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PURPOSE 
 

 The 2017 SBA Report provides the Board of Education with  student performance data to guide discussion and 
decision-making related to future programming, resource needs, and measures for systemic continuous 
improvement in the district.  
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Both state and federal laws require the administration of annual assessments in our public schools in certain 
grades and subjects (CGS 10-14n).  The Connecticut assessment system includes the Smarter Balanced 
summative assessment for English language arts (ELA) and mathematics.  Some students may experience the 
Connecticut Alternate Assessment (CTAA) in ELA and mathematics based on a student’s Individualized 
Education Program (IEP).  
 

This cadre of assessments measure student progress toward the Connecticut Core Standards (CCS). These tests 
enable us to not only measure how well our students meet academic standards and student academic growth 
over time, but also allow us to analyze performance by individual student, school and district. Testing data also 
provides us with feedback on how well our curriculum design and sequencing, assessment methods and 
classroom instructional strategies support academic growth and achievement for all of our students.  
  

What is the Smarter Balanced Assessment (SBA)? 
 

The Smarter Balanced Assessment is the state standardized test that replaced the CMT/CAPT for English 
language arts/literacy and math in 2015.  The SBA assesses the content areas of reading, writing, and 
mathematics.  
  
The Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium developed a system of next-generation assessments aligned to 
the Connecticut Core Standards in English language arts/literacy (ELA/literacy) and mathematics for grades 
3-8.  These standards focus on college and career readiness skills with an emphasis on critical thinking and 
problem solving.  The SBA utilizes computer adaptive testing technologies and was designed such that students 
must demonstrate understanding of the content and concepts.  This results in providing more meaningful 
feedback and actionable data that teachers and other educators can use to help all students succeed. 
  

What does computer adaptive mean? 
 

Based on student responses, the computer program adjusts the difficulty of questions throughout the assessment. 
For example, a student who answers a question correctly will receive a more challenging item, while an 
incorrect answer generates an easier question. By adapting to the student as the assessment is taking place, these 
assessments present an individually tailored set of questions to each student and can quickly identify which 
skills students have mastered. 
 

The English Language Arts Assessment: Aligned to the CCS for English Language Arts, Smarter Balanced 
assessments measure the success of students as they progress towards college and career readiness in reading, 
writing, listening, and research. The CCS reinforce the importance of students being able to learn to read, write, 
speak, listen, and use language effectively in a variety of content areas, as well as to think critically.  
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The Mathematics Assessment: The CCS for Mathematics require that mathematical content and mathematical 
practices are connected. Students are expected to make connections between content and practice, model a 
mathematical situation, and explain their reasoning when solving problems. In addition, two of the major design 
principles of the standards are focus and coherence. Coherence implies that the standards are more than a mere 
checklist of disconnected topics, while attending to focus will allow the student the time necessary to learn and 
master grade-level content in order to be able to build upon it the following year. Together, these features of the 
standards had an important influence on the design of the Smarter Balanced mathematics assessment.  
 

THE SCORES 
From CSDE 2016 Smarter Balanced Assessment Interpretive Guide  

Each student who completes the Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment receives a total scale score and 
associated achievement level for each content area. Scale scores are the basic unit of reporting. A scale score is 
derived from a total number of obtained score points that is statistically adjusted and converted into a consistent, 
standardized scale that permits direct and fair comparisons of scores from different forms of a test either within 
the same administration year or across years (Tan & Michel, 2011). Established psychometric procedures are 
used to ensure that a given scale score represents the same level of performance regardless of the test form. This 
allows for the fair comparison of scale scores from a computer adaptive test where different students are 
presented with different test questions. While scale scores are comparable across tests in a given content area, 
they are not comparable across content areas; a scale score on the mathematics test should not be compared to a 
scale score on the ELA test.  
 

Each overall scale score is indicated by a single number. An error band is described on the Individual Student 
report for each scale score. The error band indicates the range of scores that the student would be likely to 
achieve if he or she were to take the test multiple times. The Smarter Balanced overall scale scores fall along a 
continuous vertical scale (from approximately 2000 to 3000) that increases across grade levels.  
 

These scores can be used to illustrate students’ current level of achievement and their growth over time. When 
aggregated, these scores can also describe school- or district-level changes in performance on the tests and can 
be used to measure gaps in achievement among different groups of students. 
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REPORTING 

 
Overall scores in ELA and Mathematics are reported in scale-score units.  Within the scale-score range, four 
performance levels have been established. Each performance level has correlated Achievement Level 
Descriptor (ALD).  Scores fall between achievement level 1 (lowest) and achievement level 4 (highest).  Note: 
These achievement levels have no relationship to CMT/CAPT levels used previously. 
 

Achievement Levels 

Level 4 Exceeds the achievement standard Level 2  Approaching the achievement standard  

Level 3  Meets the achievement standard Level 1 Does not meet the achievement standard  

 

Achievement Level Descriptors (ALD) - continued 

From CSDE 2016 Smarter Balanced Assessment Interpretive Guide 

 
Defining these levels of achievement is a reporting feature that is federally required under the No Child Left 
Behind Act (now Every Student Succeeds Act).   The purpose of these descriptors is to specify, in content terms, 
the knowledge and skills that students display at four levels of achievement.  
 
Defining these achievement levels is a reporting feature that has become familiar to many educators. However, 
characterizing a student’s achievement solely in terms of falling in one of four categories is an 
oversimplification. Achievement levels should serve only as a starting point for discussion about the 
performance of students and of groups of students. That is, the achievement levels should never be interpreted 
as infallible predictors of a student’s future. They must continuously be validated, and should only be used in 
the context of the multiple sources of information that we have about students and schools. ALDs do not equate 
directly to expectations for “on-grade” performance; rather, they represent differing levels of performance for 
students within a grade level. Additionally, the achievement levels do not preclude or replace other methods of 
evaluating assessment results. 
 

Although the ALDs are intended to aid interpretation of achievement levels, they will be less precise than scale 
scores for describing student gains over time or changes in achievement gaps among groups, since they do not 
reveal changes of student scores within the bands defined by the achievement levels. Furthermore, there is not a 
critical shift in student knowledge or understanding that occurs at a single cut score point. Thus, the 
achievement levels should be understood as representing approximations of levels at which students 
demonstrate mastery of a set of concepts and skills, and the scale scores just above and below an achievement 
level as within a general band of performance. 
 

An ALD is included for each content area on the Individual Student Report. The ALDs are intended to help 
parents and educators understand the general characteristics of students who score at a particular performance 
level.  
 
The ALDs for each content area and grade band are included in the charts on the forthcoming pages. 
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Achievement Level Descriptors (ALD) - continued 
 
 

Level Grades 3-5 Achievement Level Descriptors for ELA 

 
Level 4 

Exceeds the Achievement Standard: The student has exceeded the achievement standard for ELA/literacy 
expected for this grade. Students performing at this level are demonstrating advanced progress toward 
mastery of ELA/literacy knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level are on track for likely 
success in the next grade. 

 
Level 3 

Meets the Achievement Standard: The student has met the achievement standard for ELA/literacy 
expected for this grade. Students performing at this level are demonstrating progress toward mastery of 
ELA/literacy  knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level are on track for likely success in the 
next grade. 

 
Level 2 

Approaching the Achievement Standard: The student has nearly met the achievement standard for 
ELA/literacy  expected for this grade. Students performing at this level require further development 
toward mastery of ELA/literacy  knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level will likely need 
support to get on track for success in the next grade. 

 
Level 1 

Does Not Meet the Achievement Standard: The student has not yet met the achievement standard for 
ELA/literacy  expected for this grade. Students performing at this level require substantial improvement 
toward mastery of ELA/literacy  knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level will likely need 
substantial support to get on track for success in the next grade. 

 

 

Level Grades 6 - 8 Achievement Level Descriptors for ELA 

 
Level 4 

Exceeds the Achievement Standard: The student has exceeded the achievement standard for ELA/literacy 
expected for this grade. Students performing at this level are demonstrating advanced progress toward 
mastery of ELA/literacy knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level are on track for likely 
success in in high school and college coursework or career training. 

 
Level 3 

Meets the Achievement Standard: The student has met the achievement standard for ELA/literacy 
expected for this grade. Students performing at this level are demonstrating progress toward mastery of 
ELA/literacy knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level are on track for likely success in high 
school and college coursework or career training. 

 
Level 2 

Approaching the Achievement Standard: The student has nearly met the achievement standard for 
ELA/literacy expected for this grade. Students performing at this level require further development toward 
mastery of ELA/literacy knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level will likely need support to 
get on track for success in high school and college coursework or career training. 

 
Level 1 

Does Not Meet the Achievement Standard: The student has not yet met the achievement standard for 
ELA/literacy expected for this grade. Students performing at this level require substantial improvement 
toward mastery of ELA/literacy knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level will likely need 
substantial support to get on track for success in high school and college coursework or career training. 

 

  

4 



Achievement Level Descriptors (ALD) - continued 
An ALD is included for each content area on the Individual Student Report. The ALDs are intended to help 
parents and educators understand the general characteristics of students who score at a particular performance 
level.  
 
 

Level Grades 3-5 Achievement Level Descriptors for Mathematics 

 
Level 4 

Exceeds the Achievement Standard: The student has exceeded the achievement standard for mathematics 
expected for this grade. Students performing at this level are demonstrating advanced progress toward 
mastery of mathematics knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level are on track for likely 
success in the next grade. 

 
Level 3 

Meets the Achievement Standard: The student has met the achievement standard for mathematics 
expected for this grade. Students performing at this level are demonstrating progress toward mastery of 
mathematics knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level are on track for likely success in the 
next grade. 

 
Level 2 

Approaching the Achievement Standard: The student has nearly met the achievement standard for 
mathematics expected for this grade. Students performing at this level require further development toward 
mastery of mathematics knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level will likely need support to 
get on track for success in the next grade. 

 
Level 1 

Does Not Meet the Achievement Standard: The student has not yet met the achievement standard for 
mathematics expected for this grade. Students performing at this level require substantial improvement 
toward mastery of mathematics knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level will likely need 
substantial support to get on track for success in the next grade. 

 

 

Level Grades 6 - 8 Achievement Level Descriptors for Mathematics 

 
Level 4 

Exceeds the Achievement Standard: The student has exceeded the achievement standard for mathematics 
expected for this grade. Students performing at this level are demonstrating advanced progress toward 
mastery of mathematics knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level are on track for likely 
success in in high school and college coursework or career training. 

 
Level 3 

Meets the Achievement Standard: The student has met the achievement standard for mathematics 
expected for this grade. Students performing at this level are demonstrating progress toward mastery of 
mathematics knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level are on track for likely success in high 
school and college coursework or career training. 

 
Level 2 

Approaching the Achievement Standard: The student has nearly met the achievement standard for 
mathematics expected for this grade. Students performing at this level require further development toward 
mastery of mathematics knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level will likely need support to 
get on track for success in high school and college coursework or career training. 

 
Level 1 

Does Not Meet the Achievement Standard: The student has not yet met the achievement standard for 
mathematics expected for this grade. Students performing at this level require substantial improvement 
toward mastery of mathematics knowledge and skills. Students performing at this level will likely need 
substantial support to get on track for success in high school and college coursework or career training. 
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REPORTING  
Students also receive a “performance indicator” for each area of knowledge and skills within a subject. This 
provides a general indication of where the students have strengths and weaknesses in their learning within each 
subject area.  SBA will communicate whether a students is “above standard,” “at/near standard” or “below 
standard.” The knowledge and skills are communicated as assessment claims; expectations for what students 
know and can do as demonstrated by their performance on subsets of the assessment.  
 

English Language Arts Reporting Categories 

Reading Students can read closely and analytically to comprehend a range of 
increasingly complex literary and informational texts. 

Listening Students can employ effective speaking and listening skills for a range of 
purposes and audiences. 

Writing and Research/Inquiry Students can strengthen writing by revising, editing, and rewriting a range of 
text. Students can also analyze and integrate evidence-based information to 
support analysis and research. 

 

Mathematics Reporting Categories 

Concepts and Procedures Students can explain and apply mathematical concepts and interpret and carry 
out mathematical procedures with precision and fluency. 

Problem Solving and  
Modeling & Data Analysis 

Students can solve a range of complex, well-posed problems in pure and 
applied mathematics, making productive use of knowledge and problem solving 
strategies. Students can analyze complex, real-world scenarios and can 
construct and use mathematical models to interpret and solve problems. 

Communicating Reasoning  Students can clearly and precisely construct viable arguments to support their 
own reasoning and to critique the reasoning of others. 

 
AGGREGATE TARGET-LEVEL RESULTS  

From CSDE 2016 Smarter Balanced Assessment Interpretive Guide  
 

Target-level results are provided only for a group of students and not for each individual student. This is 
because the number of items administered to individual students by target is not large enough to provide a score 
from which valid inferences can be made. Additionally, unlike an overall ELA or mathematics score, the 
Assessment Target Report does not address absolute performance; instead it provides an indicator of strength 
and/or weakness for the group of students, relative to their expected performance on those targets – an 
expectation that is determined based on their overall achievement on the entire content-area test i.e., ELA or 
Mathematics. For example, overall, a group of students may have performed very well in mathematics but 
performed significantly lower than expected on one or more targets. Thus, the minus sign for that target does 
not imply a lack of proficiency. Instead, it simply communicates that the performance of these students on that 
target was statistically lower than expected, given their overall performance on the entire content-area test. 
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INTERPRETING SCORES IN EARLY YEARS OF IMPLEMENTATION 

From CSDE 2016 Smarter Balanced Assessment Interpretive Guide  
 

Scores on the Smarter Balanced assessments should not be compared to previous Connecticut Mastery Test or 
Connecticut Academic Performance Test results. The implementation of new standards typically results in the 
development of new curricula and different pedagogical strategies. For example, the CCSS Standards for 
Mathematical Practice describes varieties of expertise that mathematics educators at all levels should seek to 
develop in their students. The practice standards are not new to mathematics instruction; however, they have 
never been assessed on a large-scale assessment before. When compared to former assessments, changes like 
this may have an impact on student performance. Therefore, during the early phases of the implementation of 
new standards and assessments, one must be cognizant of these changes when interpreting the scores. Because 
the CCSS for each grade level build on learning at prior grade levels, students’ instructional experience with 
CCSS-aligned curriculum and pedagogical strategies should also be considered. In the early years of 
implementation, this may be an important consideration for students at higher grade levels. One must keep in 
mind that when new content standards are assessed, the summative assessment scores will reflect both the 
degree to which the content standards are well implemented in a school and the degree to which students have 
learned them. Summative assessment results should be viewed as one indicator among multiple sources of 
evidence such as classroom-based tests, course grades, and samples of student work when making 
decisions about student performance.  
 

ACCESSING ONLINE RESULTS 

Smarter Balanced non-confidential aggregate results are publicly reported through EdSight 
(http://edsight.ct.gov), an interactive website that integrates important school and district information collected 
by the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) that serves as a single source for all data-driven 
analyses and reporting. Information can be sorted, filtered, and compared across schools and districts, and 
across race/ethnicity, and gender.  
 

Smarter Balanced results for individual students are password protected and available to authorized school 
district personnel in the Score Reports feature of the Online Reporting System (ORS) located on the 
Connecticut Smarter Balanced Assessment Portal (CT.portal.airast.org). 
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2017 RIDGEFIELD PUBLIC SCHOOLS  

ADMINISTRATION DETAILS 

 Elementary Middle 

What grade levels?  Grades 3 – 5  Grades 6 – 8 

What tests?  Grades 3–5: Smarter Balanced 
Assessments:  Language Arts and 

Math  

 Grades 6–8: Smarter Balanced 
Assessments:  Language Arts and Math 

What dates?  Smarter Balanced 
Testing Windows 

  
Grades 4 & 5: April 25 – May 5 

  
Grade 3:  May 8 – May 19 

 Smarter Balanced 
Testing Window 

  
Grades 6, 7 & 8: 

 
April 26 – May 6  

Other Smarter Balanced Assessment Details 

Did testing occur everyday? Test sessions were scheduled within the designated window (see above), however 
testing did not take place everyday.  

 
 

Total Time? 

Grades 3 - 5 
Testing time approximately*  

4 hours total  
within the testing window 

Grades 6 - 8 
Testing time approximately*  

4.5 hours total  
within the testing window 

Each session was approximately 60 minutes 

Format? On-line; school computers 

*approximate/estimated time as it is an untimed test 
 
PARTICIPATION RATES  

 

ALL CT Districts 

Grade  English Language Arts Mathematics 

03 99.3% 99.1% 

04 99.1% 99.0% 

05 99.1% 98.9% 

06 99.0% 98.6% 

07 98.5% 98.1% 

08 98.0% 97.6% 

All Tested Grades 98.8% 98.5% 
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PARTICIPATION RATES  
 

RIDGEFIELD PUBLIC SCHOOLS  

All Tested Grades by School English Language Arts Mathematics 

Barlow Mountain (grades 3 - 5) 94.2% 93.5% 

Branchville (grades 3 - 5)  99.4% 99.4% 

Farmingville (grades 3 - 5) 99.5% 99.5% 

Ridgebury (grades 3 - 5) 97.7% 97.7% 

Scotland (grades 3 - 5) 97.5% 97.5% 

Veterans Park (grades 3 - 5) 97.6% 97.0% 

East Ridge (grades 6 - 8) 97.5% 97.2% 

Scotts Ridge (grades 6 - 8) 94.6% 94.0% 

Districtwide (grades 3 - 8 ) 96.9% 96.6% 
 
THE IMPORTANCE OF PARTICIPATION 
 
 

The  federal requirement for participation in state standardized testing is 95%.  Participation rates are factored 
into the Connecticut State Department of Education’s Accountability System.  
 
Note:  There will be a few differences between this reporting of assessment results and the handling of these 
assessment scores in accountability calculations.  For example, only students who are enrolled in the same 
district/school from October 1 to the time of testing are included in accountability calculations; however, results 
for those students are included here with respective district/school. 
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OVERALL SMARTER BALANCED RESULTS • SPRING 2017 

 

 
 

 
 

Ridgefield 
School District 

ELA 
(All grades combined - 3-8) 

Math 
(All grades combined - 3-8) 

2015-16  
% Level 3 or above 

2016-17  
% Level 3 or above 

2015-16  
% Level 3 or above 

2016-17  
% Level 3 or above 

82.4% 79.6% 70.5% 69.8% 

 

 RIDGEFIELD SPRING 2017 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 3 & 4  

Grade Subject # of 
students 

# 
tested 

count % count % count % count % count % Avg. 
VSS 

 
3 

ELA 339 332 13 3.9 39 11.7 90 27.1 190 57.2 280 84.3 2501 

Math 339 332 17 5.1 52 15.7 124 37.3 139 41.9 263 79.2 2488 

 
4 

ELA 376 367 22 6.0 35 9.5 90 24.5 220 59.9 310 84.5 2548 

Math 376 367 11 3.0 75 20.4 115 31.3 166 45.2 281 76.6 2536 

 
5 

ELA 359 349 19 5.4 34 9.7 99 28.4 197 56.4 296 84.8 2586 

Math 359 347 21 6.1 84 24.2 88 25.4 154 44.4 242 69.7 2563 

 
6 

ELA 413 406 24 5.9 74 18.2 153 37.7 155 38.2 308 75.9 2587 

Math 413 405 45 11.1 108 26.7 96 23.7 156 38.5 252 62.2 2581 

 
7 

ELA 405 389 27 6.9 63 16.2 149 38.3 150 38.6 299 76.9 2614 

Math 405 388 40 10.3 87 22.4 120 30.9 141 36.3 261 67.3 2603 

 
8 

ELA 451 427 34 8.0 79 18.5 183 42.9 131 30.7 314 73.5 2616 

Math 451 424 55 13.0 88 20.8 118 27.8 163 38.4 281 66.3 2619 
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SMARTER BALANCED ELA RESULTS • SPRING 2017 

The following data displays present overall district performance in English Language Arts by grade, school 
and subgroup reported as percentages.  State and similar district (DRG) comparisons are also provided.  

 

Data Note:  Achievement data was extrapolated from CSDE issued resources, then compiled into single displays.  In 
these reports, some data was reported to the nearest tenth and in others to the nearest whole number.  For the purposes of 
this report all data was rounded to the nearest whole number.  Therefore, in a few instances, when comparing the data 
reported as total “percent at level 3 and 4” with the single levels of 3 and 4, the numbers do not add up  (off by one). 

 

ELA:  Ridgefield District Achievement by Grade and Level 
 
 

Percent at Level 1: 
Does Not Meet the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 2:  
Approaching the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3: 
Meets the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 4:  
Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3 & 4: 
Meets or Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

Grade 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 

3   6 4  8 12  22 27  64 57  86 84 

4   6 6  10 10  22 25  63 60  84 85 

5   5 5  7 10  26 28  62 56  88 85 

6   9 6  14 18  37 38  40 38  77 76 

7   7 7  15 16  39 38  40 39  79 77 

8   4 8  16 19  48 43  33 31  81 74 

District  6 6  12 14  33 34  50 46  82 80 
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ELA:  Ridgefield School Achievement for ALL GRADES Tested  
 

School Percent at Level 1: 
Does Not Meet the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 2:   
Approaching the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3: 
Meets the Achievement 
Level 

Percent at Level 4:   
Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3 & 4: 
Meets or Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

BMES 7 7 27 60 86 

BES 3 9 25 63 88 

FES 4 12 27 57 83 

RES 6.5 8 28 58 86 

SES 3 11 24 62 86 

VPES 9 13 40 48 78 

 

ERMS 6 17 40 37 77 

SRMS 8 19 39 33 73 
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ELA:   School Achievement - Percentage of Students at Level 3 & 4 (meeting or exceeding) 
 

Grade 
 

 BMES 
(# of students) 

BES 
(# of students) 

FES  
(# of students) 

RES 
(# of students) 

SES 
(# of students) 

VPES 
(# of students) 

3  87%  (53) 90% (60) 86% (55) 88% (51) 88% (57) 68% (56) 

4 88% (48) 91% (56) 80% (78) 80% (60) 86% (77) 85% (48) 

5 84% (45) 82% (62) 87% (60) 90% (59) 85% (65) 81% (58) 

 

 
 

ELA:   School Achievement - Percentage of Students at Level 3 & 4 (meeting or exceeding) 
 

 
 

ERMS 
(# of students) 

SRMS 
(# of students) 

6 75%  (259) 78%  (147) 

7 79%  (244) 74%  (144) 

8 78%  (262) 67%  (164) 
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COMPARATIVE DATA  

ELA Comparison  
ALL GRADES Tested 

% of Students at Level 3 & 4  

 CT 
All districts 

Darien Easton New 
Canaan 

Redding Ridgefield Weston Westport Wilton 

% 54 85 85 88 76 80 74 81 76 

 

Comparable districts RANGE :  74 - 88 DIFFERENCE:  14 AVERAGE:  81 

  
 

 GRADES 3 - 8 
% of Students at Level 3 & 4  

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

Darien 79 84 85 86 87 88 

Easton 80 86 85 89 85 82 

New Canaan 87 92 92 85 87 85 

Redding 76 86 75 66 76 78 

Ridgefield 84 85 85 76 77 74 

Weston 70 76 78 77 72 73 

Westport 80 88 87 81 77 73 

Wilton 72 77 82 71 80 73 

RANGE 70-87 76-92 75-92 71-89 72-87 73-88 

Difference 17 16 17 18 15 15 

AVG. 79 84 84 79 80 78 
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COMPARATIVE DATA  

ELA COMPARISONS  
 

Students with Disabilities (SWD) compared to students that do not have disabilities (non-IDEA) 

 

 ALL TESTED GRADES 

 2016 2017 

ALL students at Level 3 & 4 82% 80% 

SWD at Level 3 & 4  34% 35% 

 

ELA ACHIEVEMENT • BY GRADE • BY CSDE DESIGNATION 

 

Name Grade 2016 
% at Level 3 & 4 

2017 
% at Level 3 & 4 

ALL 3 86 84 

non-IDEA 3 91 89 

SWD 3 38 49 

ALL 4 84 84 

non-IDEA 4 89 89 

SWD 4 45 41 

ALL 5 88 85 

non-IDEA 5 94 90 

SWD 5 34 45 

ALL 6 77 76 

non-IDEA 6 83 82 

SWD 6 26 24 

ALL 7 79 77 

non-IDEA 7 84 83 

SWD 7 32 29 

ALL 8 81 74 

non-IDEA 8 85 80 

SWD 8 28 27 
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COMPARATIVE DATA  

ELA COMPARISONS  

 

Students with Disabilities (SWD) compared to students that do not have disabilities (non-IDEA) 

 
 

Students with Disabilities (SWD) compared to students that do not have disabilities (non-IDEA) 
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COMPARATIVE DATA 

ELA ACHIEVEMENT • BY GRADE • BY LEVEL 

Students with Disabilities (SWD) compared to students that do not have disabilities (non-IDEA) 

 

Name Grade % at Level 3 & 4 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 

ALL 3 84 4 12 27 57 

non-IDEA 3 89 3 8 27 62 

SWD 3 49 8 44 26 23 

ALL 4 84 6 10 25 60 

non-IDEA 4 89 2 8 25 65 

SWD 4 41 38 22 24 16 

ALL 5 85 5 10 28 56 

non-IDEA 5 90 2 8 28 63 

SWD 5 45 33 21 33 12 

ALL 6 76 6 18 38 38 

non-IDEA 6 82 3 15 40 42 

SWD 6 24 32 44 17 7 

ALL 7 77 7 16 38 39 

non-IDEA 7 83 4 14 40 42 

SWD 7 29 33 38 21 7 

ALL 8 74 8 19 43 31 

non-IDEA 8 80 3 17 46 34 

SWD 8 27 43 31 18 8 

RPS SWD ALL 35  

CT SWD ALL 15  
 

“SWD” is the CSDE designation.  Within the online reporting system, “IDEA indicator” filters SWD group. 
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COMPARATIVE DATA 

 

ELA:  ACHIEVEMENT BY RACE 
ALL TESTED GRADES 

 

 Ridgefield % at level 3 & 4 CT % at level 3 & 4 

American Indian or Alaska Native * 43 

Asian 86 74 

Black or African American * 31 

Hispanic/Latino of any race 67 32 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 

* 55 

Two or More Races 81 58 

White 80 67 

ALL students 80 54 
* Blank sections are present to keep the identity of students confidential when sample sizes are too small. 

 

ELA:  ACHIEVEMENT OF “HIGH NEEDS” 
High Needs: A student who is eligible for free/reduced price meals or is an English learner or a student with a 

disability is included in the “High Needs” super subgroup category. 
 

School (grades tested) % of “High Needs” at Level 3 & 4 

Barlow Mountain (grades 3 -5) * 

Branchville (grades 3 -5) * 

Farmingville (grades 3 -5) * 

Ridgebury (grades 3 -5)                                                                                   53 

Scotland (grades 3 -5) * 

Veterans Park (grades 3 -5) * 

East Ridge (grades 6 - 8) 36 

Scotts Ridge (grades 6 - 8) 19 
* Blank sections are present to keep the identity of students confidential when sample sizes are too small. 
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COMPARATIVE DATA  

 

ELA:  Statewide and RPS Achievement by grade and level  
 

Grade Percent at Level 1: 
Does Not Meet the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 2:   
Approaching the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3: 
Meets the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 4:   
Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3 & 4: 
Meets or Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

3 - RPS  4 12 27 57 84 

3 - CT 25 23 23 29 52 

4 - RPS 6 10 25 60 85 

4 - CT 27 19 24 31 54 

5 - RPS 5 10 28 56 85 

5 - CT 25 18 30 26 56 

6 - RPS 6 18 38 38 76 

6 - CT 22 24 33 21 54 

7 - RPS 7 16 38 39 77 

7 - CT 23 23 36 19 55 

8 - RPS 8 19 43 31 74 

8 - CT 22 24 36 18 54 

RPS 6 14 34 46 80 

State 24 22 30 24 54 
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RIDGEFIELD SMARTER BALANCED MATHEMATICS RESULTS • SPRING 2017 
 
The following data displays present overall district performance in Mathematics by grade, school and 
subgroup reported as percentages.  State and similar district (DRG) comparisons are also provided.  
 

MATHEMATICS:  Ridgefield District Achievement by Grade and Level 
 
 

Percent at Level 1: 
Does Not Meet the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 2:  
Approaching the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3: 
Meets the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 4:  
Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3 & 4: 
Meets or Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

 Grade 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 2016 2017 

3   6 5  14 16  36 37  44 42  80 79 

4  3 3 18 20 40 31 39 45 79 77 

5  12 6 23 24 27 25 39 44 65 70 

6  13 11 30 27 28 24 29 39 57 62 

7  8 10 18 22 32 31 43 36 74 67 

8  11 13 20 21 25 28 45 38 70 66 

District 9 8 21 22 31 29 40 41 71 70 
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MATHEMATICS:  Ridgefield School Achievement for ALL GRADES tested  
 

School Percent at Level 1: 
Does Not Meet the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 2:   
Approaching the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3: 
Meets the Achievement 
Level 

Percent at Level 4:   
Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3 & 4: 
Meets or Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

BMES 3 19 29 49 78 

BES 4 19 33 44 77 

FES 5 19 30 46 76 

RES 7 18 35 41 75 

SES 5 21 33 42 74 

VPES 6 24 28 43 71 

 

ERMS 11 23 28 38 66 

SRMS 13 23 26 38 64 
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MATHEMATICS:   School Achievement - Percentage of Students at Level 3 & 4 (meeting or exceeding) 

Grade  BMES 
(# of students) 

BES 
(# of students) 

FES  
(# of students) 

RES 
(# of students) 

SES 
(# of students) 

VPES 
(# of students) 

3  83% (53) 85% (60) 89% (55) 82% (51) 72% (57) 64% (56) 

4 75% (48) 84% (56) 77% (78) 63% (60) 78% (77) 83% (48) 

5 75% (44) 63% (62) 62% (60) 81% (59) 72% (65) 67% (57) 
 

 
 
MATHEMATICS:   School Achievement - Percentage of Students at Level 3 & 4 (meeting or exceeding) 

GRADE 
 

ERMS 
(# of students) 

SRMS 
(# of students) 

6 62% (258) 63% (147) 

7 69% (244) 64% (143) 

8 68% (261) 64% (162) 
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COMPARATIVE DATA  

Mathematics Comparison  
 

ALL GRADES TESTED 
% of Students at Level 3 & 4  

 CT 
All districts 

Darien Easton New 
Canaan 

Redding Ridgefield Weston Westport Wilton 

% 46 81 75 85 75 70 73 74 69 

 

Comparable districts RANGE :  69-85 DIFFERENCE: 16 AVERAGE:  75 

  
 

GRADES 3 - 8 
% of Students at Level 3 & 4  

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

Darien 81 78 76 84 81 85 

Easton 79 90 73 68 75 71 

New Canaan 86 92 84 82 82 84 

Redding 84 88 69 59 73 79 

Ridgefield 79 77 70 62 67 66 

Weston 80 72 67 72 69 79 

Westport 77 80 77 72 78 63 

Wilton 71 74 74 59 75 64 

RANGE 71-86 72-92 67-84 59-84 67-82 63-85 

Difference 15 20 17 25 15 22 

AVG. 80 81 74 70 75 74 
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COMPARATIVE DATA  

MATH COMPARISONS  

 

Students with Disabilities (SWD) compared to students that do not have disabilities (non-IDEA) 
 

 ALL TESTED GRADES 

 2016 2017 

ALL students at Level 3 & 4 71% 70% (amended 11/17/17) 

SWD at Level 3 & 4  18% 23% 

 

MATH ACHIEVEMENT • BY GRADE • BY CSDE DESIGNATION 

Name Grade 2016 
% at Level 3 & 4 

2017 
% at Level 3 & 4 

ALL 3 80% 79% 

SWD 3 25% 41% 

non-IDEA 3 86% 84% 

ALL 4 79% 77% 

SWD 4 36% 24% 

non-IDEA 4 83% 82% 

ALL 5 65% 70% 

SWD 5 8% 26% 

non-IDEA 5 71% 76% 

ALL 6 57% 62% 

SWD 6 8% 7% 

non-IDEA 6 63% 68% 

ALL 7 74% 67% 

SWD 7 26% 17% 

non-IDEA 7 80% 73% 

ALL 8 70% 66% 

SWD 8 3% 24% 

non-IDEA 8 75% 72% 
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Students with Disabilities (SWD) compared to students that do not have disabilities (non-IDEA) 

 

   

 

Students with Disabilities (SWD) compared to students that do not have disabilities (non-IDEA) 
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COMPARATIVE DATA 

 

MATH • BY GRADE • BY LEVEL  

Students with Disabilities (SWD) compared to students that do not have disabilities (non-IDEA) 

 

Name Grade % at Level 3 & 4 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 

ALL 3 79 5 16 37 42 

non-IDEA 3 84 2 13 38 46 

SWD 3 41 26 33 31 10 

ALL 4 77 3 20 31 45 

non-IDEA 4 82 0 17 33 49 

SWD 4 24 27 49 16 8 

ALL 5 70 6 24 25 44 

non-IDEA 5 76 2 22 28 48 

SWD 5 26 36 38 10 17 

ALL 6 62 11 27 24 39 

non-IDEA 6 68 5 26 26 43 

SWD 6 7 61 32 5 2 

ALL 7 67 10 22 31 36 

non-IDEA 7 73 5 21 33 40 

SWD 7 17 52 31 12 5 

ALL 8 66 13 21 28 38 

non-IDEA 8 72 7 21 29 43 

SWD 8 24 59 16 18 6 

RPS ALL 70  

STATE ALL 46  

RPS  SWD 23 (amended 11/17/17) 

STATE  SWD 11 (amended 11/17/17) 

 

“SWD” is the CSDE designation.  Within the online reporting system, “IDEA indicator” filters SWD group 
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COMPARATIVE DATA 

MATH:  ACHIEVEMENT BY RACE 
ALL TESTED GRADES 

 Ridgefield % at level 3 & 4 CT % at level 3 & 4 

American Indian or Alaska Native * 35% 

Asian 87% 73% 

Black or African American * 20% 

Hispanic/Latino of any race 57% 24% 

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 

* 48% 

Two or More Races 85% 48% 

White 69% 59% 

ALL RPS students 70%  
* Blank sections are present to keep the identity of students confidential when sample sizes are too small. 

 
MATH:  ACHIEVEMENT OF “HIGH NEEDS” 

High Needs: A student who is eligible for free/reduced price meals or is an English learner or a student with a 
disability is included in the “High Needs” super subgroup category. 

 

School (grades tested) % of “High Needs” at Level 3 & 4 

Barlow Mountain (grades 3 -5) * 

Branchville (grades 3 -5) * 

Farmingville (grades 3 -5) * 

Ridgebury (grades 3 -5) * 

Scotland (grades 3 -5) * 

Veterans Park (grades 3 -5) * 

East Ridge (grades 6 - 8) 26% 

Scotts Ridge (grades 6 - 8) 14% 

State of CT (all students) 22% 
* Blank sections are present to keep the identity of students confidential when sample sizes are too small. 
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COMPARATIVE DATA  

 

MATH:  Statewide and RPS Achievement by Grade and Level  

 

Grade Percent at Level 1: 
Does Not Meet the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 2:   
Approaching the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3: 
Meets the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 4:   
Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

Percent at Level 3 & 4: 
Meets or Exceeds the 
Achievement Level 

3 - RPS  5 16 37 42 79 

3 - CT 24 23 30 24 53 

4 - RPS 3 20 31 45 77 

4 - CT 21 30 27 23 50 

5 - RPS 6 24 25 44 70 

5 - CT 30 27 20 23 43 

6 - RPS 11 27 24 39 62 

6 - CT 28 28 22 22 44 

7 - RPS 10 22 31 36 67 

7 - CT 30 28 21 21 43 

8 - RPS 13 21 28 38                              66 

8 - CT 34 24 20 22 42 

District 8 22 29 41 70 

State 28 27 23 23 46 
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THREE WAYS TO UNDERSTAND CHANGE IN PERFORMANCE 
From CSDE Developing Connecticut’s Growth Model for the Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment 

in ELA and Mathematics  

 

To further understand the concept of growth, let’s contrast three ways in which educators commonly understand 
change in student performance. 

 

Achievement Change simply compares student achievement for the same grade across years. For example, a 
superintendent may say that the proficiency rate of students in grade 4 in our district has increased from 50% in 
one year to 53% in the next year, an improvement of 3 percentage points. While that is technically accurate, this 
approach is actually comparing the performance of two different groups of fourth graders. The difference in 
performance between the two groups may be due to the fact that the groups are different to begin with; maybe 
the higher performing group of fourth graders just started off higher. This approach is really just the starting 
point for understanding change in performance.  
 

In the “Rough Cohort” Change approach, for example, a superintendent may compare the proficiency rate of 
this year’s fourth graders to that of last year’s third graders. If your district experiences little student mobility 
and almost all students are promoted from one grade to the next each year, most of the students will be the same 
across years. However, if your district experiences high student mobility, a greater percentage of students across 
the two years will be different. 
 

The Matched Student Cohort Change (or Growth) compares the achievement of the same student from one 
grade in year 1 to the next higher grade in year 2. This is generally considered the gold standard for growth 
because there are no mismatched students; only those students who are matched across years are included in the 
calculation. The matched approach allows us to quantify the amount of growth achieved by the same students 
from near the end of one grade, to the end of the next grade.  
 

 Achievement Change “Rough Cohort” Change Matched Student Cohort Growth 

What is it? 
 
How does it 
work? 

Compares student 
achievement across years 
(e.g., achievement of grade 4 
students in 2016 is compared 
to the achievement of grade 4 
students in 2017) 

Compares the achievement of 
a group of students from one 
grade in year 1 to a group of 
students in the next higher 
grade in year 2 (e.g., grade 3 
in 2016 to grade 4 in 2017) 

Compares the achievement of the 
same student from one grade in year 
1 to the next higher grade in year 2 
(e.g., student in grade 3 in 2016 to 
grade 4 in 2017) 

Who is 
compared? 

Different students across 
different years 

Mostly the same students 
though there can be some 
mismatches due to student 
mobility, entry and exit 

The same students from one year to 
the next...no mismatches 

What is 
measured? 

Proficiency rate (e.g., percent 
at or above level 3) and/or 
average scale scores 

Proficiency rate (e.g., percent 
at or above level 3) and/or 
average scale scores 

The amount of growth to standard 
achieved by each student and 
groups of students 

What does it 
offer? 

The starting point for 
understanding change 

A “rough estimate” of growth The gold standard for growth and 
for understanding instructional 
effectiveness 
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DETERMINING THE GROWTH CATEGORIES 
From CSDE Developing Connecticut’s Growth Model for the Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment 

in ELA and Mathematics 
 

Connecticut’s growth model uses the matched student cohort change approach and can be thought of as a 
growth-to-standard approach. It is based on the Smarter Balanced vertical scale. The model establishes 
ambitious yet achievable vertical scale score targets for each student. 

 

The amount of growth achieved by students performing at different points on the vertical scale can vary greatly. 
Generally, students at higher levels of achievement show smaller amounts of growth. Therefore, the CSDE 
utilized an approach to divide each of the nationally established Smarter Balanced achievement levels into two; 
this approach was similar to the one used in the past with the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). 
 

GROWTH TARGET TABLES 
 

The growth target tables for ELA and Mathematics are presented below. Here is an example to illustrate how to 
determine the growth target amount for a student. If a Grade 3 student earns a Smarter Balanced ELA vertical 
scale score of 2350 in the first year, this places the student in the High Level 1 category in Grade 3 (highlighted 
below). By the end of grade 4, this student will be expected to grow 71 points from 2350, or in other words, 
achieve a vertical scale score of at least 2421. Note that sometimes students achieving their growth target may 
not advance from one category in one grade to the next higher category in the next grade. This is not a 
categorical growth model but one based purely on the vertical scale scores.  
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OUTCOME MEASURES 
From CSDE Developing Connecticut’s Growth Model for the Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment 

in ELA and Mathematics 

 

Using the growth target set for each student entering grades 4 through 8, two outcome measures are assigned to 
each student: 

 

1. Growth Rate: This is a binary measure indicating whether a student met the growth target (i.e., 
value=1 or yes) or not (i.e., value=0 or no) 

 

2. Percentage of Target Achieved (PTA): The Percentage of Target Achieved is how much of the 
growth target was achieved by the student. It is calculated as follows: 

 

𝑃𝑇𝐴  = 𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡h 𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡  𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡h 𝑇𝑎𝑟𝑔𝑒𝑡 
 

The growth rate is not a continuous measure. Students nearly meeting the target will be deemed to not have met 
the target, even if they missed the target by just 1 vertical scale score point. On the contrary, the Percentage of 
Target Achieved is a continuous measure. Students get credit for any growth up to and even 10 percent beyond 
the target. 

 

The two growth outcome measures are aggregated for schools, districts, or student groups. This results in two 
measures: growth rate and average PTA. The growth rate is the percentage of students that met their target, 
while the average PTA is the average percentage of the growth target that was achieved across all students. The 
growth rate is simpler to understand while the average percentage of target achieved is more nuanced. 

 

The CSDE reports both measures but will include the more precise, average percentage of target achieved in the 
district and school accountability model.  
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GROWTH COMPARISONS CHART  •  Spring 2016 to Spring 2017  

 

 Average Vertical Scale Score  

Grade Subject Ridgefield 
Growth Rate % 

CT Avg.  
Growth Rate % 

Ridgefield 
P.T.A. % 

CT Avg.  
P.T.A. % 

4 ELA 52.9 38.4 72.6 62.1 

Math 52.6 40.0 77.1 68.3 

5 ELA 53.9 36.2 71.1 58.6 

Math 48.0 41.6 69.3 62.5 

6 ELA 29.2 35.3 39.8 53.3 

Math 48.3 43.4 65.4 62.2 

7 ELA 49.7 36.4 64.5 54.2 

Math 57.7 41.4 76.9 58.8 

8 ELA 34.8 33.3 46.0 49.2 

Math 43.0 40.0 54.9 56.5 
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OVERALL SUMMARY 

 

Participation Rates 
 

Extensive efforts were made by Ridgefield Public Schools administrators and educators to ensure students in 
grades three through eight understood the importance of participation in the 2017 Smarter Balanced summative 
assessments.  As outlined by the CSDE, the District Test Coordinator provided guidance and resources to 
support the communication of the assessment, assessment testing windows and obligation to participate.  
 
Testing windows were carefully selected to provide ample opportunity for guidance and communication with 
families, as well as to ensure optimal testing conditions for students.  Specifically, the timing and the number of 
test sessions was responsive to student instructional needs and the necessary environment for administration. 
Testing began after the RPS April vacation, sessions were approximately one hour per day, and the number of 
scheduled test days was reduced from the previous year.  
 
Central office and building administrators in collaboration with the PTA leadership conducted significant 
outreach to all families to educate parents and students about the Smarter Balanced summative assessment.  In 
addition, elementary and middle school principals met individually with parents that inquired about 
non-participation in the testing administration.  Ultimately, for those students that did not participate, parents on 
their behalf submitted in writing to the administration their understanding of the expectation of participation and 
details of the Smarter Balanced assessment.  
 
Beginning in 2015, participation rates have increased (significantly 2015 to  2016) over the last 3 years. For 
English language arts, participation increased from 90.2% (2015) to 97.5% (2016) to 98.8% (2017).  In 
Mathematics, participation increased from 88.9% (2015) to 97.3% (2016) to 98.5% (2017).  
 
Performance 
 

Districtwide results help to communicate how well RPS students performed relative to the CT Core Standards 
for English language arts and Mathematics.  Ridgefield Public Schools overall 2017 district achievement for 
ELA in grades three through eight was 79.6% of students meeting or exceeding the standard (levels 3 & 4).  The 
overall 2017 district achievement for Mathematics was 69.8% of students meeting or exceeding the standard 
(levels 3 & 4).  For “all grades tested” the percent of students at levels 3 and 4 in dropped slightly from 2016, 
by 2.8% in ELA and 0.7% in Mathematics.  In both ELA and Mathematics, the overall district achievement 
levels were greater than that of the State and commensurate with comparable districts in the region. 
 
In reviewing achievement by grade, performance remained relatively similar year-to-year.  Generally 
insignificant, there were both increases and decreases in performance in both subject areas.  
Changes of note: 

● ELA: 
○ Grade eight was the only grade that saw a change of more than 3% year to year (-7%). 

● Mathematics: 
○ Grades five and six saw increases of more than 3% (ELA +5% and Mathematics +6%). 
○ Grades seven and eight saw decreases of 7% and 4% respectively.  
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“Rough Cohort” data from 2017 demonstrated generally consistent performance one grade to the next.  
 
Changes of note: 

● ELA: 
○ Grade five to six there was a 12% decrease 

● Mathematics: 
○ Grade four to five there was a 9% decrease  
○ Grade six to seven there was a 10% increase  
○ Grade seven to eight there was an 8% decrease  

 

Throughout the DRG there were similar shifts, dips and increases grade to grade, year to year.  
 

Comparisons between students with disabilities (SWD) and those without again yielded significant differences 
between the performance of the two groups. Over the last three years, nearly the same percentage of students 
with disabilities met or exceeded the standard in ELA (34-35% at levels 3 & 4).  In ELA, the gap between 
students with disabilities and “all students tested” was slightly reduced by 3 percentage points.  Year to year, in 
Mathematics there was an increase of 5 in the percent of students at levels 3 and 4.  However, the gap between 
“all students tested” and students with disabilities remained the same at 53. This gap in performance is deeply 
disappointing and greatly influences our continued efforts in systemic strategies in special education, related 
services, instruction, assessment, professional learning, and developing inclusive cultures that focus on meeting 
the needs of  all learners.  

 

One of the primary takeaways from Connecticut’s new Growth Model in reporting Smarter Balanced              
Data is that ALL students are expected to grow in relation to where they are individually. This means                  
100% of students who take the Smarter Balanced Assessment, whether proficient, excelling, or below proficient               
need to make gains according to the vertical scaled score they receive. As every individual student receives their                  
own growth target each year, the goal is to have 100% of our students achieve as close to their individual targets                     
as possible. The CSDE suggests that if student growth rates are around 70% then the Percentage of Target                  
Achieved will yield 100%. 
 
In looking at the 2016-2017 Smarter Balanced Growth Model data set, it is imperative that we remember                 
that the data analysis is based on how many and how close our students achieved their growth targets                  
based on their Smarter Balanced vertical scaled scores from the previous year (2015-2016). Knowing this,               
it is also important to remember that the growth model is a new way of looking at data in the state of                      
Connecticut. As a result districts, including Ridgefield, are making necessary changes in all aspects of a                
student’s K-12 educational experience in response. 
 
Ridgefield Public Schools exceeds both the Growth Rate and Percentage of Target Achieved (PTA) in               
comparison to the state of Connecticut in: 

● Grade four ELA and Math 
● Grade five ELA and Math 
● Grade six Math 
● Grade Seven ELA and Math 
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Ridgefield Public Schools dipped below the state of Connecticut average in Growth Rate and Percentage of                
Target Achieved (PTA) in the following areas: 

● Grade six ELA  
● Grade eight ELA and Math 

 
Similar to like districts in our District Reference Group (DRG) we see dips and peaks in data that should be                    
considered carefully with more contextual information and other data sets to help provide a more holistic                
picture in regards to the results. 
 
What is clear however is that a growth model means that there is no longer a ‘ceiling’ of achievement and that                     
the ‘apex’ of high performing has been removed. With the mindset that there is always room to grow the                   
Ridgefield Public Schools will continue to monitor all facets of our students’ education journey in order to                 
optimize their ability to grow and even exceed their targets. 
 
Used in conjunction with other data sources, these 2017 results provide the district with student performance 
data to guide discussion and decision-making related to future programming, resource needs, and measures for 
systemic continuous improvement in the district.  
 
Resources 
 
The Public Portal for CSDE data:  http://Edsight.ct.gov 

 

Smarter Balanced Resources for Parents:  http://www.smarterbalanced.org/parents/ and 

http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2748&q=335764. 

 

CSDE Smarter Balanced Assessments 2016 Interpretive Guide:  http://bit.ly/InterpretiveGuide2016 
 
CSDE Smarter Balanced Assessments 2017 Interpretive Guide:  http://bit.ly/InterpretiveGuide2017 
 
Achievement Level Descriptors (ALDs) available at:  goo.gl/aY7c1I 
 

CSDE Smarter Balanced page of website:  http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2748&Q=334488 

 

CSDE Communication Tools for Smarter Balanced (including sample student reports): 

http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2748&q=336294 

 

CSDE Student Assessment page of website: 

http://www.sde.ct.gov/sde/cwp/view.asp?a=2748&Q=334726 

 

CSDE Developing Connecticut’s Growth Model for the Smarter Balanced Summative Assessment in ELA and 

Mathematics 

http://edsight.ct.gov/relatedreports/CT%20Growth%20Model%20Technical%20Paper%20FINAL.pdf 
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