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2007 CMT: Math and Writing scores increase; Reading scores are “disappointing”
Achievement gaps are not closing; “We need to do more to achieve success”

(HARTFORD, CONN.) While there are some solid gains in math and modest gains in writing scores
statewide, Connecticut’s 2007 Mastery Test results show a continued downward trend in student reading
performance.

“We are very concerned with the state of our students’ comprehension skills, particularly in their ability to
read by third grade,” said State Education Commissioner Mark K. McQuillan in announcing the statewide
scores. “It is clear that we need to do much more to address our students’ ability to read. We need
significant change to have an impact on the achievement gaps that are now growing larger, not smaller.”
The decline in reading performance appears to reach back several years on the CMT and is evident in the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) test scores as well.

This is the second year of the 4™ generation CMT which is now administered in the spring to all public
school students in Grades 3 through 8. In addition to statewide average scores in reading, writing and
mathematics, the test results also present data for student subgroups that give insight into substantial
achievement gaps among racial and economic groups and between male and female performance.

MATHEMATICS | READING WRITING Overall, the scores show:
GRADE YEAR . . . .
%PRO | %GOAL | xPRO | xGoAL | xPRO |%coaL | Gains in most grades in mathematics and
2006 78 56 &9 54 82 61 writing performance statewide, as measured
3 2007 80 59 69 52 82 6l by the percentage of students scoring at or
Change | +2 3 2 i i above the proficient and goal levels;
2006 80 59 72 58 84 63 . . )
4 2007 81 62 71 57 84 65 Modest declines overall in reading scores
Change +1 +3 -1 -1 - +2 statewide (percentages at or above proficient
2006 81 61 73 61 85 65 and goal levels);
5 2007 83 G 73 Gl 86 63 R .
Change %) 3 - - 1 - A moderate gender gap in reading and a
006 ” 5 75 py - o2 large gender gap in writing performance with
6 2007 83 64 76 64 84 63 boys scoring substantially lower than girls;
Change +3 +5 + - +l +l females consistently outperform males by
2006 78 57 76 67 8l 60 about five percentage points in reading and
7 2007 80 a0 76 G6 81 G0 H H HH .
e - — - - by at least ten percentage points in writing;
2006 79 58 77 7 82 62 No gender gap in mathematics with girls
8 2007 81 61 76 67 83 64 scoring at about the same level as boys;
Change +2 +3 -1 - +1 +2




Large gaps continue to persist in performance between minority and white students and between high
poverty and low poverty students across all grades in math, reading and writing as measured by proficient
and goal levels; for example, in Grade 4, white students outperform black and Hispanic students at the
goal level by 35 to 40 percentage points in reading, writing and math.

“Connecticut should lead the nation in reading performance and in closing the achievement gap,” said
Commissioner McQuillan.

“Third Grade reading performance is key,” the Commissioner said. “Our focus must be on reading
instruction in the early grades, if we are to make progress on closing the achievement gaps. We must
equip our teachers, especially those who are teaching in our neediest schools and districts, with more tools
to teach reading. That includes insuring appropriate curriculum, effective instruction and support, strong
instructional leadership, more time for instruction and enhanced motivation of students to read for
information and pleasure. There are some promising signs that these approaches are working in some
schools that mount a school-wide effort to give every student a chance to achieve at high levels.

One example of the success of school-wide reading strategies is Conte/West Hills Magnet School in
New Haven which instituted the “Reading First” program and has made progress in increasing the
percentage of students scoring at or above state goal and proficient levels in grades 3 and 4. Scores
improved for black students, Hispanic students and white students. Scores improved and, at the same
time, achievement gaps narrowed. North Windham School in Windham is another example of
improvement in school-wide and subgroup performance. Overall scores improved and, at the same time,
scores for Hispanic students increased substantially, thus narrowing the achievement gap in the context of
school-wide improvement.

“Connecticut’s entire educational system needs to focus greater attention on the acquisition of basic
academic skills, and we should use information provided on CMT performance to improve instruction,
particularly for our lowest-performing students. Each teacher, administrator, curriculum expert, school of
education professor and policy leader should use the data to take new steps to improve instruction for all
students, and establish effective interventions for students who are struggling.”

“As a state, we should be making more meaningful progress. We should all be disappointed with reading
performance across the board, even though some districts and schools have made significant gains,” said
Commissioner McQuillan. “We believe that emphases on language and pre-reading strategies in Grades
Pre-K through Kindergarten will play an important role in future years as early childhood programs
expand and develop more targeted curriculum and instruction.”

“While there is some good news for some schools and districts, we should all be aware that our scores
statewide are not improving sufficiently for all of our schools to meet the increasing demands of No Child
Left Behind in future years. Moreover, it is imperative that our students be prepared for higher education
and for the world of work.”

The commissioner said that he will pursue a series of actions to address the challenge:
=  Work with teacher preparation institutions to improve the quality of training programs for new

teachers — particularly elementary and middle school teachers — to become effective teachers of
reading;



= Disseminate to districts newly created model curriculum, grade level expectations and pacing guides
to serve as the basis for instruction in Language Arts, Mathematics and Science;

= Support the provision of targeted professional development activities to assist districts/schools in
implementing the new curriculum;

= Encourage districts to use benchmark assessments in Language Arts and Mathematics regularly to
determine if students are meeting expected standards;

= Expect and encourage schools to focus on teaching the basics of reading in accordance with
Connecticut’s Blueprint for Reading Achievement and Beyond the Blueprint: Literacy in Grades 4-12
and Across the Content Areas;

= Support districts in providing information and training for parents to encourage reading in the home
and complement efforts in the classroom to help Connecticut’s children become confident, capable
readers.

“Connecticut has much to do. We need to work together,” said Commissioner McQuillan.

If Making Comparisons: Use Caution.

“Because participation and exemption rates can affect average scores, it is inappropriate to compare
district scores without reviewing the percentage of students participating in each district,” Commissioner
McQuillan cautioned. “It is also important to note that year-to-year comparisons are of different groups
of students.”

District-by-district comparisons can be misleading if they do not take into account such factors as
exemption and participation rates, size of test-taking population, and language proficiency, special needs
or socioeconomic status of students. That is why CMT scores are presented in several formats to give a
more complete picture of student performance.

CMT scores are presented for the following groups:
e all students;
students by racial group;
special education/non-special education;
male/female;
eligible/not eligible for free/reduced-priced lunch; and
students in ESL and bilingual programs.

Attached are grade-level charts containing 2007 CMT scores by gender, race and poverty.



Following are PDF charts of grade-level performance by group.

GRADE 3
Students Seleciad: All Print Date: 74112007
Mathematics Reading Wiriting
Total Mathematics Totzal Reading Total Writing
L] a
Number A‘E % At/Above Mumber M:; % AtAbove Number p.; % At/Above
Tested ove Proficiency Tested BVE | Profi ciency Tested OVe Proficiency
Group Year Goal Goal Goal

Skate 200& 41558 563 783 41460 544 B3I 40B82 611 31.7

2007 41756 59.4 EQA 41631 523 633 41363 60LE 324

Wale 2008 21206 575 733 1138 527 £7.0 20755 524 TES

2007 21425 g0.0 T8 21345 02 BE.Q 21141 525 TE.E

Female 20DE 20352 54.8 7a 20321 552 TS 20128 63.8 7.0

2007 20331 58.8 E0 4 0306 545 718 20332 B35 88.2

Black 2006 S602 26.2 563 a7 236 42.E a652 386 6.7

2007| 5721 4 =31 5T07 I35 434 5612 354 67.8

Hispanic 200& GEE1 .0 £30 BE43 143 41.1 6426 354 §3.3

2007 TOE3 34.0 E1.4 TO2E 29 41.7 6920 38.0 G6.4

wnlke 200E 27301 87.5 E73 72370 E72 818 27045 ra b 38.7

2007 27115 70.8 Ea.7 27069 B34 g1.2 26530 T4 8.9

Aslan Aamerican | 2006 16048 T3 k] 1604 BG83 T34 1584 T34 0.3

2007 1684 7.3 g2 1687 B52 g2.2 16E1 76.2 924

Am. Indlan 2006 156 46.8 E54 156 4.7 B4.1 155 31 729

2007 163 55.2 730 162 451 617 160 525 83.8

F/R Lunch 200E 12TEE 30.8 =N 12726 245 425 12378 384 54.2

2007 12662 344 E1.4 128337 234 42 B 12640 EER-] G66.8

Full Price 200& 23772 B7.7 E7.3 28734 E7.E 8.0 28504 7T 9.3

2007 23567 T0.6 B34 28314 B34 a1.1 28723 7.1 39.3

Special Ed 20D 4431 2349 452 4382 172 286 4148 207 423

2007 4321 ER-] 451 4258 153 7.5 4117 21.0 438

Nat Special Ea 20D& Irar B0.2 E2.3 T0TE 558 740 36735 BI.E 6.1

2007 37435 83.5 E40 37393 565 741 37246 [ 86.7

ELL 20DE 2717 | 027 2631 15.2 305 2577 231 35.3

2007| 2373 26.1 525 2349 103 6 2285 o 355

Kot ELL 200E 3aed41 584 EQA 287589 574 7.8 38305 63.2 335

2007 J93E3 B1.4 E1.8 3302 ] 720 39073 B2.E 34.0

Mate: This rEFIDI'i does not Inelugs EL--EBCEI'HFII: stugents.
GRADE 4
Students Selecied: All Print Diates 7#11/2007
Mathematics Reading Writing
Total Mathematics Total Reading Total Writing
Ya Ya %
Humber % At'Above | Number % AtiAbove  Number % AtiAbove
Tested AtiAbove Proficiency = Tested AtiAbove Proficiency Tested AtiAbove Proficiency
Group Year Goal Goal Goal

Slate 2006 42306 555 EO3 42178 573 71E 47042 E1E 342
2007 4141 62.3 EOS 41393 570 706 41185 £51 541
Walz 2006 21715 ] | B2 | =822 | 555 522 528 | =45 | TEE
2007 21250 3.5 | E10 | =z11ivs | 552 584 21037 | 584 | 79.7
Femala 2006 20583 57.7 | 0.3 | =omss7 | eoz 744 20515 | 716 | 39.9
2007 20231 61.1 | BO.7 | 20218 | 5539 720 20148 | 721 | 38.7
Black 2006 5704 25.0 57.0 SET3 95 476 SRZ5 385 70.0
2007 5796 33.0 | s90 | smm0 | mm5 450 5736 | 413 | 595
Hispanic 2006 6373 Iz5 | £0.4 | sz | 74 444 6zvz | 3@z | 59.5
2007 G724 356 | 0.3 | 6686 | W5 418 6583 | 408 | 67.5
wimite 2006 23485 9.9 | 3.8 | =8446 | 695 521 417 | 718 | 39.5
2007 27ITE 742 B9.3 715 £9.5 522 270483 752 30.6
Aslan American | 2008 1564 T6.0 | = | 1580 | 682 825 1576 | 7I5 | 331
2007 1625 796 | 832 | 1813 | 683 528 1618 | 801 | 938
Am. Indian 2006 152 461 | T0.4 | 153 | =03 £14 154 | 461 | 747
2007 157 497 | 745 | 157 | 471 E1.E 155 | 535 | 31.3
F/R Lunch 2005 12474 HT | =33 | 12406 | 75 454 12310 | 386 | 50.0
2007 12706 354 | E1.1 | 12554 | 82 441 12519 | 401 | 57.5
Full Price 2006 29534 70.2 | E3.3 | =773 |  ToO4 527 o7 | T2B | a0.4
2007 28775 74.2 | B9 | =873 | E87 523 26666 |  TEOD | 912
Spacial Eo 2006 4936 3.2 | 450 | 4Es8 | 181 23.0 4780 | 211 | 46.0
2007 4652 57 | 457 | 4812 | 185 75 4513 | 1z | 445
Mot Special EQ. |2006| 37362 63.5 | E4.3 | 273zz | e29 773 37264 | BEZ | 59.1
2007 35820 &7.0 | E5.2 | 6781 | 621 750 36672 | 705 | 38.9
ELL 2006 2351 e | 540 | 233 | 152 304 2ema | 3E | 62.1
2007 2247 235 432 2735 8.6 13.4 2166 47 53.0
Mot ELL 2006 33957 807 | 1.3 | 2masm | 602 742 39746 | 646 | 85.4
2007 33734 64.5 | B2 | meEE | 93 75 epis | 673 | 85.5

Mate: This report does not Inclute ELL-exempt stugents.



GRADE 5

Connecticut Mastery Test
Score Summary Report, 2006, 2007, Grade 5

Students Seleciad: All Print Date: 7¥11/2007
Mathemafics Reading Writimg
Teotal Mathematics [ Total Reading Total Writing
A % %
Number %o At'Above  Mumber e AttAbove Number Y AtAbove
AtlAbove s AtiAbove A AtiAbowve N
Group Year Tested Goal Proficiency  Tested Goal Proficiency Tested Goal Proficiency
Elate 20DE 4210E E0.7 EQ.3 42075 E0.9 T2E 41230 &E.0 85.3
2007 42204 g6.0 | BE2.5 | 42178 | E1.4 T34 42140 | 546 as.7
K ale 20ME 21587 E1.0 | EO.3 | 21566 | 56 T3 21466 | 56T B0.2
2007 21651 B5.8 | E1.7 | 21637 | 9.0 e 21595 | ar.1 a0.7
Female 20ME 20511 E0.5 E1.3 20509 E3.3 TE4 20484 73T 0.6
2007 20553 86.1 B33 20541 E£0 TE.1 20545 T2 6 a1.0
Black 20DE S6x2 3.5 =54 | SEfa | 20.5 4E6.3 S55T | 41.3 T2.0
2007 5679 3r.a E19 SEeE9 331 43 6 5662 406 726
Hispamnic 20ME G352 341 E1.1 6335 3aE 45 B G268 41.3 69.0
2007 ad41 40.6 21 | 5429 | 213 $6.5 a417 | F.E 59.8
Wi 20DE 28422 T1.4 E9.0 z8410 23 2.4 286333 4.2 21.1
2007 28333 TE.S og.2 28318 733 B3.E 286313 74.3 a1.5
Aslan American | 2006 1573 a0.1 | 29 1597 743 842 1560 Tr.E 23.8
2007 1523 822 533 1594 48 &858 1520 (1 ] 939
Am. Indlan 20DE 1332 E1.1 T4 133 459 5.4 132 s3.0 TE.E
2007 158 EE6.3 753 | 1538 | 525 (3= 1] 158 | S56.3 81.6
F/R Lumch 200& 12261 4.0 B1.2 12237 315 48.5 12159 406 TO0.2
2007 12364 40.3 E2.2 12347 325 482 12322 0T Ti4
Full Price 2006 29547 .7 E39 | 23338 | 3.0 83.5 29771 | 4.8 a21.4
2007 29540 TE.T oo.o F9531 T34 B3.E 29E18 T4.0 a1.8
Special Ed 20ME 140 2.3 413 5120 199 20.0 S027 223 £7.7
2007 4837 24.6 | 449 | 4813 | 18.5 311 45T | 20.T £5.0
Kot Special Ed 2006 36966 86.2 | BEa.3 | 38955 | (=0 a7 36903 | B Q0.4
2007 A72ET T1.5 ET 4 37265 ET.0 To.0 37261 T4 a0.7
ELL 20ME 1973 256 | 1.3 | 1&52 | i59 28.0 1938 | 7.3 S6.8
2007 2032 24.9 | 437 | 2024 | 1058 231 206 | 21.4 53.5
Mot ELL 20ME 40135 62.4 BE2.3 40123 B3 T4.0 3aog2 GE.E BE.T
2007 40172 E8.1 | E£.2 | 40154 | E2.0 5.9 40132 | GE.E ard
Mate: This report does not Includge ELL-exempt students.
GRADE 6
Connecticut Mastery Test
Score Summary Report, 2008, 2007, Grade 6
Students Seleciad: Al Print Date: 77112007
Mathematics Reading Writing
Total Mathematics Total Reading Total Wiiting
o a,
Number A‘;"me % At/Above | Number :I:nbove % At/Above Number A';m % At/Above
Group Year Tested Goal Proficiency = Tested Goal Proficiency Tested Goal Proficiency
Shate 200E| 43026 566 798 47924 E36 754 4Z7EBS [ az.7
2007 | 432235 £3.9 E27 42157 E43 757 42140 63.0 838
Male 2006 | 22042 57.8 | 738 | =zmom1 | e09 T1E 21833 | s42 | 76.9
2007 | 21665 £3.3 | E17 | =807 | E19 712 21583 | 583 | 78.0
Femalsa 2006 | 20983 504 | EQ.3 | o094z | E&S 73.2 oms2 | T | a8.8
2007 | 20560 64.4 | E38 | =oss0 | E54 734 20857 | 710 | 80.9
Black 20pE| 5912 74 553 SE30 5.1 516 5802 38.3 57.2
2007|5702 330 | E22 | se83 | &0 521 seEa | 385 | 50,1
Hispanic 200E|  G3ES 266 | 581 | sass | 234 437 6331 | 38 | 56.1
2007|6530 us | E25 | 8803 | 244 436 6481 | 384 | 58.3
Wwinite 2006 290B1 704 | E3.8 | =oos1 | 75.3 B5.3 zomid | 718 | 9.1
2007 | 287D 7548 oig 28255 76.3 B6.0 254 T2E 9.8
Aslan Amerkcan | 2006 1453 78 | oi8 | 1483 | 754 B5.3 1483 | TTE | az.0
2007 1579 33.0 | 535 | 1573 | 774 B6.0 is;7 | Tre | 93.2
Am. Indian 2006 155 516 | 703 | 15 | =23 720 i85 | s3as | 774
2007 144 563 | 736 | 143 | 524 622 145 | 46.2 | 74.5
F/R Lunch 20D6| 12475 a5 | 530 | 12430 | M5 50.3 12402 | 371 | 56.3
2007 | 12131 48 | E3.4 | 12085 | 352 51.1 12068 | 3I7e | 58.5
Full Price 2006 30551 704 | E3T | 30514 | 755 B5.6 30483 | T2E | 89,4
2007 | 30084 756 | ol.5 | =07z | TEA B5.E o072 | vaD | 9.9
Special Eo 2006 5157 16.8 | @0 | stz | mao 3.8 5077 | 185 | 1.9
2007 | 4906 0.8 | 428 | 462 | 04 3.6 g3z | 186 | 431
Mot Special Ed. |2006| 37EED 4.3 | ES.3 | avsis | Eas B1.3 3TED | 681 | a8.2
2007 | 3Faie 9.5 | E3.0 | ares | 7oA B1.5 3Tal8 | B8T | 9.0
ELL 2006 1724 166 | 4156 | 102 | 128 248 1662 | 21.B | 50.2
2007 1656 15.0 413 1643 3.3 18.0 1625 18.5 48,9
Mot ELL 2006 41302 803 | E1.4 | 41242 | E57 7.4 41203 | 638 | a4.1
2007 | 40569 5.9 | B4.4 | 40508 | 656 781 40515 |  B4B | 85.2




Grade 7

Score Summary Report, 2006, 2007, Grade 7

Students Selecied: Al Prind Dates 7/11/2007
Mathematics Reading Writing
Total Mathematics Total Reading Total Writing
o 1]
Number ;Em % AtAbove Number A"’;ME % AtiAbove Number A‘;m % AtiAbove
Group Year Tested Goal Proficiency = Tested Goal Proficiency Tested Goal Proficiency
Shate 2006 43827 ] Ta 43720 E6.7 76.4 43668 60.0 30.9
2007 42911 E0.3 ED.2 42869 £5.3 75.5 42847 604 a1.1
Male 2006 32417 574 | 75 | =a3avo | E23 7a.4 2236 | SiD | 74.5
2007 22046 508 | 79.0 | 20004 | E25 723 21875 | SIS | 747
Femals 2006 21410 6.7 | 732 | zt37o | TOF 798 21362 | @33 | a7.6
2007 208ES 50.8 | B1.5 | 20865 | E95 7.0 20E72 | E3E | ar.7
Black 2006 G055 238 ] 6055 L] 53.3 G034 | 55.2
2007 5870 279 | 558 | sem1 | a7 52 E 5864 | 36D | 54.9
Hispanic 2006 6518 26.0 | 521 | ®4E8 | 355 497 6425 | 336 | &0.1
2007 G467 06 | 575 | eavs | 3&1 439 6458 | 326 | 51.0
wimile 2006 297ES 59.8 | E3.1 | =a7as | Ta4 BE.S 29723 | E3E | 38.3
2007 23912 726 EA7 33868 774 B5.5 2EB54 70.9 88.4
Aslan American | 2006 1354 6T | ol | 1248 | 794 g7.1 1346 | T2E | 89.2
2007 1501 796 | 513 | 1488 | Taa3 TS 1482 | 752 | 1.0
Am. Indlan 2006 138 43,7 | 733 | 133 | e0z 65.2 134 | 478 | T2.4
2007 161 478 | 714 | 153 | =78 72.3 159 | S22 | 72.3
F/R Lumch 2006 12240 6.7 | | | 12207 | 230 520 12162 | 346 | 52.9
2007 1207E £l R | | 573 | 12072 | 370 50.4 12064 | 336 | 62.1
Full Price 2006 31STE E5.8 | ET. | 21533 | 78 858 31806 | E3E | a7.9
2007 30833 721 | Ea.2 | 3ovay | Tv=2 c.4 aoTe3 | TOE | 88.5
Special =g JoDE| 5123 i7.0 | 353 | smas | =25 333 soET | 17.1 | 386
2007 5000 18.1 | 33 | a4oya | 24 T 4038 | 16.3 | 39.2
Mot Special Ed. | 2006 33654 62.4 | B33 | 28545 | 725 g2.1 38607 | BSE | 36.5
2007 37911 g5.9 | B5.7 | gman | 7T B61.3 aTele | BE1 | 86.5
ELL 2008 1610 125 | 332 |1 ma | 134 23E 1554 | 15.E | 39,8
2007 1550 121 | 33 | 1s3s | 8.2 17.2 1513 | 108 | 36.5
Mot ELL 2006 42217 587 | 795 | 4m70 | Ea7 78.4 42114 | B1E | 82.4
2007 41361 g2.1 | ] | 41330 | e30 T 41334 | @22 | 82.7
Maba: This repnn doas not Incluse EL_-EJIEmFIt shuzents.
GRADE 8
Score Summary Report, 2006, 2007, Grade &
Students Seleciad: All Prind Diates 7/41/2007
Mathematics Reading Witing
Total Mathematics Total Reading Total Writing
%o % %
HNumber % AttAbove  Number % AtfAbove Number % AtlAbove
Tested Lalte DRI Proficiency | Tested AT Proficiency Tested ITOE Proficiency
Group Year Goal Goal Goal
Siate 2006 | 43944 563 784 43832 B67 TEE 43636 624 K]
2007 | 43Tio 50.8 E03 43599 E5.5 TEA 43673 64.0 825
Male 2006 22492 6.5 | 78.3 | 22415 | B4d 74.0 22383 | 545 | 76.3
2007 | 22331 1.2 | EQS | 2z3zz | E3m 741 22283 | 574 | 775
Female 2006| 21452 58.0 | 795 | 2417 | 645 T34 2453 | 7T | ar.s
2007 | 213BE £0.4 | Bl | 2387 | ca4 786 Mag | T2 | ars
Black 2006 GOET M5 527 6045 a2 52E 5043 370 65.8
2007 | 6023 77 | 554 | 626 | a3 530 snzz | 3E4 | 65.0
Hispanic 2006 6367 259 | 537 | sx7 | 2 504 6325 | a3 | 52.0
2007|6477 27 | 554 | e472 | 3373 430 6441 | a5 | 61.7
winite 2006 29957 714 | B39 |ommE1z | 755 BE.E L CO 7B | 39.0
2007 | 296ET 734 004 TIETE 78.2 864 20E30 754 an.2
Aslan American | 2006|1411 76.8 | o4 | 1408 | 785 BE.S Wy | TEE | a0.3
2007 1304 8.2 | 523 | 1288 | T 87.0 i385 | 783 | az.1
Am. Indian 2006 142 423 | 6.1 | 140 | =50 0T 41 | 538 | 75.2
2007 136 457 | 717 | 138 | 514 704 135 | 48.1 | 69.6
FiR Lunch 2006 11935 %65 | 543 | 11888 | 375 51.6 11g@0 | 383 | 63.5
2007 | 12002 0.3 | 585 | 12005 | a2 510 11g78 | 361 | §3.0
Full Price 2006 32009 70.2 | E74 | 31984 |  T7E B5.0 o4 | 725 | 86.8
007 MTIT 723 | Ea2 | 3894 | 773 BS.T eas | 745 | 80.6
Special E¢ 2006 5053 17.3 | 373 | sooa | 244 35.0 so00 | 18.6 | 416
2007 | 4858 195 | a3 | 480 | 233 330 g7 | 25 | 418
Mot Special Ed. | 2006 |  338BES 3.7 | E4.32 | 3mazz | 722 82.0 3BE36 | 68D | a7
2007 | 33861 £5.9 | E59 | 2sa3m | T2 817 3BBSE | 694 | 876
ELL 2006 1504 16.4 | 40.2 |o1483 | 147 243 1461 | 16.5 | 41.3
2007 1435 127 | M5 | 14| 8.8 17.6 1384 | 127 | 336
Mat ELL 2006 42440 ] | k] | 42340 | 685 TAE 42375 | o440 | 833
2007 | 42284 62.4 | E2.4 | 42278 | 6a5 TAA 42379 |  BET | 841

Mote: This report doss not Incluge ELL-exempt stugents.



Snapshot Report

The MNational Asseasment of Educational Progress (MNAER) assesses reading in two content areas: reading for literary experience and to gain
information. The NAEP reading scale ranges from 0 to S00.

Overall Reading Results for Connecticut Student Percentage at NAEP Achievement Levels

® In 2005, the average scale score for fourth-grade students in CC*""EE'I'CU‘ {public)
Connecticut was 226. This was not significantly different from their

averags score in 2003 {228), and was higher than their averags 10941
acore in 1992 (222), 10081

* Conneclicut's average score (225) in 2005 was higher than that of 1868
the Mation's public schools (217). 2002

# Ofthe 52 states and ather jurisdictions? that participatsd in the 2003
2005 fourth-grade assessment, students' average scale scores in 005
Connecticut weres higher than those in 34 jurisdictions, not Mation (public)
significantly different fram those in 16 jurisdictions, and lower than 2005

E:'_IDSE in1 ]L:F'Sdlc::-l'de s in C cticut wh rformed at Perceni balow Basic Percenl al Basic, Proficend and Advanced

- e percentage of students in Connecticut who perfor at or .

above the NAEP Proficisnt level was 38 percent in 2005, This W Eelow Basic [)Basic B Froficient W Advanced
percentage was smaller than that in 2003 (£3 percent), and was ! Accommodations were not permidted for his assessment.
greater than that in 1592 (34 percent). MOTE: The NAEP reading achievement levels carrespond 1o the following scale

# The percentage of students in Connecticut who performed at or paints: Below Bask. 207 or kwer, Sesic, 208~-237, Proficient. 238-267, Advanced,
above the MAEP Basic level was 71 percent in 2005. This 268 ar above.
percentage was not significant'y different from that in 2002 (74
percent), and was not significantly different from that in 1992 (85

percent).
Percent Average Percent Percent
Reporting groups of students score  below Basic Advanced
Male 52 222 33
Femals 45 230 25
White B9 4 15
Black 13 201 58
Higpanic 13 203 55
Asgian/Pacific lslander 4 236 20
American Indian/Alaska Mative 1 I i
Eligible for freefreduced-price school lunch 28 202 55
Mot eligitle for freelreduced-price school lunch 72 2351 19

Average Score Gaps Between Selected Groups Reading Scale Scores at Selected Percentiles

® In 2005, male students in Connecticut had an averags score that
was lower than that of female students by 9 points. In 1932, the

average score for male students was lower than that of female 5[.[:.1 Percentiles
students by 5 points. -
#» In 2005, Black students had an average score that was lower than 260 -

that of White students by 33 points. In 1992, the average scare for 250 21_{-_,3?--' B e L. S T TS

Black students was lower than that of White students by 34 points. | - 2235: BUEE a5y
=

# In 2005, Hispanic students had an average score that was lower a90 | 25 227 _am== -u._._n_u_____n
than that of White students by 31 points. This performance gap =5 - o nzmz Lo, W
was namower than that of 1332 (43 points). w0 2

& In 2005, students who were Sligisle for fresfreduced-price school 210201 e _--"’;1'6'—'_'-"7‘9-_‘ 254h
lunch, an indicator of poverty, had an average score that was lower || 200 el = 706" o3
than that of students who were not eligible for freefreduced-price 180
school lunch by 33 points. In 1988, the average score for students P W= ACCOMMODANONS Were ot peted
who were eligible for fresfreduced-price school lunch was lowsr 1 D] Acoommndabions wera parmitied
than the score of those not eligitle by 35 points. a TR o T

# In 2005, the score gap between students at the 75th percentile and
students at the 25th percentile was 48 peints. In 1982, the score . . o
gap between students at the 75th percentile and students at the Scores at selected percentiles on the NAEP reading scale indicate how

25th percentile was 44 points. well students at lower, middle, and higher levels of the distrilbution
performed.
# The eslimate rounds fo zero. I Reporting standards not met.
* Significantly different from 2005. + Significantly higher than 2003. | Significant'y lower than 2003.

* Comparisons (higherlower’net different) are based on statistical tests. The .03 level was used for testing statstical significance. Performance comparsons may be
affected by differences m exclusion rates across years for students with disabdities (3% nationally in 2005) and Eng'sh language leamers (2% nationally m 2005} in the
MAEP zamples. Statistical comparizons are calculated on the basis of unrounded scale scores or percentages.

*"Other Jurisdictions” refers fo the District of Columbia and the Depariment of Defense Education Actwity schools.

MOTE: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding and because the “Information not available” category for freereduced-price lunch and the "Unclassifed” category
for racefethnicity are not displayed. Vist http2'nces ed govinationsreporteand/states! for additional results and detailed information.

SOURCE: LS. Department of Education. Instiute of Education Sciences, Nationa! Center for Education Statistics, Natonal Assessment of Educational Progress [NAEP),
selected years, 1882-2005 Reading Assessments.

-end-






Guidelines for Proper Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT)
Data Analysis

The CMT provides performance data at six grades in three subjects each year. There are various ways to
appropriately compare results across years. However, there are also some commonly made comparisons which are
inappropriate and can lead to erroneous conclusions. Therefore, the Connecticut State Department of Education
(CSDE) is providing this brief guide to list both some appropriate comparison techniques and some common
mistakes made when analyzing CMT data.

Appropriate Analyses:

Within a generation and grade, Mathematics, Reading and Writing results may be compared across years.
(e.g., fourth-grade mathematics performance levels in 2006 can be compared to fourth-grade mathematics
performance levels in 2007.) Note: As a reminder, the Generation three CMT was administered from 2000-
2004 and the Generation four CMT has been administered in 2006 and 2007.

Within a generation and grade, Mathematics, Reading and Writing results may be compared across years at
the subgroup level (i.e., English language learner status, special education status, gender status,
free/reduced meal status or ethnic background status). For example, the performance of 6"™-grade girls in
writing can be compared to the performance of 6"-grade boys in writing.

Within a generation and grade, comparisons may be made on the basis of scale scores and achievement
levels for all groups of students. In Reading, DRP unit scores may also be compared for all groups of
students.

Inappropriate Analyses:

Direct comparisons across generations are inappropriate. (e.g., it is not appropriate to compare the
performance of fourth-grade mathematics students in the fall of 2004 to the performance of fourth-grade
mathematics students in the spring of 2006.)

Comparisons of score-band performance across grades within a content area cannot yet be made. (e.g.,
with the data available at the time of this writing, one cannot legitimately compare seventh-grade
performance in the goal range in 2007 to eighth-grade performance in the goal range in 2007.) Note: The
CSDE is currently attempting to develop a vertical scale, which may provide a way to track progress
across grades.

Averaging numbers across subjects within a grade is not appropriate. (e.g. the percentage of students at the
goal level in reading across grades cannot be averaged; neither can the percentage of students at the goal
level be averaged across all the content areas within a grade).

This list is not exhaustive. If you would like further guidance on how to interpret CMT scores, please call the
CSDE Student Assessment Office at (860) 713-6860. (Note: members of the press corps should call the CSDE
Public Information Office at (860) 713-6525).
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