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I ntroduction.

This study has been performed to determine theagffi of instruction of the East
Windsor Public Schools for those students who leen able to benefit from positive,
continued instruction for an extended period oktirt is therefore necessary that some
student test scores have been eliminated fromvtimges presented herein. The
averages reported here are for students who haredbmember of the East Windsor
Schools community and have taken standardizedsmsess with their peers for at least
the past three years, and who are still enrollesbimpublic schools.

It is also important to note the importance of dgmaphic information. Students
are reported in subgroups, and with one excepsitmilents may be reported in multiple
subgroups (i.e. one student may be reported iroaayt of the Special Education,
Minority, and Low Income subgroups). Students wdibihto no other subgroup are
reported in the Non-Disadvantaged subgroup.

It should be noted that the Minority subgroupaosnprised of students who do
not describe themselves as Asian or CaucasianMIin@ity subgroup exists to monitor
the achievement gap between students from an Asi@aucasian background and
students from other ethnic or racial backgroundd,ia considered a “disadvantage”
pursuant to United States Department of Educatiodeiines providing for the reporting
of affirmative action and desegregation informatiGertainly, the disadvantage
described is only a statistical one and fortunaitelyegligible in East Windsor’s scores.

Similarly, it should be noted that the “Low Incon@gsignation originates from
information provided by either the parent/guardianhe State of Connecticut, and is
derived by students’ eligibility for free or reducmeals.

Finally, a word on CMT and CAPT tests, and the antmdations available for each:

MAS s the Modified Assessment System and is admirgdtey students whose
disabilities preclude them from attaining gradeeleyoals as presented on a standard
CMT or CAPT test. MAS tests are distributed to stutd with mild disabilities. MAS
tests serve to determine areas where studentarasgonally competent and areas in
which students need additional support to becometionally competent.

Skills Checklist tests are used to assess students with the nvesesd#isabilities. These
students would ordinarily be exempted from any COMTCAPT testing. Skills Checklist
tests measure students’ abilities in life skillsg &cus on practical applications of the
subject areas instead of abstract concepts. Tleeyartests, per se, but are assessments
of the ability level of the student as determingdhe teacher. In East Windsor, all of our
Special Education teachers are certified to coraghills Checklists assessments and
our scoring is done in-house, with results repodieglctly to the State Department of
Education.

Accommodations may be made available to students taking the regul&IAS CMT or
CAPT test(s). Accommodations may include a readleead questions, answers,
instructions, etc.; a bubbler (to fill in multiptdroice bubbles if a student’s disability
limits mobility or fine motor skills), and so onh& availability of accommodations vary
by each test. If the student qualifies for the ISKilhecklist, accommodations are not
noted on the test form, but the student may useeasonable learning accommodations
that have been designated on the student’s IEP.



A note on reading the charts:

Aggregate Averages the average score of all students in the cohegardless of their
representation in other subgroups.

Class Averages the average @l students in the grade level who took the test,
regardless of their representation in other suljggouwhether they were a member of
the cohort (for example, a student who was present for only year of the four years
studied will appear in the Class Average in ther yleay took the test, but witlot appear
in any of the other dataven if they were a member of another subgroup).

Special Educatiomcludes students receiving Special Educationiseswnder an IEP,
regardless of the test taken or accommodationsigivevhether the student is also
represented in another subgroup.

Low Incomeincludes students who receive free or reducedsnesdardless of their
representation in another subgroup.

Minority includes students whose parents have identifiechths African-American,
Hispanic/Latin, Pacific Islander/Alaskan Native,South American Aboriginal. This
subgroup may include students represented in stiigroups. This subgroup doest
include students whose parents have identified the#sian or Caucasian.

Non-Disadvantagei$ a chart abbreviation for Non-Disadvantaged INtnerity and
includes students who are a member of the cohadtwdno are not identified in any
subgroups.

Significanceis a statistical difference greater than one stethdeviation (in this case,
.225 of one ability level in each subtest).



Grade 6 Cohort.

All students in the Grade 6 cohort have beenenBhst Windsor Public Schools
for a minimum of three school years preceding tmeent year, and are currently
enrolled. There are ninety-three students in th®o Of these students, 23.7% are
minorities; 7.5% are low-income; and 12.9% recaigme form of Special Education
services.

In Mathematics, from Grade 3 to Grade 5, imprespnogress has been made. In
Grade 3, 20 students from the cohort scored acBadBelow Basic (with 12 scoring in
the Below Basic range alone). An additional eightsteidents scored in the Proficient
range, with only 58.1% scoring at or above goal @8.@% scoring at or above
proficiency. By Grade 5, this had improved to oohe student in the cohort scoring at
Below Basic and an additional two students scoainBasic level. 70% of students
scored at or above goal, with a truly impressivé®8dof students in the cohort scoring at
or above proficiency. This was a jump of 12% anéb1Bespectively, from results of
only two years earlier.

In Reading, results were mixed. However, the tieed remain positive, with an
overall increase in the number of students falimg the Proficiency and Goal ranges
(from 48.4% of the cohort meeting Goal requirememd 66.7% meeting Proficiency
requirements in Grade 3, to 59.1% meeting GoalaG89d meeting Proficiency in Grade
5).

Writing scores showed decidedly mixed resultshwait improvement in the
lowest quartile, but regression at the highestd&tits performing at a below-basic level
fell from nine to seven; however the number of shid performing below goal level rose
slightly, and students performing at/above goad &d.



Grade 6 Cohort CMT Math Scores
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Student CMT math scores rose for all subgroups thestwo year period. While most
were flat in the first year, minority students sasped low income students by year two
and made one of the highest gains overall. SpEdatation students, on average, made
significant gains, from below basic into the upbasic range. The aggregate average,
meanwhile, rose from the proficient range for tbart to the goal standard within two
years.

Students in minority and low-income groups perfaimaughly as well as all students
(the “class average”) in all years, while non-disattaged students as well as the cohort
average were significantly higher.



Grade 6 Cohort CMT Reading Scores
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The sixth grade cohort’s reading scores showedsgaiall areas over the two year
period. Although Special Education students shoflvedduations, it should be noted that
the subgroup size for Special Education was redircdds area due to a number of
students taking MAS or Skills Checklist tests. Hogregate improved by nearly one-half
point, from just above the Proficient range tonmddle of the Proficient area. (Please
see Page 3 for an overview of the MAS/Skills Chistkésting guidelines.)

Students in minority and low-income groups perfadmbightly below the level attained
by all students (the “class average”) in all yeansile non-disadvantaged students as
well as the cohort average were significantly higiie class average, however,
remained relatively flat as compared to significgains in all other groups.



Grade 6 Cohort CMT Writing Scores
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Unfortunately, CMT writing scores suffered a downtover the last two years.
However, in the minority and low-income subgroupg, regressions were not
statistically significant; in Special Educationegdy a very small subgroup, a small
number of students who previously took MAS/Chectkbsts were reintroduced to the
testing pool. The aggregate average remains iRitbicient range for this group.
(Again, please see Page 3 for an overview of MABSSRhecklist assessments.)

In Writing, the Class Average was near the Aggredaterage, and; both were well
below the Non-Disadvantaged subgroup, and on péarlaw Income and Minority
subgroups.



Grade 9 Cohort.

The ninth grade cohort is comprised of students dae been in East Windsor
Schools since the fifth grade; who have taken CEgIstin our district for the past four
years; and who are currently enrolled in our distiThere are fifty-nine students in the
cohort. Of these, 15.3% are receiving special eihrcgervices; 13.6% are from a
minority background; and 11.9% are low income.

In Mathematics, 62.7% of fifth graders scored Bt@ficient or better level,
42.4% were at or above goal. This rose to 76.3&6 above Proficient, and 61% at or
above goal, within three years — an impressivegperdnce.

Reading scores were even more impressive, with?bdf students at or above
proficient level in fifth grade and 76.3% of stutkeat or above proficiency three years
later. The percentage of students at goal levilgirer also increased during this time,
from 39% to 52.5% at or above goal. The numbetwfents exceeding goal level
doubled, from 5.1% to 10.2%.

Writing scores were mixed, with a limited increas¢he lower quartile but the
number of students exceeding goal nearly quadrgplihe three year results were
promising, with 67.8% of students at or above mieficy and 44.1% of students at or
above goal in grade five increasing to 76.3% ofishis at or above proficiency and 61%
of students at or above goal in grade eight.



Grade 9 Cohort CMT Math Scores
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As indicated in the chart above, student perforreandviathematics has been steadily
increasing. Attributing to the success of our shigl@re the partnerships created with
math consultants as they have facilitated curricudlignment and revision.

Additionally, students in grade 8 for 2008-2009fpeming at the basic or below-basic
levels and demonstrating limited proficiency in th@ssroom benefited from targeted
supports. Students performing at the high end@ptioficiency range into the goal levels
maintained or improved their scores over the peoypdtilizing knowledge learned from
both language arts and mathematics teachers.

Of particular note, our Aggregate Average scom@nishe high proficient range, and our
Special Education and Minority subgroups have imsed their performance in
mathematics by at least one full level over the fiag years — the equivalent of
advancing by five full grade levels in four yeatigie.

While the Class Average score was indiscerniblmftiee Aggregate Average in the

Grade 5 CAPT, there is a difference of roughly émeth ability level between the Class
Average and Aggregate Average after four years.
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Grade 9 Cohort CMT Reading Scores
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Student performance on the Reading subtest inaeaszall for the four years studied
in the cohort. Students received advanced tutonrleir eighth grade year if need was
demonstrated in the classroom and on the previeassyCMT results. Although minor
declines in all subgroups except Special Educatiere observed in the Grade 8 reading
tests, the four-year average shows marked impronefaeall subgroups. Special
Education, meanwhile, has jumped from an averadeelofv basic to the high end of the
basic scale (an increase of nearly two levels).

While the Class Average actually exceeded the AgggeeAverage in Grade 5, the cohort
benefited from continuity of curriculum and is nowe-quarter ability level higher, on
average, than the Class Average in grade eightg@pavas reversed in Grade 6 and has
widened since.
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Grade 9 Cohort CMT Writing Scores
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Aggregated Results by Grade and Subgroup

Student performance in Writing has been trendingard since our current ninth graders
were in Grade 6 (during the 2006-07 school yeauny. Average Aggregate scores are
well within the Proficient range, and studentsha tower end of the achievement range
have benefited from the same interventions andatum alignments that have boosted
scores in Mathematics and Reading.

The non-cohort Class Average was higher than tHe@dverage in three of the four
years studied. However, during the last year dbtdwe Cohort Average exceeded the
Class Average, and at no point was the Class Aeesappificantly higher than the
Cohort Average.
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Grade 11 Cohort.

While the CAPT test battery is given in grade h@l eeported as a high school
test result, the CAPT test truly measures the padoce of the students based on their
Kindergarten through Grade 10 education — notthespreparation of the student in the
spring of the 18 grade year. The curriculum and skills coveredrenGAPT are too
broad to be covered in a single year — for exantbieScience CAPT covers such a
broad range of subject material — life science sptal science and earth science — that it
takes three years, between grades 8 and 10, to albtlee material tested on the CAPT.
Therefore, it is important to look at the CAPT résudisaggregated by some measure of
the preparation level of the student upon entehigh school.

All students in the Grade 11 Cohort have attendest B/indsor Schools for a
minimum of four years; have taken their Grade 7 @Gnade 8 CMT tests and their CAPT
tests in East Windsor; and are presently enrolexd.nThere are fifty-nine students in the
cohort, and of these, 8.5% are receiving speciat&ibn services; 16.9% are members
of a non-Asian minority group; and 20.3% are lowome.

Since CAPT scores and CMT scores use differeter@ifor goal-level scores,
the two tests are not directly comparable. Howethere were improvements across the
board in year-over CMT test results in all subpaetas and all subgroups.

In Mathematics, the year-over improvements inalliaenarked increase in the
number and percentage of students at or abovecjgody, from 69.5% to 81.4%; and in
the number and percentage of students at or almalefgom 39% to 50.8%.

In Reading, the results were mirrored; studenfioperance rose from 66.1% at or
above proficiency to 81.4% the year following. Sint$ at or above goal rose from
55.9% to 74.6% on a year-over basis.

Finally, in Writing, the number of students atatwove proficiency rose from
66.1% in grade 7 to 89.8% in grade 8.

13



Grade 11 CMT/CAPT Math Scores
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Students showed a moderate improvement from gradeade 8 in overall CMT
scores. From grade 8 to grade 10, scores are neatlgticomparable, as noted above;
however, students maintained progress overall, anthdeclines in each subgroup
falling well within the statistical margin of err@in this graph, approximately 8%, or .23
of one level). Most notably, Special Education shitd are performing significantly
better now than in the last four years, with matuglents falling into the Proficient and
Goal ranges and the overall average just belowidreaty.

The Class Average has continued to fall againsCibleort Average, and declined more
sharply from Grade 8 to Grade 10 than did the Cioleerage.

" Significance indicates an increase of at leasthatielevel in the time period studied; in this eathe
Special Education subgroup has achieved nearlg timees the threshold level of significance (~Exl
increase).
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Grade 11 Cohort CMT/CAPT Reading Scores
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Student performance increased in all subgroupsghyuch as one full level in the case
of Special Education students). Overall, studehtesement on eighth-grade CMTs
improved by one-half level as compared to the giadesults. 18-grade CAPT score
achievement levels were roughly equivalent to ttaelgg 7 CMT achievement
benchmarks, with the exception of Special Educadioth Minority student subgroups,
which remained above the grade 7 levels.

As with the Mathematics scores, the Class Averageeshas declined steeply from
Grade 8 to Grade 10 at a higher rate than the €alverage. While these scores are not
directly comparable, the steeper rate of desceintates that students who are not a
member of the cohort have a greater need of cgidhtaring.
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Grade 11 Cohort CMT/CAPT Writing Scores

4.5

35 / °

3l /‘\‘ e Aggregate Average

/I-\—- —#— Special Ed
25 Minority
Low Income

—*— Non-Disadvantaged
21 —8— Class Average

Observed CMT/CAPT Ability Level

Grade 7 Writing Grade 8 Writing Grade 10 Writing
Aggregated Results by Grade and Subgroup

Grade 8 CMT scores in the Writing subtest showgdificant improvement over grade 7
results, with students advancing from the low ratogéne middle range of the

Proficiency level, on average. Special Educatiodetts, meanwhile, advanced from
Below Basic to near proficient levels. CAPT abiliéyels were roughly equivalent to
grade 8 achievement on CMTs for all subgroups ex@ppcial Education, which

suffered a slight decline. (However, the Specialdation decline can be attributed to the
inclusion of several students who had previoudtgtaa Skills Checklist instead of a
standard CMT, and who were mainstreamed into CAS3irtg.)

Grade 10 Class Average results showed one of arydeclines, the other being in the

Special Education subgroup. Other subgroups, dsas¢he Cohort Average, maintained
or increased their ability levels during this time.
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District Performance Goals

As indicated in the District Strategic Plan bind=ach school has identified the
percentage of students they want to support ancerfrom performance levels 1, 2 & 3.

To support this goal, each school has planneditd team capacity in order to
collaboratively monitor student progress and dgvabstructional practices to support
each student. Additional professional developme@pbatunities will be provided to
support teachers in the data team process andrimepling effective teaching strategies.
To continually monitor progress, collaborative tsamll continue to develop formative
and summative assessments modeled after the CMTART to support students in
mastery the academic language and tested strands.

Teachers will also collaboratively create perforoeatasks that will assess the
students’ application of multiple objectives. Usinguiry based learning and self-
directed activities, students will build staminalarse higher level thinking in order to be
successful in the given task.

Ultimately, teachers will use all data collecteadnfr various resources in order to
make informed decisions about their planning, irdton and assessment, as these
decisions directly impact student achievement.
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