1 TOTAL 4,933
TOC 2 TOTAL 6,416 25.4 11

TOC 3 TOTAL 7,403 22.9 18

TOC 4 JOTAL 6,291 26.2 9

TOC 5 TOTAL 3,403 95 25.7 9

TOC 6 TOTAL 2,386 93] 94{ 86§ 56| 37] 40 :j 78 671 51} 24.0 15 d

STATE TOTAL 30,832
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT |

GRADE 8 MATHEMATICS 2 OF 2
OBJECTIVES TESTED
PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS | MZSSREMENT/ | - TOTAL PAGE 7 e

DATE TESTED: 10-86

Mestery Cnians for aach obyective i3
3 of the & ilams cocrect
Remadial Stanaard 15 78
of the 144 rtems cormect.

DISTRICT swbews [T0C | scone mocare e pencew o sroewts

T X TOTAL 4,933 L ECEE LB “Jed 14 17.6 Y3
A TOC 2 YOTAL 619026 94 7 ojsz 34 6 79 8% 34 25.4 n ]
”‘v ; TOC 3 TOTAL 7,403 9d 64 74 51 28 59 7 ¢ 7729 22.9 | 18
;:':’ T0C 4 YOTAL 6,291 99 73 Oq 62 40'7q 8 73 & ‘ol1 26.2 9 X
10 § TOTAL 3,403 99 7q a4 6 34 7d & 7 e 3¢ 25.7 9 :
T0C 6 YOTAL 2,386 91 67 8q 52 3j 67 7 74 99 66 20 64 8% 34 24.0 15 :
STATE TOTAL 30,0832 98 671 79 54 3) 6) 74 70 74 ¢ 57 3 6 74 3 23.7 17 .
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APPENDIX I

State by District Report - October 1986

Grade Eight Language Arts Test Results
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT ;

GRADE 8 LANGUAGE ARTS :

OBJECTIVES TESTED TOTAL DEGREES OF PAGE N “3

WRITING LOCATING LISTENING READING LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE 2

MECHANICS INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION |  COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER {ORP) -4

\ 3

et

1}§

4

.

N

4

AN :

L CORRESY 4 POSSIBLE) w:le Inns I:w [mz I e l V) I 1218 ls/e lwu I o1 i

N

# OF 3

DISTRICT s;tégfggs TG SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUOENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE "

F

%

ANSONT A 1271 5% 76 68 80 84 17 51 64 67 “4 45 1.3 171 5 12] 10 22 ‘
ASHFORD a6 | 6] 85 | 76} 8380 9N 76 7% 83 78] so| 89 8.3 17 6 26) d H
AVON 1s0| «) 83.]| e 93] 89 %] 89 76 79 | e8| 77| e3 9.4 1y 7
BERLIN 1620] «f er | 7] @84l 83 92| 8o 58 76 771 s59] 61 8.3 17 6 1 pY 1 e
BETHEL 190 «f 82 | 73] 86} 85 92| a7 69 76 | 8o] 69] 69 8.7 3y 18 7 2 %
8LOOHFIELD 170| 2| 58 | 70 721 76| 80| 6. 54 66 70{ S8 &7 7.2 18 2 bt
BOLTON . asf 4} 84 | 73 9}j89| ee6] 89 69 76 78] 76 6% 8.8 17 2 . ¢
BOZRAH 18] 5} 83 | 67 %) 61| a3 67 61 67 | 721 &0 78 7.8 1) 6 0 2 +
BRANFORD 233 o] er | 71| e4| 82| 86| 83 67 66 75| 60 66 8.2 11 & 2 4
BRIOGEPORT 1,030 ] 2| 5 | 52f 4] 61 66| sS4 43 32 | 52 24 28 5.3 10 2 1 2 2 :
BRISTOL s75| 31 75 | 65] 77| 78| 79 73 54 62 | 65| 61 85 7.3 20f § pt 2 2 H
BROOKFIELD 190f «| e | 75f{ es] 75| 88| eo 72 79 | 80| 69 7 8.6 13 6 2 pY
BROOKLYN 89| 6].69 | 64 78] 75 76| S5 44 52 66| 45| 4S5 6.7 19 4 2, b )
CANAAN 1] 6§ 82 { 73| 100{200 91| ez 82 45 73] 55| 82 8.6 36| 6 o 18 3 :
CANTERBURY 67] 6] 90 73| o771 75| ee| 82 79 7| 78] 69| 69 8.6 6 3 bt ;
CANTON 75| o 87 | &3 93 89} 100} es 80 83 | 87| e87{ 72 9.5 1) 8 4 1 :
CHESHIRE 323] 2| 85 | &5 92| 84 95| 8s 79 86 | 87] 76 74 9.3 10 8 7 b .
CLINTON w62] s 88 ] 69| e4j8a| BB} 79 75 75 | 70| 60 63 8.4 17 6 144 2 2 .
COLCHESTER w8)| 5| 65 | 78 | 77| 81| 69 64 61 67| s9] 62 7.6 14 6 [ b pY :
COLUBIA 39 s 77 | ea| 85| 87 90| 8s €2 82 | 7 83 89 8.4 15| 64 11 2 1 .
CORIAHALL 6] 6200 |200{ 200]200] 200 2cO 100 100 |200] 00| 200 11.0 ohod) 17 1 b 5
COVENTPY 126 «] 79 | e8| 83| 79} e8s{ &1 53 67 | 70 60 60 7.8 22| 6 o4 1 :
CROMAELL 971 « | 84 7| 81 78| e6] 76 58 69 | 76| 61} 65 8.1 13| 6 13 16 1 ;
OAIBURY 5631 3] 65 | 61 69| 721 e82( 70 54 56 | 62| a6 a5 6.9 17 & 12| 2 2 ]
OARIEN 20| 2| 87 | e2 96| 86 % | a2 81 g0 | 81] 75| &4 9.3 12 7 2] 22| 3 .
DERBY 95i 5} 65 | 69 72| 64| 80 62 56 48 | 72| 39| 39 6.7 17 4 2 bt 5
EASTFORO 10| 6f100 | so 90} 80{ eo| &0 70 70 70| 30| 50 7.7 50| 30 0 6 H
EAST GRANBY st «f| 82 | 73| ez2]82| s8] N 78 82 | 781 57| 65 8.4 7 2 ;
& 1966 Connacticut Suw Board of Loucation  All nghts ressrved. Printed in U.SA. . {;‘1‘
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT $

GRADE 8 LANGUAGE ARTS

OBJECTIVES TESTED oA | ecees o PAGE 2

LOCATING LISTENING READING - 1 WRITING SAMPLE 2

INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION |  COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER {ORP) £

) 4

% +

A

-3

. 6

DATE TESTED: 10-86 % \% i

¥

(A K

N 9, &

*

l co“ﬁtef:’;rcaw gSEglI:LEL 2 Is/a ':ms I:m l 2 l e | w [ 12718 l‘GIB l i 1 10014 ’ :

# OF 3

DISTRICT s;lgxsosggs TOC SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE P

EAST HADDAM 1) 5] 83 70 79] 72 | 79 73 62 68 3 63 65 7.9 71 59 6 [2 71 5.4 14 ‘

EALT HAMPTON 104f 5] 86 | 62 0f{e83|{ 8| 77 70 75 | il e5| 72 8.4 19 56 6 17 0 4.4 28 3

EAST HARTFORD 48| 2] 69 | 62 73761 8] 70 52 63 | e8] s51{ =51 7.3 224491 5 1 4.4 2d :

EAST HAVEN 167 ] Z] 64 63 74} 74 79 63 58 59 62 37 46 6.8 171 4 1 4.8 29 4

EAST LVIE 185] 4§ a0 72| 86| 85 93| 84 62 68 | 83] 75| 77 8.7 14] 68 6 18{16] 4] 5.4 11

EASTON 771 «f 75 | a7] 87] 86 92 78 66 7 | 82 73} 77 8.7 ﬂ 68 6 22] 16} 26 5.4 « o

EAST HINOSOR 87) ) 65 | 60| &} 67| 87 7 52 55 | nl 51} =52 7.1 6 4.6 N

ELLINGTON 14} 4f 85 | 82 85| 90 97{ &4 76 75 | 8, 68| 6% 8.9 16} 77] 6 24{ 10 5.4 :

ENFIELD . 459 3] 68 | 63| 80| 79! 83| 53 60 65| 51| 50 7.3 14| 58 6 4.4 2 P

FAIRFIELD 398 21 86 | 75 871 87] 91| ss 66 8 | 81y 70] 7N 8.8 17 66] 6 20 16! 10{ 5.4 M

.| FARMINGTON w62f 41 77 | 78] 91} 90 98| 90 68 72 9| 82 75 9.1 11} 83 6 22| 28] 24 6.3 {

FRANKLIN 28| st 75 | nnl 79} 64 9% | 82 54 7nn | 5] s0| 84 7.7 2 6 19 22} 33| 6.4 2

GLASTONBURY 322] 4 88 | N 92l 85 9| &4 7 84 | as| 80| 82 9.2 13| 781 6 1 5. 3

GRANBY 1221 61 76 | 691 6] 79] 9| as 67 ] 91 nnj 72 8.5 13 76] 6 191 5.41 g

GREENHICH 430} 2f 80 | 77{ 87| 8| 89| a2 69 76 | 82| n| 8.7 11 73 6 27118 10t 5, p

GRISHOLD 12} 4 78 | 56/ 70] nn{ @0 72 52 51 | nl 43| =53 7.0 17 & 4.4 3 :

GROTON 368) 31 76 | 65] 75] 74| &3] 3 57 61 | 76] 54| 52 7.5 15 55 6 1 4.4 2 &

GUILFORD 266} 41 e3 | 731 87| 82| 88| a0 70 L} 771 671 69-{ 8.5 15 70 6 23] 144 11 5, i
HAMCEN 361 2} 65 | 67] 76] 72] @2 70 51 5 | 72] 56| 62 7.3 21 4 15 101 10{ 5.4 1

HARTFORD 1,306 1] 45 | 46 &3] 60 66| a7 41 32 | 46 22| 27 4.7 18] 271 5 1 4.3 .
HARTLAND . 1] 6] 93 | 1y 10} 79 93| 86 79 100 3l 71| N 9.4 14 71 6 4.4 3

KENT 37] 6} 8 | 84| 83| 89} 100| 89 84 62 | 83} 8s| 81 9.3 11f 8)] 7 20 33 14 . .

KILLINGLY 182 6] 69 | 60 72{ N 74 65 55 55 | ¢7f 42| 53 6.8 14{ 56] 6 1 6.4 2 :

LESANON 80| 6] 69 | 61 nf 7| 75 73 59 59 | 68] 49| 56 7.2 1553 5 131 5.4q1 .-

LEDYARD 229| 4] 78 | 751 76} 83) 90| 78 69 79 | 731 64| 67 8.3 14| 59 6 18 1 5.41 §

LISBON s0f 4] 80 8] 84] 86 92 68 56 70 | 74} 60| 66 8.1 16| 64 6 1601 5.41 :

LITCHFIELD 78} 6} 70 | 57| 78] 78| 87| @89 64 69 | 76] 62| 64 8.0 14f 63 6 16/ 1 4.91 ;

MADISON 213} 5§ 90 | a3 92{ 88| 88| as 76 a | 8xf 7| 74 9.1 12 72 6 21 1 5. 4

& 1566 Connecticut State Board of Education All rights reserved. Priciad in USA 4
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WRITING

MECHANICS

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT
GRADE 8 LANGUAGE ARTS
OBJECTIVES TESTED TOTAL DEGREES OF PAGE 3
READIIG LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE
ComPREHENSION | ARTS POWER (ORF)

L5 CORRECTr & POSSIBLE) wiz | e luns :w-l onz [ V) I e l 1218 le/e I 14 | o
# OF
DISTRICT s;gg;ggs TOC SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
| FANCHESTER ) 77 | 65 78] 82] 84 79 61 ¢S | 67] 54| B9 7.7 | 2§ 13 23| 16] 11| 6] @
HMANSFIELD 108} 6} 70 6% 77} 76 85 79 72 75 | 80 72 76 8.3 18 1 14 21 21 20 5.4
MERIDEN %% | 31 69 64 70y 7% 79 70 52 56 69] 49} 56 7.1 221 20 14{ 10 4.6
HIDOLETOMN 362} 3] 67 57 70] 74 79 65 %9 54 67| 44 47 6.7 -jalf1 18 14{ 14 6,7
HILFOFD 459] 31 74 69 77] 83| 87 76 65 7 7% 54| 55 7.9 211 22] 19| 16 5.9
HONROE 258 4| 87 74 86| 86 84 72 63 67 72| s8] 59 8.0 16} 2 25 17 16 5,8
HOMTVILLE 223| &1 69 66 84! 80 92 8l 60 73 70] s8] sS85 7.9 1 22} 24 104 5.2
NAUGATUCK 315| 2] &5 64 751 79] 88 73 4% 49 70 39 %6 6.9 33 1 24l 19 9 4.9
NEW BRITAIN 46| 31 57 | 53] 55} 64 76 64 48 35 | 55 33 39 5.8 |40 2 18 9 ﬂ 4.3
NEW CANAAN 2161 21 83 80 87} 81 90 84 72 86 | 81 75 74 8.9 1 16| 30} 19| 17} 5.9
NEW FAIRFIELO 202| o} 82 75 82| 78| @7 73 72 7% | 80 60 67 8.3 20{ 1 31} 274 12f 7 5.4
NEW HAVEN 1,020] 11 46 49| 44] sS4 6% 41 39 27 | 47 23 2% 4.6 62} 1. 17 § 3 3.6
NEMINGTON 29| 2] 86 75 87] 86 % | 8s 73 7 | 85 72 71 8.9 13} 1) 22} 23} 17] 5.3
HEM LONDON 163} 3} 70 65 66} 72 751 57 50 46 63 «4] 851 6.6 6 2 zﬂ 1| o 6.6
NEW MILFORO 287 s} 83 74 86} 89 92} 81 60 64 78| 63 64 8.3 17 13 23 15 14 5.0
REWTOHN 266} 5] 81 7 ssl 83 93{ 81 70 79 | 81 73 74 8.7 14 1 31 18 10 5.4
NORTH BRANFORD 148 4} 72 68 82| 79 88| e 62 55 741 56 59 7.8 24} 16 23112 7 6.4
NORTH CANAAN 38 61 76 7 82} 76 87| e 63 63 71] 55 74 8.0 13} 16 21} 16 H 4.4
NORTH HAVEN 212} 2} 75 73 79| 80 87 72 59 67 70 53| 53 7.7 18 2 19 18 6 6.4
NORTH STONINGTON 65} 8] 72 65| 86| 77 88 7% 65 72 66 68 66 8.0 26/ 1 25 22 13} 13| 5.4
NORRALK 659) 3] 61 59 b6f 71 71 60 47 63 62 40| 4% 6.2 40 1 23} 14 1 6.7
HORHICH 35| 3§ 73 58 76} 75| 89 76 54 59 e8| 55} 57 7.4 24 18 2% 14/ 2 4,7
OLD SAYBROOK 1005} 5] a0 7% 84l 89 88 76 65 70 70 65 64 8.2 171 18 201 11| 4.3
OXFORD 85] 5| 88 81 89} 71 87| ed 67 72 86 65 61 8.5 191 34191 5.1
PLAINFIELD 165] 6| 62 53 71} 68 78| 62 47 56 | 51 31 38 6.2 36l 2 18 20/ 1 5.)
PLAINVILLE 177] 4§ 63 58 75} 74 79 63 53 53 66 47| 56 6.9 30 2 29 13 6.4
PLYHOUTH 162) 2§ 61 59 75{ 78} 80 67 51 55 72 41 %6 6.9 33} 1 25! 16] 1 4.9
POMFRET 32| o] &2 69 %] 78 9% | 64 69 8% 78] 66 69 8.7 131 16) 19 19 5.4

€ 1538 Connact<ut Sute 8o of Educaton. All nights reserved. Prnted InUSA,
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT i
T P A GRADE 8 LANGUAGE ARTS A
OBJECTIVES TESTED OEGREES OF PAGE 4 .
WRITING READING WRITING SAMPLE © A
MECHANICS READING POWER {DRP) 2
¢
£
4
4
- ¥
-4
?
i
L CORRECTI S POSIBLE) onz jem [uns faw Loz [ an | | 1206 e | o i
yor
DISTRICT S}gggggs 1oC SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUOENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE B
PORTLAID ~931 5[ 78 73 86] 8z 87 84 67 73 76 70 76 8.5 16| 13| 4] 17 26/ 30] 11 5, 3 :
PRESTON 60| 4] 83 70 85| 73 87 75 68 75 70 60 72 8,2 1 16‘ 7] 20} 23{ 15 13| 1:J 5.41 <
PUTHAM 89| 6§ 66 53 73{ 77 77 72 55 45 60 37 48 6.7 37 12 31 21 1 4.Y 4 N
REDOING 13§ 5] 9 a3 92| 82 93 86 80 84 88 76 78 9.3 13 of 7119 29 34 12 6.3 3
RIOGEFIELD 306 s 82 79 90| 8s 93 88 72 84 82 78 79 9.1 14} 17] g 21] 25 19 14 11| 5.4 A
ROCKY HILL 126 4] 75 n 87| 83 91 a3 77 75 a3 68 71 8.6 16] 13| 2| 15 21 25 22§ 11| 5.2
SALEM 42| 51 76 6% 83] 76 85 80 69 69 a3 55 67 8.1 19 17 2 14f 191 29 22 12| 5.4 5
SALISBURY 21 6] 81 76 81| a1 81 67 67 86 67 62 76 8.2 10| 24 0 24] 43{ 14| 101 10] 5.4 ¥
SEYHOUR 138 51 74 72 80| 72 a3 75 53 63 79 57 64 7.7 20 17, 11} 18] 2)f 13} 25 &1 5.3 1 i
SHARON 5] 6} 60 80 93] 87 80 73 40 73 80 67 60 7.9 13 13 72 33} 20§ 131 5.4 1 .
SHELTON 314] 3§ 80 71 83} 80 82 75 61 64 73 53 55 7.8 11 19 29 231 19112 4{ 4.9 1 i
SHERMAN 21 6} 95 52 86} 90 86 86 n 67 81 71 67 8.5 19 14 10 29 38 19} 6.4 .
SIMSBURY 36| 4| 89 84 83| 79 97 85 78 87 92 80 84 9.5 6 201 22| 25 21 ¥ 5.4 .
SOMERS 87{ 4| 9 79 9% 87 89 84 66 85 84 78 80 9.2 12| 13| 3| 231 18 25 20f 9 5.4 .
SOUTHINGTON 473 3] 76 69 80| 81 89 77 6% 68 74 55 63 8.0 2311 11 25 26] 26] 22] 71 5.4 1 .
SOUTH RINDSOR 249] 2| 74 71 78§ 81 a3 71 65 75 75 59 61 7.9 27] 16 33119 2 65.q1 “f
SPRAGUE 27| 4} 89 78 89| 89 96 89 81 67 74 59 74 8.9 1941 15 15 22§ 14 18 7] 5.4 2 K
STAFFORD 2| 5§ 79 58 sa| a7 96 78 64 67 75 6% 6% 8.2 15 23| 18 26} 24] 100 4} @.q 1 !
STAMFORD 661] 11 61 61 68} 70 73 66 53 52 61 48 50 6.6 37 1 11] 30{ 20 23{ 12| 71 4.4 1 :
STERLING 31| 6} =3 45 60| 67 77 53 35 39 55 29 32 5.4 42} 13 29 42{ 10| 6| 0) 3.4 4 o
STONINGTON 15| 4] 78 78 85| 82 95 85 60 70 81 69 65 8.5 131 1 23 20021117 75.312 .
STRATFORD w351 2| 76 70 20! 86 89 78 59 66 78 54 63 8.0 18 1 101 24f 2¢] 2uf 11 & 5.4 2t
SUFFIELO 125) 41 82 75 83} 86 92 85 68 71 78 62 70 8.6 Iy 2 20 28] 24] 1 5.4 :
THOMASTON 84| 4) 69 |'55 72] 70 76 76 58 6% 63 51 54 7.1 3 13| 15 28] 17] 13| 531 H
THOMPSON 107) 6} 76 70 83} 78 80 71 57 67 73 59 58 7.7 11} 2 25 21] 25/ 1 5,5 .

TOLLAND 147] 5] 82 81 86| 80 8s 82 67 76 82 74 73 8.7 17]1 13] 20{ 23} 21| 2 5.41
TORRINGTON 237] 3] a2 78 es| 79 91 77 60 68 76 57 56 8.1 17]1 10{ 24 27 14{ 1 5.41 '
fRUMBULL 350 2| 78 79 85{ % 90 76 70 72 74 65 65 8.4 191 12| 22| 28] 17] ni 4.91 .
€ 1585 Connecticut Ststs Board of Eucation All rights reserved Prnted inUS A i
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

GRADE : LANGUAGE ARTS
OBJECTIVES TESTED LAL%'G%G . o%cg;%gs (?F PAGE s
LOCATING LISTENING READING IN WRITING SAMPLE
INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (ORP)

(4 ConbEots § POSSIBLE] w2 !s/e me Iau w2 l e I an I 1218 l o8 I 1/ ‘ 114
# OF
DISTRICT S;léggggs ToC SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
aoN 51 o3 =2 [X00] @60[ 60 80 80 80 100 80 60 80 9.2 0 7 of o 40 40f 6.4 (
VERNON 335] 3] 78 8] 8z} 7S az 77 57 66 70 62 61 7.8 16} 6 18 19 224 9 5.4 19
VOLUNTORN 21 6] N 68| 82| 82| 100 91 o% A2 86 64 86 9.0 19 6 2712712314 6.4 ¢
HALLINGFORD 438 | 3] 82 69| 83| 81 87 78 60 n 75| 5%; S° 8.1 144 64) 26] 24 15 5.1 ¢
HATERBURY 9231 1} 54 | 48] 60| 65 70 53 46 41 58 32 37 5.7 q 16 £l 14 10 4.4 39
HATERFORD 199} o} 73 70| 60| 8| 85 80 67 69 73 62 66 8.1 1 6 30 dop 33 5 %.9 12
.| HATERTORN 206 2| o3 70" 84| 84 9t 74 50 66 79 69 63 8.1 1 6 28] 1Y 14 6 5.4 12
HESTBROOK s8] 6] 66 | 59| 81| 74 78 76 76 6% n 48} 52 7.4 1 5 22] 16f 22} 5 5.3 14
HEST HARTFORD se1} 2] 76 77| 86} 85 91 8l 70 76 77 67 7 8.6 14 1 6 20] 211 12} 8 5.X 14
NEST HAVEN 363) 2| 78 69 78] 81 92 79 56 56 70 50 47 7.6 31 5 2 3 6.8 24
HESTON 161] 5| 82 79 91{ 86 92 86 72 75 79 72 74 8.9 13 14 6 2 17 1] 5.4
HESTPORT 265| 31 o1 7 86| 67 90 82 66 77 83 73 3 8.7 18 11 6 2 171 1s5.11
HETHERSFIELD 216 | 2§ 86 72 82| 7s! e6s 79 65 65 75 68 7 8.3 21 1 6 2 11 5.3
HILLINGTON 63| s}t 76 60 %| 78 95| &1 68 75 83 81 78 8.7 1) 6 2 24] 11] 5.8
HILTON 212} 4] &4 79{ 89] 61 90 88 70 79 83 75 75 8.9 14] 13 6 2 1 5.3
HINCHESTER 1251 6} 70 | ¢9| 60} 76 88 72 67 67 73 54 53 7.7 171 631 2 1 4.8 1
HINOHAM 200 6} 43 | 50 64| 69 72 60 50 47 | 83 35 38 5.8 49 1 534 1 3.9 4%
HKINOSOR 266 2] 65 65 72| 82 88 78 62 68 75| 59| s8 7.7 24 1 62l 2 1 20{ 131 5.4 1
HINDSOR LOCKS 122 4| 77 69 79| 74 82 71 58 66 75 61 56 7.7 25 12] 63} 62 2 2 1 4.8 1
HOLCOTT 170| 2] 68 68 82| 78 92 88 6% 66 80 60 67 8.3 200 17} 63} 63 2 2 5.7
NOODSTOCK 62| 6f 76 76| ez| 81 87| 85 76 81 82 74 77 8.8 15 231 63164 1 2 1 5.41
REGIONAL NO. & 134 ) 6] 83 7] e7) 77| @86 72 55 67 72 57 69 8.1 28] 17| o0, 6% 2 2 1 B.% 2
REGIONAL NO. § 3207 4] 66 761 &as| e1r 87| 83 67 70 79 69 n 8.6 2) 13} 66} 63] 2 1 26| 16} 5.8
REGIONAL NO. & 4] 6} o1 61 o3| 76 89 80 6X 65 76 52 57 7.8 13] 13} 74| 67] 13 2 4.4 2
REGIONAL NO. 7 10| 6] A 68| 82{ 88 93 83 7 73 80 73 75 8.7 100 13| 771 671 2 2 1 5.4
RECIONAL NO. 8 2041 S| 78 72| 80| 75| 84 78 70 73 70 57 60 8.0 268} 12| 59 59 2 3 1 5.4
REGIONAL NO. 10 167 S| 66 7 771 77| 82 78 61 78 67| 53 53 7.7 29 19 53| 59 2 1 1 5.1 1
REGIONAL NO. 1) 60| 6] 67 50 78| 72 82 78 55 57 63 60 57 [ 7.2 22| 17) 52} 60 32 3 4.8 1

© 1006 Connocic it Sune Board of Educavon ANl ngits reserved. Printsd 1In USA
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STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

GRADE 8 LANGUAGE ARTS
OBJECTIVES TESTED rom [ oeanes of . PAGE
WRITING LOCATING USTENING READI LANG WRITING SAMPLE
i ics INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION |  COMPREMERGION ARTS POWER (ORP)

"‘v%:, ’ﬁ\’ %

T TR

s

Ty

~

- 0

“nby

s

B

»
%z 1&‘
%\ 2, %, %\ Rz \O
() 2\ % %4,
W \% % %% %o
DATE TESTED: 10-86 %\ "%, %, %
T \%
b4 v,
%
MASTERY CRITER)®
{§ CORRECT § POSSIBLE) 2 {8 llms Va1 W2 l 4 l £} I 12718 |m l 10714 I 1t
: o
DiSTRICT s;lésosggs T0C SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
"RECTONAL NO. 12 ] 6181 75T &&J 831 6] o3 7Y 78 | 66] ¢62] 81 5.0 T2 of 30 22 14 10§ 5.4 14
REGIONAL NO. 13 W06} 5] 80 | 62 72y 77| s1] 75 72 72 | 79] 67| 67 8.1 6 3 4 16] 22 25 25 6] 5.4 7
REGIONAL NO. 14 06f 4§ 77 1 73] 83|85, 9| 77 55 70 | 79] 63} 70 8.2 5 2 of 20{ 27] 22} 16] of 5.5
REGIONAL NO. 1§ 2181 41 76 | 75| 87| 83] 9| ss 67 70 | 83| e8] 72 8.6 6 U o a5l 14 23] 27 17 6.
REGIONAL NO. 16 1300 41 70 | 62| o3} 75 o3| es 57 67 | 67] s2| 30 7.3 5 9 14] 26 18 16] 18] 2/ 4.7 2
REGIONAL NO. 17 61| 6} 73 | 65| @89] 78| 63| 73 65 66 | 731 s7] 69 7.9 6 2 10) 24{ 270 17118 41 5.4 1
REGIONAL NO. 18 83| 6| 72 | 77| a8l 73| e9] 76 65 67 | 67| s4| 64 7.9 6 i o 22 20 23] 22 7] 8.9

€ 1556 Connocicut Suns 88479 of Lducotion All rigivs raserved. Pnnted inU SA,
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SYATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

CCNNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM GRADE 8 LANGUAGE ARTS
QOBJECTIVES TESTED TO'I’UA:‘.G € o%%ss OF PAGE 7
WRITING LOCATING USTENING READING LANG ING WRITING SAMPLE
MECHANICS INFORMATION | COMPREHENSION |  COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (ORP) %

OATE TESTED: 10-86

{3 COREE £ POSTIBLE) 2 lm lnns l.w lmz l w l e l i | o l 1014 l wie
DISTRICT s;tgggs e SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
ol 1T TOTAL PRCYE 2 13 51 ] 50 b2 61 o7t 51 43 36 52 28 32 5.3 o 3N e.q 34
TOC 2 TOTAL 6,903 76 72| 82| &1 ] 78 63 1) 76 61 63 8.1 5 ?ﬁ 19 uj 5.% 14
TOC 3 TOTAL . . 7,426 72 | sl 7] o3 72 56 59 63} 81 54 7.3 7] 221619 H 4.4 1
TOC & YOTAL 6,293 80 73! 8s)] 82 5| 8 66 72 78] 66 68 8.4 4 2 200171 % 5.3 19
TOC 5 TOTAL 3,404 80 731 85| 81 8sf 80 67 3 76 65 67 8.3 4 24 19 lJ 5.4 1)
TOC ¢ TOTAL 2,390 n 66| 791 76 83 73 62 64 70] S3{ 59 7.6 2119 18 71 5.4 14
STATE TOTAL 30,855 72 66 761 77| 863 3 59 62 70| s4| s7 7.5 Zﬁ 17113 7 5.4 17
H
€ 1956 Conmecicsn SUte Board of Lsuon. Alt igsis roserved Prowed ia U SA
034A3

* DRP TOTALS DO NOT INCLUOE WEST HAVEN DATA.
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APPENDIX J
Type of Community Classifications
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TYPE OF COMMUNITY

= 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 = MEDIW 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 populaticn
of less than 25,000.

*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
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Student Participation Rates .
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PARTICIPATION RATEg FCR EIGHTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT

CHOCL YEAR 1986-1987
TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED

EIGHTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT .3
POPULATION FOR TESTING FROM TESTING MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS HWRITING READING:
132 127 3.8 98.4 98.4 100.0 99.2%
47 46 2.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0%
151 150 0.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0:}

171 165 3.5 97.0 97.0 97.6 97.
201 185 8.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0%
173 167 3.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.07
47 45 6.3 100.0 97.8 100.0 100.9%
18 18 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 103.03
237 235 0.8 96.9 95.3 99.6 96,55
1206 1080 10.4 92.7 90.8 94,1 93,1
562 562 0.0 99.6 100.0 100.0 100.0%
193 191 1.0 98.4 99.5 99.5 99.5:
91 91 0.0 96.7 97.8 97.8 97.8;
12 11 8.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.03
68 67 1.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0%
76 73 3.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0;
334 328 1.8 98.5 98.5 98.5 98.5%
178 161 9.6 98.8 98.8 100.0 99 .4%
115 108 6.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0#
40 39 2.5 100.0 100.0 89.7 100.07
8 6 25.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.07
125 122 2.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.03
99 92 7.1 3.00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0;
621 561 9.7 93.4 95.0 100.0 97.5%
223 205 8.1 100.0 99.5 100.0 99 .5"
101 99 2.0 96.0 96.0 97.0 96.0%
12 10 16.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0:
50 50 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0;
74 73 1.4 95.9 97.3 97.3 97 .3%
‘EAST HAMPTON 117 105 10.3 99.0 93.1 99.0 99.0
EAST HARTFORD 390 359 7.9 96.4 91.9 99.4 94.2:
196 169 13.8 98.8 98.8 100.0 98.8%
3 185 185 0.0 98.4 98.9 98.9 98.9:
ZEASTON 84 77 8.3 100.0 98.7 100.0 98 .75
ZEAST HWINDSOR 91 86 5.5 100.0 98.8 100.0 98 .8"
GELLINGTON 126 114 9.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0;
SENFIELD 479 469 2.1 94.2 96.5 99.6 97.2;
#FAIRFIELD 428 411 4.0 98.1 92.5 95.5 96.1;
SFARMINGTON 167 162 3.0 99.4 99.4 99.4 99.6;
4 LIN 28 28 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 10€.0°
346 330 6.6 99.4 98.8 97.1 98.5!
116 113 2.6 98.2 ‘99.1 99,1 99.1¢
444 425 6.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
107 102 6.7 99.0 99.0 100.0 100.0
392 385 1.8 96.5 96.3 94.5 9.3
148 143 3.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0;
339 339 0.0 97.9 96. 99.4 99.7,
1551 1305 15.5 97.9 95.6 109.0 97.9:
16 14 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0;
JEKENT 40 37 7.5 97.3 97.3 97.3 100.0.
SKILLINGLY 200 187 €5 96.3 96.8 100.0 96.8%
#LEBANON 81 79 2.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0;
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INORTH- STONINGTON
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QLDYSAYBROOK
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“PUAINFIELD
PLAINVILLE
-PLYMOUTH
{POMFRET
'PORTLAND

‘REDDING
\RIDGEFIELD
‘ROCKY HILL
'SALEM
iSALISBURY
SSEYHOUR
‘SHARON
’SHELTON
:SHERMAN
¥smsxwm'
SOMERS

~SOUTHINGTON
“SOUTH WINDSOR
*SPRAGUE

;STAFFORD
{STAMFORD
'STERL ING
;STONINGTON

PARTICIPATION RATES FOR EIGHTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1987

TOTAL
EIGHTH-GRADZ
POPULATION

232

STUDENTS
ELIGIBLE

FOR TESTING

PERCENT OF STUDENT
POP .EXEMPT
FROM TESTING
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e
DISTRICT
:;,ﬁ'g"‘::: '

*STRATFORD

SRIL
CHINCHESTER
SNINDHAM
INDSOR
WINDSOR LOCKS
ZHOLCCTT
HOODSTOCK
ZREGION IV
coion v
REGION VI
REGION VIT

3.

SN

PEXLP)

£ B% s urrlay 5

TOTAL
EIGHTH-GRADE
POPULATION

465
127
85
117
147
263
353
5
340
26
463

1003

PARTICIPATION RATES FOR EIGHTH-GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1986-1987

PERCENT O0F STUDENT
FROM TESTING

STUDENTS
ELIGIBLE
FOR TESTING

435
125

85
107
147
238
350
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Connecticut State
Department of Education

Program and Support Services

Lorraine M. Aronson
Deputy Commissioner

Office of Research and Evaluation
Pascal D. Forgione, dr., Chief

Douglas A. Rindone
Education Consultant

Peter Behuniak
Education Consultant

William Congero
Education Service Specialist

Christina D. Danoff
Program Assistant, Mastery Testing

Division »f Curriculum and
Professional Development
Betty J. Sternberg, Director

Betsy Carter
Steven!.2inwand
Mathematics Consultants

Robert Kinder
Mary Weinland
Reading/Language Asts Consultants
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