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CMT and CAPT

Overall Performance, Grades 3-8 and 10,

Math, Reading, Writing and Science

2007 through 2009

SPS and State Comparisons
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SPS and State CMT Comparison, Grades 3-8 in MATH, 2007, 2008 and 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL
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SPS and State CMT Comparison, Grades 3-8 in READING, 2007, 2008 and 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL

STAMFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS STATE

0 +6 +7 +3 +5 +6 +3 +5 +4 +3 +4 +4

READING

Change from 2008 to 2009 (rounded to nearest point; circled gains exceed state gains)



60 59
64

60

53
55

61
65 65 63

60
64

61 59 61
59

56
54

64 63 65
62 62 63

58
62

60
57 58

65
63 64

67
62 63

67

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

3 4 5 6 7 8 3 4 5 6 7 8

P
e

rc
e

n
ta

g
e

 o
f 

S
tu

d
e

n
ts

 a
t/

a
b

o
v

e
 G

o
a

l

Spring 2007

Spring 2008

Spring 2009

SPS and State CMT Comparison, Grades 3-8 in WRITING, 2007, 2008 and 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL
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WRITING

Change from 2008 to 2009 (rounded to nearest point; circled gains exceed state gains)
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SPS and State CMT Comparison Grades 3-8 in SCIENCE, 2007, 2008 and 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL
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SPS and State CAPT Comparisons for Math, Science, Reading, and Writing

Percentage of Students Achieving at/above Goal, 2007, 2008 and 2009
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Grades 5 & 8, Reading and Writing,

2008 through 2009:

NCLB Subgroup Performance,

SPS and State Comparisons

─ and ─

Overall Performance,

SPS and DRG H Cities Comparison
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GRADE 5 MATH
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SPS and State CMT Comparison by NCLB Subroup, Grade 5 in MATH

Spring 2008 to Spring 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL
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CMT Results for SPS and DRG H Cities, Grade 5 in MATH

Spring 2008 to Spring 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL

GRADE 5 MATH - DRG H

Change from 2008 to 2009 (rounded to nearest point)
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GRADE 8 MATH
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SPS and State CMT Comparison by NCLB Subroup, Grade 8 in MATH

Spring 2008 to Spring 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL
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CMT Results for SPS and DRG H Cities, Grade 8 in MATH

Spring 2008 to Spring 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL

GRADE 8 MATH - DRG H

Change from 2008 to 2009 (rounded to nearest point)
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GRADE 5 READING
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SPS and State CMT Comparison by NCLB Subroup, Grade 5 in READING

Spring 2008 to Spring 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL
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CMT Results for SPS and DRG H Cities, Grade 5 in READING

Spring 2008 to Spring 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL

GRADE 5 READING - DRG H

Change from 2008 to 2009 (rounded to nearest point)
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SPS and State CMT Comparison by NCLB Subroup, Grade 8 in READING

Spring 2008 to Spring 2009

Percentage of Students AT/ABOVE GOAL
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CMT Results for SPS and DRG H Cities, Grade 8 in READING
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Source of the Data

� Evaluation data resulted from 
professional learning experiences 

organized by the district and by 

school sites during the 2008-2009 
school year. 

� Only responses from professional 
learning experiences in which 50% 

or more of teachers completed the 

evaluation are included.
17 R
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Overall Quality of the Presentation
as reported for professional learning activities in SPS 2008-2009
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as reported for professional learning activities in SPS 2008-2009
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as reported for professional learning activities in SPS 2008-2009
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as reported for professional learning activities in SPS 2008-2009
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