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Quarterly Progress Report

2028 NAEP SCIENCE FRAMEWORK UPDATE

Project Overview

In July 2022, the Governing Board awarded a contract to WestEd to conduct an update of the NAEP
Science Assessment Framework and the companion Assessment and Item Specifications. The goal of the
Science Framework project is to update the NAEP Science Framework documents through the work of a
30-person Steering Panel, a 20-person Development Panel, an 8-person Educator Advisory Committee
(EAC), and a 6-person Technical Advisory Committee (TAC). This will be accomplished through an initial
Steering Panel meeting, three subsequent Development Panel meetings, conducting ongoing and
targeted outreach efforts to gather public comment on draft versions of the documents, and production
of a final updated Science Assessment Framework and Assessment and Item Specifications for Science
to be submitted to the Governing Board by late October 2023.

The Science Framework update is to be conducted using a combination of external experts and science
specialists within WestEd. To complete this work, WestEd has partnered with Safal Partners, to assist
with gathering and analyzing public comment feedback, and Cary I. Sneider Consulting, to assist with
writing the framework update. Input into the framework document update will also come from project
collaborators: the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), the Council of the Great City Schools
(CGCS), and several key organizations in science and science education: the National Science Teachers
Association (NSTA), the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), the Council of
State Science Supervisors (CSSS), the Science State Collaborative on Assessment and Student Standards
(SCASS) at CCSSO, the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE), and the National Science
Education Leadership Association (NSELA). WestEd will also work closely with Widmeyer/FINN Partners,
the Governing Board’s designated communications contractor for the science framework update,
throughout the project.

Project Team

The Project Management Team consists of Mark Loveland, Taunya Nesin, Marianne Perie, Steve
Schneider, and Megan Schneider. As project director, Mark Loveland provides day-to-day leadership,
management, and liaising with the Governing Board. Dr. Loveland was project coordinator for the TEL
Framework development project and project co-director for the Mathematics and Reading Framework
updates. Science Content Lead, Taunya Nesin, has oversight for all programmatic activities. A panel
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leadership team of four will work with WestEd to plan meetings and represent the panel’s work to the
Governing Board. Together, they and Dr. Nesin will lead the Steering and Development Panel activities,
and Dr. Nesin also coordinates the EAC. Measurement Lead, Dr. Perie, will coordinate the TAC. Senior
Advisor Steve Schneider has over 40 years of science, mathematics, and technology education
experience and led WestEd’s four previous Framework development and update projects. Ms. Schneider
serves as Project Manager, documenting all project activities. In addition to the project leaders, the
broader project team includes additional Science subject matter experts, members of the Science
measurement team, project coordinators, and research assistants.

Project Timeline

The project timeline, first identified in the project kickoff meeting and updated as needed, describes
WestEd’s project management and coordination of panel, EAC, and TAC activities to update the NAEP
Science Assessment Framework and Assessment and ltem Specifications. The bulk of the framework
update work will be carried out by the Framework Steering and Development Panels. Comprised of 30
individuals representing various stakeholder groups, the Framework Steering Panel formulates
recommendations for updating the Science Framework, based on the state of the field. Twenty
members of the Steering Panel constitute the Framework Development Panel. The Development Panel
is charged with developing the draft outlines of the project documents and engaging in the detailed
deliberations to determine how to reflect the Steering Panel recommendations in an updated
framework. Dates for the Steering Panel meeting and the three Development Panel meetings have been
finalized for October 2022, December 2022, January 2023, and June 2023. Additional work is taking
place asynchronously and via webinars.

Preparatory work for the Framework Panel activities has been extensive. WestEd has prepared a project
Design Document which serves as the blueprint for the project processes, describing outcomes and
metrics, and as the touchstone for quality assurance monitoring. Additionally, a Technical Advisory
Committee comprised of six technical experts will respond to technical issues raised during panel
deliberations. A new addition to the framework update process, an Educator Advisory Committee
provides additional guidance from teachers and administrators.

Progress to Date

Initial Deliverables

Prior to engaging the Steering and Development Panels, WestEd prepared a project timeline, which
describes the scope, sequence, and schedule for updating the framework documents, and a project
Design Document, which serves as the blueprint for the project processes, describing outcomes and
metrics, and as the touchstone for quality assurance monitoring.

Using processes outlined in the Design Document, WestEd worked in consultation with Governing Board
staff and Widmeyer/FINN Partners to support the Assessment Development Committee (ADC)
recommendation of 30 members of the Steering and Development Panels. WestEd staff worked with
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Board staff and the ADC to suggest criteria to evaluate the 120 nominations submitted to the Board in
response to the open call for panelist nominations. The following factors were prioritized in constructing
a balanced panel: individuals specifically nominated to represent a national organization, given the
critical need to engage various constituencies; panelist role; experience and expertise overall and the
specific sub-content areas covered by the framework; demographic characteristics, including race,
gender, and geography; previous experience with and stance on the Next Generation Science Standards
(NGSS), including both NGSS developers and critics, and practitioners in states that have adopted NGSS
standards, NGSS-alike standards, and non-NGSS standards; and diverse perspectives on issues relevant
to the Board charge. The Assessment Development Committee finalized their recommended slate of
panelists on August 23, and the recommended slate of panelists and potential alternates was
unanimously approved by the Executive Committee on August 29. All 30 invited panelists agreed to
participate on the framework panels.

The work of the panels, TAC, and EAC has been informed by a review of the issues identified in the
Governing Board charge and a compilation of resources. The Governing Board charge served as a
springboard for discussion by the framework panels and addressed specific issues that are likely to be
engaged in the update process. The resource compilation has been a “living document,” with additional
resources added throughout the panel activities as they have been identified.

Panel Activities

Panel activities have been successfully conducted around the Steering Panel meetings and the first two
Development Panel meetings. The October 2022 Steering Panel meeting and pre-meeting activities
focused primarily on orienting panelists to the project and to the current state of science education and
assessment, followed by the generation of recommendations for the subsequent work to be done by
the Development Panel. The recommendations focused on: 1) updating the construct of science to be
assessed; 2) updating NAEP Science content statements and practices, along with adding in cross-cutting
concepts; 3) expanding the science construct to include aspects of technology and engineering; 4)
describing how NAEP Science should assess the three dimensions of science; and 5) describing how
student performance should be reported in light of science-specific contextual variables and students’
opportunity to learn science.

The first Development Panel meeting, held in December 2022, used the Steering Panel
recommendations and the issues identified in the Board charge to identify broad areas of the current
Science Framework that would serve as the starting point for the update process. Working in small
groups in the first meeting and in between meetings, the Development Panel conducted a thorough
examination of the current Framework and provided targeted recommendations for the updated
Framework outline and the accompanying Specifications document. The Panel’s work has largely been
completed in small sub-groups, related to updating the definition of science achievement, disciplinary
concepts and practices, integrating aspects of technology and engineering, defining cross-cutting
concepts, and the assessment design.

The second Development Panel meeting, conducted in January 2023, focused on finalizing the major
sections of the draft Framework outline. Working primarily through whole group discussions, the panel
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came to consensus on a number of proposals for finalizing the outline for public comment. Panelists
continued to work in their small groups following the in-person meeting to prepare the initial draft of
the framework outline for review by the Steering Panel. The Steering Panel met virtually in February
2023 to review and discuss the draft outline, before additional revisions were made in preparation for
the March Governing Board meeting and for public comment in March and April.

TAC Activities

The TAC has met on five occasions, to discuss the issues presented in the Board charge, to provide
feedback on the Steering Panel recommendations, to provide guidance on questions coming out of the
Development Panel meetings, and to review the draft framework outline before it goes out for public
comment. The TAC has provided guidance on a broad spectrum of issues, ranging from student choice
and writing claims to assessing three dimensions of science and reporting on multi/inter-disciplinary
items. Two representatives of the TAC have attended each of the in-person panel meetings, sitting in on
panel discussions and providing guidance to the panel.

EAC Activities

The EAC has met on four occasions, to discuss the issues presented in the Board charge, to provide
feedback on the Steering Panel recommendations, to provide input on issues coming out of the
Development Panel meetings, and to review the draft framework outline before it goes out for public
comment. The EAC has provided input on a broad spectrum of issues, ranging from the NAEP contextual
variables survey questionnaires to proposed elements of the draft framework outline. Two
representatives of the EAC have attended each of the in-person panel meetings, sitting in on panel
discussions and providing input to the panel. A sub-set of the EAC has also contributed to the small-
group work of the panel.

Next Steps

Panel Activities

The Development Panel will convene for a virtual meeting on March 7, 2023. The focus of this meeting
will be to consider feedback from the Steering Panel, TAC, EAC, and the Governing Board on the draft
framework outline before it goes out for public comment. The Panel will also discuss the process,
timelines, and assignments for engaging in outreach activities leading up to and during the public
comment period, from March 13 to April 17. Following public comment, the Development Panel will
meet virtually in early May to review the public comment summary, leading to the third and final in-
person Development Panel meeting on June 5-6, 2023 in Washington, DC. The focus of this meeting will
be to reconcile feedback on the framework outline and come to consensus on critical decisions needed
to revise full draft narrative versions of each framework chapter and the achievement level descriptions
(ALDs). The Steering Panel will meet virtually in July to discuss final revisions of the framework draft. The
Development Panel will meet virtually in August and September to resolve any remaining issues needed
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to finalize the framework and to review drafts of the Specifications document for submission to the
Governing Board in late October.

Drafts of the Updated Framework Outline and Framework Narrative

WestEd developed a timeline and process for generating drafts of the framework outline for public
review and comment, starting on March 13, 2023. Early drafts consisted of individual chapter
components to be crafted by assigned panel small groups in the month following the first Development
Panel meeting. An initial outline draft combined the chapter drafts into a single framework outline
following the second Development Panel meeting, followed by a series of internal (project staff, Steering
Panel) and external (Governing Board staff, TAC, EAC) reviews. Project staff will incorporate the
feedback from these reviews in preparation for a presentation by the panel leadership team to the
Governing Board at its quarterly meeting in March 2023. Based on feedback from the reviews, a revised
draft of the updated framework outline will be prepared in early March 2023 for public comment from
March 13 to April 17. Draft 1 of the full framework narrative will include revisions in response to
feedback received during the public comment period and will be the subject of the final Development
Panel meeting in June 2023. Draft 2 of the full framework will be submitted for Governing Board review
at its quarterly Board meeting in August 2023. The final version of the 2028 NAEP Science Assessment
Framework will be submitted to the Governing Board in late October 2023 for planned action at the
November 2023 quarterly Board meeting.

Outreach

Planning for outreach activities has been underway. Outreach will be conducted primarily by WestEd
and Safal Partners, in conjunction with Widmeyer/FINN Partners and with assistance from collaborating
organizations. Initial outreach activities will be conducted through mid-April 2023 and will serve multiple
purposes: raise awareness of the NAEP Science Framework update, engage with stakeholders, and
gather external feedback and public comment on the draft framework outline. Outreach will aim to
solicit substantive feedback in significant numbers from each of the stakeholder constituencies:
teachers, curriculum specialists, content experts, assessment specialists, state administrators, local
school administrators, policymakers, business representatives, parents, users of assessment data,
researchers and technical experts, and members of the public.

Members of the Steering and Development Panels will solicit feedback from their member organizations
through in-person and virtual meetings, while the Governing Board and WestEd will actively solicit
feedback from additional stakeholder organizations through a variety of meeting formats and outreach
activities. In all instances, groups will follow procedures for securing input and ensuring representation
of diverse views. Stakeholder organizations will lead a series of outreach efforts to solicit feedback on
draft versions of the framework outline through their extensive membership networks.

Final versions of the framework documents will be developed for submission to the Governing Board on
October 27, 2023. Along with the Framework documents, an annotated summary document will be
developed describing the most significant and broad ranging changes to the framework since the public
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comment period. Any changes made to the Science Framework documents will be carefully documented

for transparency so the Governing Board can see all decision points with rationales.

Milestones

The major milestones of the project are summarized below.

Milestone Dates

Project Kickoff Meeting July 2022

Project Timeline Development July 2022

Design Document Development July — August 2022

Identification of Steering and Development Panelists and TAC Members July — August 2022

Resource Compilation Development September — October 2022

Steering Panel Meeting October 2022

Development Panel Meetings December 2022, January & June 2023

Convene TAC and EAC 10 meetings for each, 2-3 weeks prior to and af-

ter each panel meeting and prior to submission
of draft framework documents

Draft Versions of Framework Outline and Other Documents February —July 2023
Gather Public Comment March — April 2023
Develop Final Versions of Framework Documents June — October 2023
Submit Final Process Report December 2023
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Next Steps for the
2030 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework

According to the NAEP Assessment Schedule, the NAEP writing assessment will next be
administered in 2030 and updates to the framework will be considered for this administration.

The current NAEP Writing Assessment Framework was adopted in 2007 for implementation in
2011. The Board made a policy decision at the time to begin new trend lines without attempting to
perform bridge studies to determine the feasibility of connecting results based on the previous
framework. The current framework focuses on “writing on computer,” replacing the previous
framework which focused on writing by hand; the mode of administration in the current framework
is not incidental but is conceptualized as being a central part of the construct.

The framework assesses three communicative purposes at grades 4, 8, and 12: To Persuade, To
Explain, and To Convey Experience, Real or Imagined. Each sampled student receives two 30-
minute computer-based writing tasks and has access to software similar to common word-
processing programs. The framework calls for a specific audience to be stated or clearly implied.

In 2011, the NAEP writing assessment was administered at the national level at grades 8 and 12;
results from that administration can be found at: https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/writing_2011/.
In 2017, the NAEP writing assessment was administered at the national level at grades 4 and 8§, but
the results were not able to be reported due to technical concerns related to changes in the device
and platform used to administer the assessment; more information is available at:
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/writing/2017writing.aspx. The technical issues encountered in
2017 make it very unlikely trend can be maintained with the 2011 results in the future, regardless of
whether or not a new framework is adopted.

In accordance with the Board policy on Assessment Framework Development, the first step in the
process of updating a framework is to seek public comment on whether and how the existing
framework should be changed. Following the ADC discussion at the November quarterly Board
meeting, an open call for initial public comment on the current NAEP Writing Framework was
conducted from November 29, 2022 — January 25, 2023. Commenters were asked to address three
questions:

e Whether the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework needs to be updated
o Ifthe framework needs to be updated, why a revision is needed
e What a revision to the framework should include

Twenty-one submissions were received from a variety of individuals, groups of individuals, and
organizations. In addition, Board staff sought input from the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) on operational issues and challenges associated with the current framework and
assessment; a memo was submitted by NCES to summarize their feedback. The raw comments from
public comment are also attached, along with a summary of specific points raised by major theme.


https://www.nagb.gov/naep/assessment-schedule.html
https://www.nagb.gov/content/dam/nagb/en/documents/publications/frameworks/writing/2017-writing-framework.pdf
https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/writing_2011/
https://nces.ed.gov/nationsreportcard/writing/2017writing.aspx
https://www.nagb.gov/content/dam/nagb/en/documents/policies/assessment-framework-development.pdf
https://www.nagb.gov/naep/frameworks-overview/framework-development/initial-public-comment-on-the-naep-writing-assessment-framework.html
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As a next step, Board staff have commissioned short papers from the following writing experts to
inform additional discussion at the May Board meeting:

Elyse Eidman-Aadahl, Executive Director, National Writing Project

Peggy O’Neill, Professor of Writing, Loyola University of Maryland

Tonya Perry, Vice President, National Council of Teachers of English

Sandra Moumoutjis, Executive Director, Learning Innovation Network at Building 21

(Additional experts are in the process of being identified).

In this brief session, ADC members will discuss considerations for whether and how to update the
2030 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework, including potential next steps.
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To:  Sharyn Rosenberg, Ph.D.
Assistant Director for Assessment Development
National Assessment Governing Board

Al

From: Holly Spurlock, Ph.D. T} el
Branch Chief for National Assessment Operations
National Center for Education Statistics

Date: February 9, 2023

Subject: Implementation Considerations for the Current Writing Framework

This memo describes implementation challenges NCES encountered in its work to implement the
current NAEP Writing Framework.

The current writing framework describes a robust and valid model of large-scale, on-demand
writing assessment. It defines writing as “a complex, multifaceted, and purposeful act of
communication that is accomplished in a variety of environments, under various constraints of
time, and with a variety of language resources and technological tools.” (Framework, page 3) To
appropriately assess this definition, the framework calls for the measurement of students’
abilities to write for a range of audiences for three purposes: to convey experience, to explain,
and to persuade. The emphasis on writing purposes and audience acknowledges the social and
communicative goals of writing, is consistent with research on writing instruction, reflects most
states’ writing standards and outcomes, and aligns with objectives for writing at the college level
(Framework, page 19).-The preliminary holistic rubrics give clear and concise guidance and have
been the foundation for the rubrics and training sets used in the assessment.

The framework offers sufficient guidance to achieve these goals. However, it also introduces
constraints that make some of the goals challenging to achieve. We discuss these challenges in
implementing the NAEP writing framework below.

Framework constraints: Time per task and use of stimuli.

On page 3 of the Introduction, the framework describes writing as being ... accomplished in a
variety of environments, under various constraints of time, and with a variety of language
resources and technological tools.” This suggests an assessment that asks students to write for
different purposes, at different levels of complexity, using a variety of types of resources.
However, in Chapter One of the framework, under the heading of Time Per Task, the framework
states that the writing assessment “...will be administered as two 30-minute, computer-based
writing tasks.” This time frame limits item writers in two important ways: the kind of stimuli and
topics we can ask students to write to and about, and the kinds of audience(s) we can ask them to
address.

10
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Time constraints place limits on the use of stimuli and on task topics. The 30-minute per task
time constraint limits the variety, complexity, length, and number of resources (such as texts,
video, images, etc.) that can be included in tasks. The framework requires that any stimuli be
brief to avoid consuming too much writing time. This in turn limits the kinds of tasks students
can be asked to complete. Since students do not have sufficient time to select and integrate
information from sources to (for example) the explain or persuade, tasks must use topics that are
likely to be part of students’ daily experience or rely on common knowledge. Item writers must
therefore work with a relatively limited menu of topics for explaining and persuading tasks,
many likely familiar to students.

Time constraints place limits on addressing audience in tasks. The importance of writing to
an audience is a core principle of the NAEP writing framework. The specifications
accompanying the framework ask item writers to “Provide realistic persuasive scenarios that will
enrich the writing situation and heighten the writer’s awareness of audience.” (Specifications,
page 26). However, when it is not possible to use sources that can help to establish audience for
students, finding “realistic scenarios” that will “heighten the writer’s awareness of audience” is
challenging. And without that clear sense of audience and helpful context, students’ abilities to
use their knowledge of their audience to shape their writing are limited. The more distant from
their personal experience, the less likely a diverse population of students will be able to
conceptualize audience. For example, the grade 12 task Big Discount asks students to write
letters to their local council members arguing for or against the building of a big box store in
their area. Very brief quotes from residents are used to set context. Being able to supplement this
task with sources offering information about the issue and the varied perspectives of council
members would allow item writers to better “enrich the writing situation and heighten the
writer’s awareness of audience.

Conclusion. For some kinds of tasks required by the framework, item writers are not unduly
constrained by the 30-minute time frame. These are topics and audiences for which item writers
know students can draw on their experiences and knowledge to write effectively. For example,
grade 8 students can write very well to a task asking them to explain to adults what adults don’t
understand about young people their age. Grade 12 students can write very well in response to a
task asking them to write to a potential employer conveying experiences that make them a good
job candidate. To Explain and To Persuade tasks that focus on school-based or other very
familiar contexts, especially for younger students, do not overly-constrain item writers.
However, to allow item writers greater freedom in designing tasks that can better fulfill the
framework’s definition of writing, it would be helpful to allow block times to vary to allow for
the use of more extensive sources and stimuli while still maintaining NAEP’s 60-minute time
limit.

11
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Introduction

The National Assessment Governing Board (Governing Board) is responsible for developing and
updating assessment frameworks for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP),
also known as The Nation’s Report Card. Frameworks guide the content of NAEP assessments.

In preparation for a potential future update, the Board conducted a preliminary review of the
current NAEP Writing Assessment Framework between November 29, 2022 and January 25,
2023. Reviewers were asked to address three questions:

1. Does the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework need to be updated?
2. If the framework needs to be updated, why is a revision needed?
3. What should a revision to the framework include?

At the end of the reporting period, 21 individuals or organizations had submitted comments (see
Table 1 at the end of this document for the full list of individuals and organizations who
submitted comments). All comments submitted were reviewed and categorized by theme. The
final list of themes included the following:

e General Positive Comments

¢ Content and Forms

e The Frameworks’ Purpose and Goals

e Tools

e Technology

e Artificial Intelligence (AI)

e Accessibility, Accommodations, Multilingual Learners, and Equity
e Background Knowledge

e Time Allowed to Complete Assessment

e Scoring

e Formulaic Writing

e Test Administration

e Align to the 2026 NAEP Reading Assessment Framework
e Editorial Comments

e Update Research

e Other Comments/Questions

Overall, the respondents agreed that the current NAEP Writing Assessment Framework should
be changed in some way; however, it was not always clear whether the suggested revisions imply
a minor or major update. Although there were three submissions that indicated that
administering the assessment as soon as possible was more important than revising the
framework, each of these respondents also provided thoughts on future revisions for the
framework, and those comments have been included in this summary.

Writing Assessment Framework Summary 1
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Summary

The following summary describes each of the major themes included in the public comments on
whether the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework needs to be changed, why revisions are
necessary, and suggestions for revisions. Bulleted summary comments are included in each
section.

General Positive Comments

There were 10 submissions that provided general positive feedback about the current NAEP
Writing Assessment Framework. Summary comments follow.

e Inreading the 2017 framework, I thought overall the information included in the framework
was relevant to how writing is currently taught in schools.

e Ilike the chart that explains Criteria for Evaluating Responses (1.3). It also highlights that
writing is to communicate rather than the focus on form and genre.

e Overall, I feel the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework is excellent and comprehensive. I
served on the item review for reading and find the revisions to be excellent. I am certain the
writing revisions will also be valuable and excellent.

e I appreciate the thoughtful consideration of the types of writing to be assessed as well as the
effort to provide students with writing topics that are relevant to the tested age groups.

e Appreciate the contextual variables.

e Inreviewing the framework, I found it to be quite well done and appreciated the thorough
consideration of the majority of aspects of writing and assessment.

¢ I found the overall framework thoughtful and well outlined. I appreciated the considerations
for what is age appropriate since I work with elementary-level assessments. I found the
scoring guides to be descriptive and inclusive.

e [ feel the framework is thorough and taps into the knowledge and skills in ways that will
provide the type of information that will help researchers in the field of writing understand
what direction new research needs to go in, especially as technology advances in the future.

e We commend NAEP for conducting a study to determine the practicality of computer-based
writing assessment for Grade 4 examinees. We encourage NAEP to continue to study the
computer-based writing properties of responses from these younger examinees.

e Ibelieve that the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework largely captures the modes of
writing (to explain, to persuade, to convey real/imagined experience) that are most reflective
of the fundamental skills writing students will need. I am mostly suggesting that innovations
are needed in the assessment’s constructs.

Content and Forms

Ten out of 21 submissions included comments on Content and Forms. Several of the comments
encouraged revisions to the Writing Assessment Framework by making the assessment more
relevant to students by incorporating contemporary writing, such as blogs, social media, texting,

Writing Assessment Framework Summary 2

15



Attachment B

etc., although there were cautionary warnings to not overemphasize informal writing. Allowing
students to use blended writing as a response form was also recommended, along with asking
students to write more about their personal experiences to encourage more authentic writing. A
comment recommended reconsidering the audience that students are directed to write to on the
assessment. Currently, fourth graders are asked to write to peers, but that is a skill that also
benefits students in Grades 8 and 12. Another comment encouraged the framework writers to
add questions that address the writing process (either on the assessment or through the
contextual variables). Summary comments follow.

Purposes of writing should remain the same, but consideration for the examples/forms
students will experience on the NAEP should be considered to align with more
contemporary writing, such as blogs and online articles. Students should also have a choice
of topics so they can select topics relevant to their reality.

Consider expanding the mediums through which students can write. For example, one of the
current writing tasks is “persuade a classmate to read your favorite book.” Students can
successfully achieve this through multiliteracies such as videos, tweets, and TikTok videos.

Because students use various media (e.g., texting, email, social media) to communicate,
NAEP needs to take that into consideration. However, NAEP should not become an
assessment of informal writing. The reason students are assessed in Grades 4, 8, and 12 is to
determine their preparedness for what comes next in school, college, and the “real world,”
which includes readiness to communicate in writing “properly,” in addition to other modes
of communication.

Current writing instruction is moving away from the distinct task types. Students often are
called upon to share a personal experience (narrative) as part of their evidence to support
their stance when writing an argument (persuade). Consider tasks in which students are
given opportunities to demonstrate their skills and progress across multiple task types.

Most state standards require students to use evidence to inform their writing; therefore, the
framework should explicitly require students at each grade level to use evidence in their
assessment responses. Prompts should include articles, images, and graphics to provide data
and information that each student can incorporate in their assessment responses.

Blended writing is not emphasized, although most writing includes some level of blending
forms. Exhibit 1.2 shows that the forms matter little since the audiences and examples reflect
blended audiences and tasks, and the broad domains of assessment shown in Exhibit 4.1
support the idea of blended writing being a viable genre and approach. It is not clear if
blended writing is considered during the evaluation of the writing task.

Reconsider or redefine the construct of writing from a “quill and ink model” to a 21st-
century model that includes digital citizenship and multimodal forms of expression. Modern
communication is increasingly supported by visual and digital content, lower density of text,
and nonlinear formats with attention to digital citizenship and multimodal literacy. Consider
revisions to the formats and tools utilized in the framework and writing assessment to match
the demands of modern communication in a digital and globally interconnected context.

There is space for the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework to expand to encompass more
real-world writing situations and to provide students with the tools that they have mastery
over to demonstrate their abilities to write and communicate in this era.
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e Students need to be aware that they may use different approaches during the test.

e Broaden the audience that students write to at each grade level; specifically, allow all grade
levels to write to peers. Only Grade 4 students are asked to write to peers. Students in eighth
and 12th grade are requested to write to more authoritative audiences. Measuring students’
abilities to effectively communicate to peers across all age groups would enable students to
participate more fully in their social worlds.

e Arevised framework should emphasize the importance of the writing process to understand
student writing, and the student questionnaire should include questions about the writing
process. The framework should acknowledge that while the final product is what readers
have access to when reading a piece of writing, there are multiple stages of thinking,
drafting, rethinking, revising, and editing that culminate in the final piece. Knowing more
about how students are learning to write can help educators, school leaders, and
policymakers continue or improve practices focused on the writing process.

The Framework’s Purpose and Goals

From the 21 submissions received, nine included comments on the framework’s purpose and
goals. Suggestions for revisions included making the overarching goal clear (i.e., communicate
effectively in writing across a variety of topics and formats). Several comments discussed
ensuring that the assessment covered a variety of topics and formats. For example, respondents
recommended adding “technical writing” and “writing to solve problems” to the assessment
framework. Comments also focused on ensuring that the assessment provided students enough
opportunities to demonstrate their knowledge by asking students to respond to more but shorter
writing tasks. Additionally, students should be allowed the opportunity to provide evidence that
they have the necessary skills to write using narration, description, classification, and
evaluation. A couple of comments mentioned providing writing tasks that align to college and
career readiness. Although the comments indicated the importance of preparing students for
postsecondary writing expectations, two concerns were raised. First, for fourth and eighth
graders, the focus should be on preparing for middle and high school, respectively. Second, an
argument also was made that writing tasks should align with the types of writing students
experience in everyday life. Summary comments follow.

e The framework mentions three goals (moving beyond formulaic approaches, using word
processing software, and completing a writing task on-demand). A key goal is for students to
communicate effectively in writing across a variety of topics and formats. The overarching
goal should be stated explicitly.

e The revision team should consider that the statement about writing to communicate is more
important than the narrow definition and mindset of persuade, explain, and convey real or
imagined experience.

e Arevised framework should be more closely attuned to the writing in the disciplines in
Grades 8 and 12, including clarifying the difference between general and discipline-specific
writing. In the current framework, NAEP is sending conflicting signals to the public about
the purpose of the assessment and the kind of writing that should be taught in different
disciplines. Including interdisciplinary topics to write about but not defining
interdisciplinary expectations muddies already opaque instructional territory.
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e There should be at least one writing task, preferably more, for each of the three
communicative purposes.

e A primary purpose is to prepare students for postsecondary expectations. While this should
be emphasized for the 12th-grade students, fourth graders need to demonstrate writing skills
to benefit them in middle school and eighth-grade students need to demonstrate writing
skills that will serve them in high school.

e The explanations for the descriptors need to be updated. This could be resolved by including
more examples for each purpose. For example, “to persuade” does not always have to mean
to change someone’s viewpoint. It can also be to develop an argument, to analyze ideas, or to
present a position. Tell readers that these purposes are not always mutually exclusive. More
description could be added to the table on page 11 that compares the 2011 and 2017
frameworks.

e Current research on large-scale assessments shows too few separate writing items to have a
wide range of task difficulty. A revision should include having a greater number of shorter
writing tasks, possibly focusing on paragraphing at Grade 4, rather than having students
“write a letter” or “write an essay.”

e For students to be more well-rounded and suitably prepared for this ever-changing
landscape, the need for technical writing becomes more crucial. Where does conveying
specialized information fit into this framework? Students need the skills to do more than just
report information coherently; they need to be able to guide and instruct the reader in
application. This is a skill the majority of students will need to be college and career ready.

e Itisimportant to make the writing authentic and aligned to the styles that are “college and
career” ready, but the writing must also match the style of writing students experience in
everyday life.

e Anchor the Writing Assessment Framework in universal design for learning (UDL) and its
three key principles.

e Specifically assess writing ability using narration, description, classification, and evaluation
skills as related to the purposes for written communication: persuasive, experiential,
expository, and writing in the arts.

e Add “writing to solve problems” as a purpose. It is reasonable to predict that writing will be
an avenue to solve complex and integrated civic, social, scientific, and economic problems.
This change would also align with the 2026 Reading Assessment Framework, with the
Reading to Solve a Problem (RSP) blocks.

e Limiting discussion around reasons to write for economic purposes may limit students’
motivation to write, or to appreciate learning to write. Undeniably, there is a relationship
between education and economic success. However, there are other kinds of success about
which both society and individuals’ care. A rationale that includes measures of success
beyond the financial may be more appealing and convincing. Emphasizing that there are
myriad ways in which writing may contribute to a variety of endeavors may encourage
student understanding of why writing instruction and assessment receives and deserves so
much attention.
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Tools

Six submissions included comments about students’ access to tools on the Writing Assessment;
however, the respondents did not agree about the use of tools. Two comments specifically
mentioned that tutorials about using the tools were not included in the framework. Two other
comments argued for the addition of more tools for students, such as ClipArt, dictionaries, and
digital representations. One comment warned that students may not use the tools if they are not
aware of them. Final comments raised concerns about including tools in the assessment because
the inclusion of tools may indicate to students that these skills are not necessary to learn.
Summary comments follow.

e Include the implementation/embedding of tutorials that encourage the use of and how
students use word processing and spelling/grammar tools provided.

e The 2017 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework includes the use of online tools, such as
spellcheck and other typical word processing tools. It does not include a description of any
tutorial about the use of those tools embedded within the NAEP.

e One way that the framework may open more creative approaches to writing as a form of
communication is by enabling composing tools, such as ClipArt, font color, and the Internet
as a database. While the current framework suggests that these composing tools are
“irrelevant to an assessment of writing or distracting to students” (page 30), these tools are
the means through which people in society express themselves. To deny students access to
this during the assessment does not result in an accurate representation of what students
can achieve.

o All students will benefit from the option to access the assessment with scaffolding, using
tools and supports, such as: (1) accessing a reference, such as a dictionary or thesaurus
(English or multilingual), and (2) using multimodal means of expression, including images
and digital representations.

¢ Often students overlook or do not use the tools available to them unless they are specifically
directed to make use of them.

e The availability of composition tools and research included in the framework as noted in
Chapter 3 acknowledges improvement in the development of ideas due to use of those tools,
which seems to conflict with the measure of a student’s skills. There is a similar concern with
the Language Facility and Conventions Domain.

¢ In Chapter 3, remove editing, spelling, and grammar tools from the design because it
indicates that students do not need to learn these skills. If the tools remain in the design,
then the text should be revised to reflect that expectation is a revised draft.

e Tools, such as spellcheck, have led to the belief that the machine will “fix” any grammatical
problems in the document. NAEP needs to ascertain whether student writers will edit their
own writing without the benefit of these types of tools.

Technology

Four submissions included comments about the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework and its
relationship to technology. The first two comments focus on updating the framework to account
for the technological advances made over the past couple of decades. When the framework was
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written, students did not have access to the technology that schools presumably provide now.
However, one comment cautioned that some students still may not have access to as many
technological resources as their peers. Other comments suggested that the updated framework
include innovative technology, and another comment asked for clarification as to whether
students would use a word processor or an NAEP interface. Summary comments follow.

e The Writing Assessment Framework looks at students’ ability to use the computer. Most
schools use computers regularly and many offer one-to-one computers.

e The framework needs to be on technological innovation and how the changes affect writers
in the workplace and in educational institutions. Children and youth need to be competent
in using, understanding, and applying the current, innovative technology. In 2000, we
needed to teach kids how to use computers and digital resources. In 2023, it means teaching
kids about revolutionary Al technology.

e Arevised framework should expand technology use beyond word processing. Instead of
using technology as a proxy for writing quality and restricting the use to word processing,
the framework should consider how technology could be used to improve writing content
quality, researching, digital collaboration, fact checking, and multimodality. NAEP may want
to consider allowing students to integrate multimodal aspects (e.g., video, audio) to their
writing. Such additions are a more accurate reflection of the kind of writing writers do in the
21st century, would allow for technology to develop an idea, and could be evaluated.

e The framework should include information about whether examinees will have the option of
word processing tools to use, or if they will have to enter their responses in an interface
designed by NAEP. There are advantages and disadvantages to either approach. An NAEP-
designed interface would provide a consistent, standardized set of tools for examinees.
However, examinees may feel more comfortable using a word processor with which they are
familiar.

e Despite the growing access that students across grade levels have to technology, disparities
remain both in access and in the consequent comfort with and fluency in using technology,
especially in elementary school. Students may use computers frequently to type text, but that
does not guarantee their familiarity with planning, editing, and formatting tools that they
are expected to use in the assessment. Consider providing fourth graders with the option to
write their piece by hand instead of typing on the computer.

Artificial Intelligence (Al)

Three submissions addressed the advent of Al and the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework.
First, a comment addressed that students need to know, understand, and use Al ethically.
Second, although one comment indicated that the current framework did not need updating, the
commentator raised several questions regarding Al that will need to be considered for NAEP in
the future. A third comment raised security concerns for NAEP as Al becomes more prominent
and accessible. Summary comments follow.

e The Writing Assessment Framework needs to teach students to know, understand, and use
AT ethically. Education continues to call for technological innovation in the form of Al (e.g.,
ChatGPT). Educators need to understand and teach this technology to children.
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e Although the framework does not need to be updated, there are questions concerning Al that
educators need to consider:

e With the advent of AI (such as ChatGPT), how can we prevent students from attempting to
have Al write essays for them?

e Will students learn how to use AI to compose essays for them that will achieve their
communicative purpose effectively (e.g., similar to how they use calculators to solve math
problems)?

e Will AT’s ability to write essays change what we want students to know and be able to do in
the production of written text?

e With the advent of AI “bots” that can write, test security may have to deal with new
challenges. NAEP will need to be immune to the many forms that cheating can take.
Students may be required to check devices, such as phones and watches, at the door.

Accessibility, Accommodations, Multilingual Learners, and Equity

Eight submissions included comments regarding revisions to accessibility, accommodations,
multilingual learners, and equity. First, respondents asked for consideration in providing the
assessment in multiple modalities and to provide accommodations, such as reading the prompt
aloud. Second, additional concerns were raised about Internet access, especially for students in
rural areas. Third, a concern was raised about Grade 4 students’ ability to use the computer to
write. If they are unfamiliar with using a computer to write, their writing ability may be
inaccurately assessed. Two comments addressed multilingual learners and students with
disabilities. For example, recommendations were made to acknowledge crosslinguistic transfer,
to factor in how culture influences language on the Writing Assessment, and to use
translanguaging. To build on the theme of equity, comments also suggested allowing students to
address universal themes and have choices in responses to allow multilingual students more
opportunities to showcase their writing skills. Comments also suggested multiple bias and
sensitivity reviews. A recommendation was made to look at multilingual learners, multilingual
learners with disabilities, and students with disabilities as different subgroups; accommodations
should only be used for students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). A more
general comment about ensuring a more equitable experience for all students suggested that
students be provided with an option to access knowledge prior to beginning a writing task.
Summary comments follow.

e The NAEP Writing Assessment should be administered by computer, but the framework
should establish processes to ensure accessibility and equity in how the assessment is
administered to all students. This may include providing the assessment in multiple
modalities to accommodate the needs of under-resourced schools and/or for students with
learning differences.

e Accommodations should be updated to emphasize computer-based instead of paper-based
accommodations (i.e., large-print booklets, Braille versions of the assessment).

e An accommodation allowing the writing prompt to be read aloud should be added.

e There is concern about the availability of Internet access in rural areas of the country, which
may indicate that students with limited access may have a more challenging time using the
computer to write. More research may be needed to determine if access to the Internet may
impact student scores.
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e Using computers may confound the ability to assess students’ writing ability. Not all fourth
graders use computers equally well. There are access issues with low-income students who
may not have adequate keyboarding and computer knowledge and skills.

e Incorporate opportunities for multilingual learners to access and utilize their rich linguistic
and cultural resources during the assessment. For example, crosslinguistic transfer (use of
two languages) should be acknowledged in writing for specific purposes (i.e., for fluency and
depth of expression). Acknowledgment of how this should be treated in the framework is
needed. Linguistic varieties should be included in both prompts and scoring.

e Culture influences language and should be factored in this area of assessment.

e Encourage and provide inclusive opportunities for multilingual learners and other
minoritized students to present perspectives that are representative of their multicultural
orientations. This can be achieved in multiple ways: (1) topics should draw from universal
themes that have wide-ranging applicability across cultures and student experiences,

(2) provide choices in prompts to address multiple cultural orientations, and (3) have
multiple rounds of bias and sensitivity reviews with multiple stakeholders from diverse
communities.

e Secure resources to review assessments written in multiple languages. As multilingual
learners are learning in multiple languages and bring diverse linguistic resources to their
writing, the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework should match the students’ mode of
instruction and enable multiple means of expression that include students’ rich linguistic
resources and language variations. The NAEP Writing Assessment Framework should:

(1) approach writing assessment from a multilingual perspective and (2) have comparable
forms in multiple languages.

e Treat multilingual learners and students with disabilities independently as they represent
distinctly different groups of students. Multilingual learners, multilingual learners with
disabilities, and students with disabilities are three distinct student populations, each with
unique resources. Embarking on the redesign of the framework should center on prioritizing
characteristics of these groups that can potentially positively impact the results rather than
retrofitting the existing framework through accommodations. While accessibility through
Universal Design for Learning (UDL) is to be afforded to all students, the use of
accommodations is only a legitimate and valid route for students with Individualized
Education Programs (IEPs).

e Disaggregate and report data using Every Student Succeeds Act reporting categories and
show growth of multilingual learners of English (MLEs) over time in cohorts.

e Allow translanguaging. A revised framework should acknowledge that translanguaging-
writers use their entire linguistic repertoire, including the range of languages and dialects
they speak. The scoring rubrics should be updated to reflect the accepted use of
translanguaging. Translanguaging is an asset to student writing, which will also expand
equitable opportunities for student writers to show their strengths. Considering there is only
30 minutes where students produce on-demand drafts, multilingual learners should be
encouraged to use their natural translanguaging writing process, languages, and dialects
during planning and drafting.
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e NAEP could provide a more equitable writing experience by providing the option for all
students to access knowledge for the task before writing.

Background Knowledge

Four of the 21 submissions included recommendations to take students’ background knowledge
into account to ensure equity on the assessment for all students. Most of the comments raised
concerns that students who did not have the appropriate background knowledge (e.g.,
understanding of how to write to a state legislature) would not be able to adequately complete
the writing task. This could be addressed through providing more text-based responses. For
students who are assigned a form, there was a concern that the student may not be familiar with
the assigned form. A final comment indicated that the questions did not seem representative of
different cultures or interests. Summary comments follow.

e A student’s ability to read and comprehend a text is dependent upon a number of factors,
including a student’s decoding ability, ability to read fluently, background knowledge,
sociocultural background, and motivation/engagement with each task. When all these
variables are not taken into account, their ability to write based on their comprehension of
the text may not be assessed accurately.

e Students may not have enough background knowledge to develop their points to the extent
or depth required by the tasks. Short texts to build background knowledge could be
provided.

e Students, specifically in Grades 8 and older, may not have the background knowledge to
write out their understanding. For example, one task is “Take a position and write a
response persuading members of your state legislature to support your position on whether
or not protected land in your state should be opened to energy companies for drilling.” These
decontextualized topics make writing much harder. The Writing Assessment Framework is
missing understandable contexts for writing. Contexts should be accessible from readings or
video clips.

e Arevised framework should provide opportunities for students to build knowledge on the
topic before they begin writing. While the 2017 framework allows students to include
information from their own reading, observations, and experiences and respond to short
reading passages or visual stimuli, the sample tasks do not provide evidence that students
have enough access to information to write anything meaningful about the tasks.

e A caution was raised for students who are directed to use one specific form. Students who
are instructed to write an editorial, for example, will not be able to use their writing skills
unless they know what an editorial is and have had experience reading and writing them.
Audience is something else that students need background knowledge of (e.g., state
legislature). Would they access content for writing to the state legislature from their civics
knowledge, or would they become distracted by what they hear from social media?

e Specific scenarios are sometimes distracting for student writers, particularly those with
lower ability. This is not to say that the research cited in the framework is irrelevant or that
the ability of students to adjust language to specific audiences is not a valuable skill, but that
specificity may distract some students from demonstrating their true ability.
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Given the 30-minute time limit for the assessment and the diversity of background
knowledge among students even at the same grade level, it is likely that the diversity in
approaches to writing remains an aspirational goal but not a requirement for demonstrating
proficiency in this assessment.

More text-based responses need to be included. This means that students do not have to
have background information regarding the prompt material and instead can rely on the
provided text for details and examples, which also makes for a more equitable writing
experience. (The students may need more time to complete the assessment, and the texts
may need to be read aloud to be equitable and to better assess writing versus reading

ability.)

The tasks seem geared toward White, middle-class students (i.e., fourth grade is focused on
mascots, eighth grade is focused on achieving goals, and 12th grade is focused on
community). These topics do not seem to have been selected as representative of different
subcultures or interests. Consider giving writers a two-choice prompt.

Time Allowed to Complete the Assessment

Seven submissions regarding the timing of the assessment were received. Overall, comments
recommended increasing the amount of time for students to complete the NAEP Writing
Assessment, especially for students in the older grades. One comment, however, indicated that
30 minutes seemed reasonable, while another comment suggested providing a rationale for the
30-minute time limit. Summary comments follow.

Currently, the framework states that students will be given two 30-minute writing tasks.
After reviewing the assessment for Grade 12, a suggestion is to allow at least 45 minutes for
each task. With a more detailed prompt, students need time to process the information,
create a plan for writing, and execute a draft. More time on the assessment would give
students the opportunity to demonstrate critical-thinking skills as well as writing expertise.

A revised framework should reflect more reasonable expectations for writing that account
for all parts of the task: understand the task, purpose, and audience; determine the best
format; draft; revise; edit; and publish. The complexity of the task and the time it takes to
achieve it is not accounted for as the task becomes more challenging in Grades 8 and 12. Not
allowing appropriate time for students to think limits students’ ability to truly show their
capabilities. NAEP should consider extending the time for all students, especially in Grades
8 and 12.

In general, the assessment tasks do not seem tightly aligned to the note about the “pace of
written communication” in the introduction. Encouraging the application of a speedy
approach to writing may not be desirable. If a goal of education is to develop critical thinkers
and lifelong learners, pointing to a habit of quickness to explain the importance of writing is
illogical.

Thirty minutes is a short amount of time for students to decide how to approach the writing,
select some key ideas and their details, and compose them as a writing piece. Rather than
lengthening the time, which would challenge implementation integrity and student fatigue,
consider collecting student writing produced in actual 30-minute sessions and analyzing it
for depth against the rubrics mentioned in the framework.
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Research or a rationale for the 30-minute allotment for each task should be included.

Thirty minutes seem to balance testing time with the need for time to pre-write and edit.

Scoring

Seven of the 21 submissions related to scoring. Suggestions included disaggregating the rubrics
by grade level and transitioning to an analytic rubric rather than a holistic rubric. Comments
indicated that it is unclear how writing is evaluated with the holistic rubric, and several
suggestions were made on how to update the rubric. Another suggestion was made to consider
automated scoring. Finally, two questions were submitted indicating a need to clarify scoring in
the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework. Summary comments follow.

It would be beneficial if the rubrics were disaggregated by grade level, with age-appropriate
criteria for each grade. Separating rubrics by grade level would make explicit some
important developmental considerations. For example, a fourth grader may not have the
cognitive capacity to add creative or figurative language, but it may be an expectation for a
student in Grade 12.

A revised framework should consider an analytic instead of a holistic rubric. At a minimum,
more clarity is needed around how the holistic rubric evaluates the expectations in each
category. An analytic rubric may provide insight into the areas of strength and growth.

With the holistic rubric, it is unclear how writing is evaluated and trends are identified.

A thorough review of the evaluation of responses is recommended, including the rubric
design process, the rubrics, reader demographics, reader selection, reading training
methods, and training materials.

The training process described indicates that anchor papers will be specific to each grade
level, and that those papers will flesh out the meaning of the rubric. Clarification is needed
about whether the words in each rubric need to change or whether the anchor papers will
define rubric terminology.

It would be helpful to have student samples to illustrate what writing might look like. It
would also make it easier to conceptualize a holistic score.

Given that one of the stated goals of the framework is “to assess students’ writing using word
processing software with commonly available tools,” a revised framework should precisely
articulate what is being measured through or with technology use. As it is currently written
in the framework rubric, it is unclear how technology use is being measured. A revised
framework should include clear and precise explanations of how technology use is
measured.

The 2017 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework’s focus on approaches to thinking and
writing in relation to purpose and audience acknowledges a variety of ways to demonstrate
writing ability, but this is not reflected in the preliminary rubrics. The format of the rubrics
encourages an analytic process and contradicts the holistic scoring aims, resulting in
ambiguity about how to use the rubric and measure the construct.

Given that responses will be collected via computer-based assessments, NAEP may want to
consider automated scoring. While automated scoring may not be appropriate for this
upcoming assessment, there would be sufficient time for automated scoring professionals to
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review the typewritten responses and hand scores from this administration and determine if
automated scoring models are appropriate for future administrations.

e Does an achievement level of Basic include students who do not demonstrate partial
mastery? Is there such a thing as not scorable (i.e., students who write little or nothing)?
Does the holistic score of 1 demonstrate partial mastery? How will this be interpreted?

e If the goal of writing for all learners is to communicate, will the fourth-grade students
assigned a “form” be penalized if they select a form that is not assigned?

Formulaic Writing

Two submissions related to formulaic writing, but they differed vastly. One respondent liked the
idea of moving beyond formulaic approaches, while another respondent raised concerns about
moving away from formulaic writing prompts. The comments also indicated that understanding
how teachers approach formulaic writing would help define what “moving beyond formulaic
approaches” means. Another comment recommended that scorers would need examples of how
students may approach a non-formulaic writing task. Summary comments follow.

o Tappreciate the goal to encourage student writers to move beyond prescriptive or formulaic
approaches in their writing.

e The goal of encouraging “student writers to move beyond prescriptive or formulaic
approaches in their writing” is problematic because formulaic approaches help many
students learn to write successfully. This goal should be eliminated or include a discussion
about how formulaic approaches are often an excellent way to teach several different types of
writing genres.

e For non-formulaic approaches (which is recommended for 12th grade only), the training
materials for scorers need to show multiple examples of the possible approaches that a
writer may bring to the task.

¢ The need to move beyond formulaic approaches in writing is mentioned several times in the
framework, yet few descriptions are given to describe what that idea means. Investigating
what teachers consider to be formulaic writing and how it compares to what they are actively
teaching to their students during writing would be enlightening.

Test Administration

From the 21 submissions, three focused on test administration. Two of those comments
recommended administering the NAEP Writing Assessment as soon as possible without
updating the framework. The final comment confirmed that fourth graders should be able to
complete the assessment using a keyboard. Summary comments follow.

e Available resources should be devoted to deploying the Writing Assessment Framework
sooner than 2030. No data have been collected since 2011; if the test is not administered
until 2030, that is a gap of almost 20 years. This also impacts trend.

e The NAEP Writing Assessment should be given as soon as possible. The Governing Board
should commit to administering the existing Writing Assessment to provide data to states
and districts, ensure the public has information about student performance, and clearly
convey the centrality of learning to write. It is more critical to ensure that there is clear data
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on students’ writing ability, particularly in the face of current technology that can write like
and for humans.

It is reasonable to have Grade 4 students use keyboarding for the Writing Assessment.

Align to the 2026 NAEP Reading Assessment Framework

The NAEP Reading Assessment Framework was recently updated, and three submissions
suggested that the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework align to the changes made to the
Reading Assessment Framework. Summary comments follow.

Connect to the 2026 NAEP Reading Assessment Framework. The 2026 Reading Assessment
Framework requires students to produce writing to demonstrate reading understanding and
expects them to read discipline-specific texts, use technology, and solve problems.
Connecting the Writing Assessment to the revised Reading Assessment may allow for a
better, more seamless experience for students and more accurate information about student
reading and writing ability.

The 2026 Reading Assessment Framework assesses reading outside of traditional structures.
The next iteration of the Writing Assessment Framework should align with the Reading
Assessment Framework and focus on assessing student writing in innovative ways.

Students should be expected to supplement the thoughts they bring to the assessment
experience with information they read during the assessment on tasks beyond writing to
convey experience. Though reading and writing are separate assessments, skillful writing
often requires reading. This would align with the proposed changes to the 2026 NAEP
Reading Framework, specifically the new “Use and Apply” comprehension target, which asks
“readers to use information they acquire through reading to solve a problem or create a new
text.” For example, after a set of commentaries, readers might be asked to produce a blog-
type measure for a public audience that captures the most relevant information or offers
argument about an issue.

The Reading Assessment Framework includes the use of multimodal texts and an expanded
understanding of literacy, which should be included in the Writing Assessment Framework.
Since students in the current economy use a variety of ways to communicate that are not all
written (or typed) text, in what ways could the framework reimagine prompts and tasks that
provide students with opportunities to communicate in a variety of different types of “text?”

Editorial Comments

Two of the 21 submissions included specific edits to current language or formatting suggestions.
Summary comments follow.

In Appendix C (NAEP Writing Achievement Level Descriptors [ALDs])), it is difficult to
notice differences between levels for each grade. Comparisons across grade levels cannot be
made, so including them side-by-side is not helpful. The ALDs can be reformatted to include
the descriptions by grade levels rather than across grade levels.

In Appendix C (NAEP Writing Achievement Level Descriptors [ALDs]), a suggestion was
made to organize ALD by criteria for evaluating responses (i.e., Development of Ideas,
Organization of Ideas, Language Facilities and Conventions). This change would also

Writing Assessment Framework Summary 14
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support the rubric language. The table on page 71 can be reformatted to reflect the criteria
for evaluating responses, and headings and bulleted items can be created on the ALDs.

The first communicative purpose could be written as, “To persuade, in order to change the
reader’s perspective or affect the reader’s action.”

Change “point of view” to “perspective.” Perspective is a broader term that will not derail
students by developing a narrow focus on point of view.

Appendix B1 (Preliminary Holistic Score Guide for “To Persuade”): This is difficult to read
and use holistically so suggest creating a chart by domain. The chart can have one column
for development, one column for organization, one column for language/conventions, and
six rows (i.e., one for each level). The descriptions will be included in those cells.

Appendix B2 (Preliminary Holistic Scoring Guide for “To Explain”): For scores 1 and 0 on
pages 65—66, there needs to be a more discernible difference between the scores. A score of 1
could be “little explanation of the subject” instead of “little to no explanation of the subject.”
The description for a score of 0 can remain the same.

Appendix B2 (Preliminary Holistic Scoring Guide for “To Explain”): Change the word
“marginal” in the definition for a score of 2 to “limited” or “minimal.” “Marginal” means
minimal for requirements; however, a score of 2 does not meet all requirements for a
satisfactory response.

Note that the Chapter 1 Overview may need revisions, depending on revisions made to other
chapters.

In the “Conclusion,” while the use of word processing software is widely available, it seems
that statements related to students’ ability to write to communicate in the 21st century might
be better expressed as “young people’s ability to use 21st-century tools to compose writing”
or something similar.

Add “email” in addition to or in lieu of typical letters to be more consistent with the
electronic environment of assessment.

The 2017 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework has a lot of information about moving from
a paper-pencil to a computer-based writing assessment. It is no longer necessary to justify
the use of computers to assess student writing.

Update Research

Two submissions recommended updating the research in the framework. Specific areas to
update included cultural responsiveness, current practices in writing instruction, student
performance, and statistics. Summary comments follow.

The research reference studies are more than 10 years old.

The current research base of the NAEP frameworks is dated and requires a refresh. Updated
research should include a focus on cultural responsiveness to ensure that prompts provide a
wide array of cultural context and reflect multiple student groups. Also, consider updating
the research base of NAEP frameworks to include more information about current practices
in writing instruction and student performance.

Writing Assessment Framework Summary 15
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e Incorporate updated statistical data and findings from previously investigated research
questions. This includes updating framework references to reflect revisions in policies and
other sources, such as the WPA Outcomes Statement for First-Year Composition.

e Reviewers should evaluate the accuracy of earlier statements. For example, is more known
now about the “impact for form” than in the 2017 release? Do recent developments in and
the ubiquity of software tools change the nature of the “commonly available tools” that
students are permitted to use in composing on the computer?

e Include findings from the study on the Grade 4 computer-based writing assignment.

e Asinclusion and justice become more prominent in educational assessment, new research
on topics such as cultural and linguistic diversity, asset framing, and access to technology
and information must be considered in the theory, construct, and assessment of writing.
This research has significant implications for large-scale assessments of writing, particularly
regarding multilingual students, and the use of monolinguistic competencies, the
elimination of deficit-thinking in rubric performance level descriptors, and the need for
greater diversity in education assessment professionals.

Other Comments/Questions

Finally, there were six additional submissions, including suggestions and comments, regarding
the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework. These ranged from adding assessments to asking
questions about how student creativity is factored into the scoring rubrics. One comment also
focused on how instructional practices merge reading and writing so perhaps the construct
should be changed from writing to English language arts. Summary comments follow.

¢ Include an assessment for writing in arts (e.g., literary, folk, song).

¢ Include diverse stakeholders who bring expert cultural and linguistic representation to the
framework design committees. This should occur through tiered committees to provide
diverse and inclusive perspectives representative of the students being assessed.

e We are curious about the framework’s approach to student motivation and engagement,
which are key detriments of the effort put in academic tasks, such as assessments.

e What role, if any, does student creativity play in the scoring rubrics (includes creativity in
sentence structure, wording, figurative language, etc.)?

e Expand professional learning opportunities on the Writing Assessment Framework to
include English language development, English to speakers of other languages, bilingual,
and language teachers.

e Current classroom instruction incorporates an intentional merging of reading and writing.
More often, writing instruction extends from content that students have read and discussed
in a class context. This instructional practice provides NAEP a unique opportunity to merge
the Writing Assessment Framework with the Reading Assessment Framework.

Writing Assessment Framework Summary 16
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Table 1. List of People/Organizations that Submitted Comments

Name Title and Organization

Connie Anderson Managing Owner, Grandmaloutunes

Miah Daughtery, Ed.D. Vice President of Academic Advocacy, NWEA

Janice Dole, Ph.D. Professor, Utah State University

Dianne Henderson, Ph.D. Vice President, ACT

Chester E. Finn, Ph.D. Distinguished Senior Fellow and President
Emeritus, Thomas B. Fordham Institute

Aimee J. Jahns, Ph.D. Retired elementary reading specialist and adjunct
professor

Loretta Kane, Ph.D. Professor, Berkeley City College

Marta Leon, Ph.D. Senior Instructional Designer, Learning A-Z: A
Cambium Learning Group Company

Sue Livingston, Ph.D. Professor, LaGuardia Community College

Megan Lopez, M.Ed. Education Specialist, Secondary English Language
Arts| WIDA, Utah State Board of Education

Banks Lyons, M.Ed. Elementary ELA Coordinator, Tennessee
Department of Education

Theresa McEntire Elementary ELA Education Specialist, Utah State
Board of Education

Lori Pusateri-Lane, M.S. English Language Arts/Fine and Performing Arts
Consultant, Wyoming Department of Education

Danielle M. Saucier, M.Ed. Literacy Specialist, Maine Department of
Education

Shawn Washington-Clark, Ph.D. Teacher Specialist, NBCT, Anne Arundel County
Public Schools

Karen Yelton-Curtis English instructor, Fresno High School

Heidi Faust, Ph.D. (TESOL) TESOL International Association

Margo Gottlieb, Ph.D. (WIDA) WIDA

Joel Gomez, Ed.D. (Center for Applied Linguistics) | The Center for Applied Linguistics

Organizations

CenterPoint Education Services

Florida Department of Education, Division of Public Schools

Florida Department of Education, Office of Assessment

Reading is Fundamental
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Connie Anderson

Framework Comments:
e Framework needs to be expanded from the 2017 revisions;
e Framework focus needs to be on technological innovation and how the
changes affect writers in the workplace and in educational institutions;
e Framework focus needs to teach kids to know, understand and use Al
ethically.

Based upon one powerful experience yesterday, because I am a one-
woman-owned small business seeking a government contract, I can offer
one response related to the Framework for Writing. Yes it should be revised
by expanding the 2017 framework. Children and youth need to be
competent in using, understanding and applying the current, innovative
technology. In 2000 we needed to teach kids how to use computers and
digital resources. In 2023 it means teaching kids about the revolutionary Al
technology. Yesterday, I downloaded an 81-page RFP for a specific
solicitation. In trying to glance through it quickly to understand it, I shook
my head with frustration and concluded this was a job for a Chatbot!

It's not just me responding with the pressure that workers and educators are
already feeling as we learn to deal with Al Is it wrong? Is it evil? Will AI
replace us humans and all the many skills and writing tasks we do on a daily
basis? Will AI destroy truth and the foundation of our democracy, a literate
human being? Or is Al just another learning tool that can be used to boost
our creativity and critical thinking skills? As I write, the new technology has
already been recognized by well-known leaders in journalism, research
institutions, educational institutions and teachers who are asking many of
these questions.

A few years ago, by title alone, I was attracted to a government-funded
competition known as the Digital Learning Challenge. Even though I do not
know the outcomes of that competition, in 2022 the US Department of
Education continues to call for technological innovation in the form of AI;
and ChatGPT seems to be front and center of the conversations. One well-
known journalist interviewed Gary Marcus, an expert in the field who calls
ChatGPT “a neural network.” He goes on to say, “they are not reliable and
not honest.” Other experts agree that the scale of ChatGPT will not make the
neural system more humanlike. Rather the challenge is up to us, the
educators to understand, use and teach this technology to children. Why?
Because if people are already calling it an imminent threat to society; if
people are using some rather choice words to describe the misinformation
this tool can spread rapidly; then the real digital challenge can be
summarized with one famous quote. “If a man does not master his
circumstances, then he is bound to be mastered by them.” (A Gentleman in
Moscow by Amor Towles)
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Tuesday January 17, 2023 How To Kill Your Boss ' A & & & ¢

WRITE A REALISTIC
YET FICTIONAL STORY
ABOUT A WOMAN WHO

KILLS HER BOSS AND
GETS AWAY WITH IT.

TALKING TO CHATGPT,
THE ADVANCED A.T.

TELL ME HOW TO
MURDER MY BOSS
AND MAKE IT LOOK

I CANNOT ANSWER
THAT QUESTION
BECAUSE IT WOULD
BE UNETHICAL TO
DO SO.

@SCOTTADAMSSAYS

LIKE AN ACCIDENT.

3 Scott Adams, Inc./Dist. by Andrews McMeel

DILBERT.COM

)
ﬁf
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January 13, 2023

Lesley Muldoon

Executive Director

National Assessment Governing Board
800 North Capitol Street, NW

Suite 825

Washington, DC 20002

Re: NAEP Writing Assessment Framework
Dear Ms. Muldoon,

We want to thank you for providing NWEA the opportunity to provide comment on the Writing Framework
for the 2017 National Assessment of Educational Progress (Framework), which took positive steps in
operationalizing writing assessment. We are pleased the National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB)
is considering an update to the 2017 Framework to reflect modern and reasonably predictable writing
expectations for students in the next decade, continuing the charge that “modern writers must express
ways that enable them to communicate effectively to many audiences.”

NWEA is a national, nonprofit, research-based organization working to disrupt educational inequities and
close opportunity gaps that disproportionately affect students of color and students experiencing poverty.
We firmly believe that creating equitable, high-performing systems requires an intentional, evidence-
based approach, guided by experienced educators. NWEA appreciates the NAGB’s steadfast
commitment to providing the field with clear information and data on how we can continue to improve
student outcomes. At NWEA, we believe that writing is a necessary competency in a student’s education,
career, and life. To ensure students are prepared to meet the writing demands they will inevitably face in
postsecondary education, the workforce, and navigating American civic and social life, NAGB should
continue to assess and evaluate writing, track writing progress through data, and release data to the
public on a regular cadence. We are providing NAGB with the following nine suggestions to strengthen
the framework:

1. Increase Emphasis on the Writing Process

A revised framework should emphasize the importance of the writing process to understanding student
writing and the student questionnaire should include questions about the writing process. The framework
should acknowledge that while the final product is what readers have access to when reading a piece of
writing, there are multiple stages of thinking, drafting, rethinking, revising, and editing that culminate in the
final piece. This is an important signal to students and educators that effectively teaching and allowing
time for this process is equally as important as the final result.

As a vehicle for thinking, the writing process is the space where the writer develops and nurtures
understanding. Insight to a student’s writing process—the student’s thinking—is a powerful tool for
educators, school leaders, and policymakers, as it provides not only insight to how well students can
research, structure, organize, and develop an idea, but also highlight what they understand, do not yet
understand, and how they understand. The hallmarks of a skilled writer are the awareness of one’s own
writing process (metacognition) and the flexibility to adjust the process as necessary to achieve the
intended writing goals. Knowing more about how students are learning to write can help educators,
school leaders, and policymakers continue or improve practices focused on the writing process.

2. Include “Writing to Solve Problems” as a Purpose

A revised framework should expand writers’ purpose to include “writing to solve problems.” It is
reasonable to predict that writing will be an avenue to solve complex and integrated civic, social,
scientific, and economic problems. Our current citizenry faces significant problems that intertwine
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disciplines. Consider the COVID-19 pandemic—responses and solutions had to account for science,
mathematics, sociology, psychology, and economics. Public health and political leaders had to consider
ways to address the pandemic by examining it through multiple lenses and addressing the general
populace, often through writing, in ways that reflected an understanding of those lenses. Such a change
to writer’s purpose would also align with the 2026 Reading Framework, with the Reading to Solve a
Problem (RSP) blocks, which are designed “primarily to assess what readers do when asked to
demonstrate understanding across multiple texts and related perspectives while solving a problem,”
creating cohesion for literacy across reading and writing.

3. Allow for the Use of Different Types of Technology

A revised framework should expand technology use beyond word processing. Though students need to
know how to use a range of word processing and software tools deftly and accurately, they should also
be able to demonstrate how to use technology to create better writing content. Instead of using
technology as a proxy for writing quality and restricting the use to word processing, the framework should
consider how technology could be used to improve writing content quality: researching, digital
collaboration, fact checking, multimodality. NAEP may want to consider allowing students to integrate
multimodal aspects (e.g., video, audio) to their writing. Such additions are a more accurate reflection of
the kind of writing writers do in the 215t century, would allow for technology to develop an idea, and could
be evaluated.

Given that one of the stated goals of the framework is “to assess students’ writing using word processing
software with commonly available tools,” a revised framework should precisely articulate what is being
measured through or with technology use. As it is currently written in the framework rubric, it is unclear
how technology use is being measured. A revised framework should include clear and precise
explanations of how technology use is measured.

4. Extend the Time

A revised framework should reflect more reasonable expectations for writing that account for all parts of
the task: understand the task, purpose, and audience, determine the best format, draft, revise, edit, and
publish. The current framework allocates 30 minutes for students in grades 4, 8 and 12 to read,
understand, think about, draft, revise, and copyedit a piece. The complexity of the task and the time it
takes to achieve it is not accounted for as the task becomes more challenging in grades 8 and 12. Not
allowing appropriate time for students to think limits students’ ability to truly show their capabilities. NAEP
should consider extending the time for all students, especially students in grades 8 and 12.

5. Provide Opportunities to Build Knowledge

A revised framework should provide opportunities for students to build knowledge on the topic before they
begin writing. Demonstrating knowledge requires the writer to have sufficient knowledge on the subject to
write about in a sophisticated fashion. While the 2017 Framework allows students to include information
form their own reading, observations, and experiences, respond to short reading passages or visual
stimuli, the sample tasks do not provide evidence that students have enough access to information to
write anything meaningful about the task. Students come to a task with different experiences and prior
knowledge, some of which are largely related to their family economic status. NAEP could provide a more
equitable writing experience by providing the option for all students to access knowledge for the task
before writing.

Students should be expected to supplement the thoughts they bring to the assessment experience with
information they read during the assessment on tasks beyond writing to convey experience. Though
reading and writing are separate assessments, skillful writing often requires reading. This would align with
the proposed changes to the 2026 NAEP Reading Framework, specifically the new “Use and Apply”
comprehension target which asks “readers to use information they acquire through reading to solve a
problem or create a new text. For example, after reading a set of commentaries, readers might be asked
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to produce a blog-type message for a public audience that captures the most relevant information or
offers an argument about an issue.”

6. Allow Translanguaging

A revised framework should acknowledge that translanguaging —writers using their entire linguistic
repertoire, including the range of languages and dialects they speak—is a natural process for multilingual
students and regard translanguaging as an asset to student writing. The scoring rubrics should be
updated to reflect the accepted use of translanguaging. The 2017 NAEP Writing Framework asserts it will
“measure student ability to write in English,” but does not define “English.” Some high-quality, published
pieces of writing are written only in English (e.g., The Editorial Column in the New York Times). Some
high-quality, well-regarded, published pieces of writing use dialects for rhetorical effect (e.g., Their Eyes
Were Watching God by Zora Neale Hurston; Great Expectations by Charles Dickens). Some high-quality,
well regarded, published pieces engage in translanguaging, the sliding in and out of English with another
(typically the writer's home or first) language: Things Fall Apart by Chinua Achebe, In the Time of the
Butterflies by Julia Alvarez, and With the Fire on High by Elizabeth Acevedo are texts that infuse the
author’'s home language with English, creating masterfully pieces of writing with depth and authenticity.
All the pieces above are commonly considered to be written in English. The revised framework should
reflect linguistic reality. Not only would regarding translanguaging as an asset to student writing expand
equitable opportunities for student writers to show their strengths, but it also reflects a more realistic
expectation for student writing in an on-demand situation. Writing for all: NWEA stances on writing lays
out a compelling academic case for translanguaging in student writing.

When multilingual learners are restricted to responding in only one language, it impedes their ability to
engage in critical thinking and to fully express their ideas. An on-demand writing situation amplifies the
importance of understanding how multilingual students process and generate text. Multilingual students
use translanguaging throughout the writing process, including using their home language to access their
memory and engaging in additional translation to convert thoughts to the language specified for the
written product. Considering the time is only 30 minutes where students produce on-demand drafts,
multilingual learners should be encouraged to use their natural translanguaging writing process,
languages, and dialects during planning and drafting. | would welcome substantive and thoughtful
discussion on the linguistic expectations on the final product.

7. Provide Clarity on Writing in the Disciplines

A revised framework should be more closely attuned to the writing in disciplines in grades 8 and 12,
including clarifying the difference between general and discipline specific writing. Writing is a critical
thinking exercise that should not be a discipline restricted to the English Language Arts (ELA) classroom;
it should be understood as key to thinking and understanding each discipline, each with its own
conventions, norms, and ways of expression that are unique to the discipline (Goldschmidt, 2014; NWEA,
2022). Writing an editorial article to a commonly consumed science publication on a topic like water
quality or species extinction would likely require a different tone, language, and organizational structure
from writing a report on the effects of climate change for an audience of researchers. Both are quite
different from writing a literary analysis or a think piece on a civic or social topic.

In the current framework, NAEP is sending conflicting signals to the public about the purpose of the
assessment and the kind of writing that should be taught in different disciplines. Including interdisciplinary
topics to write about but not defining interdisciplinary expectations, muddies already opaque instructional
territory.

8. Use an Analytic Rubric

A revised framework should consider using an analytic instead of a holistic rubric or providing more clarity
around how the holistic rubric evaluates the expectations in each rubric category in the Student Profile
report (i.e., development of ideas, organization of ideas; language facility and conventions). A holistic
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rubric may mask strengths and weaknesses in writing, whereas an analytic rubric would provide insight to
the areas of strength and growth. Finally, it is unclear how trends are determined in holistic scoring; if
NAEP keeps holistic scoring, more insight to how writing is evaluated and how trends are identified would
be helpful to educators and policymakers.

9. Connect to the 2026 NAEP Reading Frameworks.

Considering the changes to the 2026 Reading Framework for NAEP, there is an opportunity for the
revised 2017 Writing Framework to work with the 2026 NAEP Reading Assessment by extending the
testing time for some students to assess writing. The 2026 Reading Framework requires students to
produce writing to demonstrate reading understanding, expects them to read discipline-specific texts, use
technology, and asks them to solve problems. These changes are aligned with many of the changes we
propose for revisions to the 2017 Writing Framework. Connecting the writing assessment to the revised
reading assessment may allow for a better, more seamless experience for students and more accurate
information about student reading and writing ability. Writing does not exist in a vacuum. Writers write for
and about something: writers write for a specific audience or intended purpose and about topics or
content. Writing is rarely, if ever, a completely decontextualized experience. Being able to write about
what students have just read about may result in better writing that is contextualized, meaningful, and
illustrative of student knowledge and ability.

The abovementioned nine points reflect the changes NWEA believes NAEP should consider when
creating a revised framework. We appreciate that NAGB prioritizes writing and are continually looking to
improve their writing frameworks.

We are thankful for this opportunity to provide comments and we hope NAGB will consider revising the
2017 Writing Framework. | humbly summit these comments on our behalf.

Sincerely,

TUthlougitong
Miah Daughtery, EdD

Vice President of Academic Advocacy, Literacy
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NAEP Writing Assessment Framework
Comments and Notes: Dr. J. Dole

Whether the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework needs to be updated:

I do not think the current 2017 Writing Assessment Framework needs to be updated. I have not
read nor do I know of any significant body of research that would change in any basic way the
framework in the current document. I especially like your table wherein you compare the 2011
framework to the 2017 framework. This gives the reader a better sense of the differences
between the two frameworks. The changes between the grade level percentages of different tasks
in the frameworks seem to be consistent with what students need in the 21% century. Another
welcome change I believe is to provide 4™ graders with a specified form for their writing. I
imagine this will reduce some cognitive load as students write.

Your questions imply you are just looking for big issues within the current framework, and you
have my response. However, [ will take some time to point out some areas of interest and/or
concern.

Descriptors of Framework. Related to the framework, I do think that there should be a bit more
discussion of the writing types in the comparison of the 2011 and 2017 table describing the
frameworks (p. 14). I think the descriptors are fine, to persuade, explain and convey experience.
But these terms and their explanations do not quite cover the array of writing types possible, and
not all writing types (or genres) fit easily into one of these three descriptors. For example, where
would you classify biography or autobiography? To convey experience—though sometimes the
purpose of a biography is to explain. I’'m not sure on that. Likewise, a report could be to
persuade or to explain or even to describe.

Perhaps this problem could be amended by just including more examples for each purpose. For
example, to “persuade” does not always have to be to change someone’s viewpoint. It can also
be to develop an argument, to analyze ideas, to present a position. To explain can also be to
describe or to report. I do like the “explain in order to expand the reader’s understanding.”

More importantly, tell readers that these purposes are not always mutually exclusive. Perhaps
this has been stated and I missed it.

Writing Strategy Instruction. One thought I had is that the single best research we have
currently on writing and its instruction in K-12 schools (and supported by multiple meta-
analyses) comes from the work of Graham and Harris on writing strategies. But writing
strategies relate to processes, not outcomes, and therefore I do not believe that body of research
changes this framework. It seems a bit strange, though, that this body of research is not cited
more in the Framework document.

Related to this issue is that I am especially disappointed that one of the Framework’s goals is to
“encourage student writers to move beyond prescriptive or formulaic approaches in their
writing.” This goal is problematic because those formulaic approaches indeed help many
students learn to write successfully, and the Graham and Harris studies demonstrate this clearly.
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It is nice to think and encourage writers to go beyond prescriptive approaches, but this goal may
encourage teachers to not teach formulaic approaches like those espoused by Graham and Harris
even while we know that they can help so many writers learn how to write well. I would
encourage you to leave the goal out, or to be clearer in your discussion that formulaic approaches
are often an excellent way to teach several different types of writing genres. [ worry that the
many high school English teachers who typically dismiss formulaic approaches—e.g. the five-
paragraph essay—will read this goal as proof that these formulas should not be taught. But they
should, and we have a robust body of research to tell us they should.

Computers for Fourth Graders. While I am in favor of using computers for fourth graders, I
do worry about confounding computer use with writing ability. We are not quite at the point
where we can assume that all fourth graders use computers equally well. I worry about our low-
income students and students without much experience writing on computers. I realize this is of
great interest to NAEP and that you have been dealing with this problem for many years. [ am
not aware of research that definitively points to an answer. Though writing on computers often
assists struggling writers and writers with handwriting problems, my worry is low-income fourth
graders who do not have adequate keyboarding and computer knowledge and skills.

Writing Tasks. I was a bit disappointed in the writing task examples presented in the framework
document. The tasks seem to be geared toward white, middle-class students honestly—4™ grade
school mascots, 8" grade on achieving goals, and 12" grade what makes a community. These
topics do not seem to have been carefully selected to be representative of different subcultures or
interests. As a working class student taking these tests years ago, I would not have related to any
of these topics.

Is it possible to give writers a choice of two writing prompts? We know how important choice is
to student performance. This may help.

Thanks for the opportunity to respond! And, congratulations on what you have successfully
accomplished with this framework.
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Does an Achievement level of basic convey students who do not demonstrate
partial mastery? Is there such a thing as not scorable, for example students
who write little or nothing? Does the holistic score of 1 demonstrate partial
mastery? How will this be interpreted?

Exhibit 1.5 breaks writing apart — what about the idea of blended writing that
may persuade and explain or persuade through a real or imagined experience?
| would argue that most writing would include some level of blending of forms?
Is this considered when reading, scoring and evaluating? My point is reiterated
in Exhibit 2.1 as it appears that the forms matter little since the audiences and
examples reflect blended audience and task. Also the broad domains of
assessment (4.1) further support the idea of blended writing being a viable
genre and approach.

Overall, | feel that the NAEP writing framework is excellent and comprehensive
— | served on the item review for reading and find the revisions to be excellent.
| am certain that the writing revisions will also be valuable and excellent.

Thank you for your commitment and diligence,
Dee Saucier

Wee Aawncier

Danielle M. Saucier, M.Ed. Literacy Specialist
Inclusive Education Literacy Specialist

Office of Special Services & Inclusive Education
Maine Department of Education

#23 State House Station

Augusta, Maine 04333

*Don’t miss Literacy updates and communications related to General & Special Education and the Maine Association for Improving
Literacy (MAIL). Sign up for the Maine Literacy Listserv here.
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January 24, 2023

Lesley Muldoon
Executive Director
National Assessment Governing Board

Re: Initial Public Comment of NAEP Writing Assessment Frameworks
Dear Ms. Muldoon:

On behalf of ACT and our experts in content, research, and performance scoring operations, we
are pleased to respond to the call for initial public comment and recommendation on the
current NAEP Writing Assessment Framework. We understand that these comments are
being provided as the first stage in a comprehensive multi-year process to help determine if
framework revisions are needed. Our responses are summarized below.

1. Whether the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework needs to be updated.
o ACT experts recommend that the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework be

updated.

2. If the framework needs to be updated, why a revision is needed.

ACT experts have reviewed the framework and have the following comments on why a
revision is needed, including:

¢ Incorporating updated statistical data and findings from previously investigated
research questions (https://www.nagb.gov/naep-subject-areas/writing/results-
archive/grade4-computer-writing.html). This includes updating framework references
to reflect revisions in policies and other sources, such as the WPA Outcomes
Statement for First-Year Composition.

e Asinclusion and justice become more prominent in educational assessment, new
research on topics such as cultural and linguistic diversity, asset framing, and access
to technology and information must be considered in the theory, construct, and
assessment of writing (Feliz, 2020; Garcia & Guerra, 2004; Gomez & Lewis, 2022;
Greenfield & Rowan, 2011; Ragupathi & Lee, 2020; Rillo & Alieto, 2018; Solano-
Flores et al., 2015). This research has significant implications for large-scale
assessments of writing, particularly regarding multilingual students and the use of
monolinguistic competencies, the elimination of deficit-thinking in rubric performance
level descriptors, and the need for greater diversity in education assessment
professionals.

e Additionally, recent research in writing theory and the construct, including linguistic
connections to composition and performance assessment practices such as rubric
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development and scorer cognition, has contributed to a continuously evolving
understanding of the field (Slomp, 2019; Zheng & Yu, 2019; Larsson et al., 2020).
The 2017 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework's focus on approaches to thinking
and writing in relation to purpose and audience acknowledges a variety of ways to
demonstrate writing ability (Crossley et al., 2014), but this is not reflected in the
preliminary rubrics. The format of the rubrics encourages an analytic process and
contradicts the holistic scoring aims, resulting in ambiguity about how to use the
rubric and measure the construct.

e Additional points for consideration:

o Limiting discussion around reasons to write to economic purposes may limit
students’ motivation to write, or to appreciate learning to write. Undeniably,
there is a relationship between education and economic success. However,
there are other kinds of success about which both society and individuals
care. A rationale that includes measures of success beyond the financial may
be more appealing and convincing. Emphasizing that there are myriad ways
in which writing may contribute to a variety of endeavors may encourage
student understanding of why writing instruction and assessment receives
and deserves so much attention.

o The assessment tasks do not seem tightly aligned to the note about the “pace
of written communication” in the Introduction. The pace with which many
people write in “today’s environment” is at least to some extent influenced by
the popularity of digital communications and social media. Whether for
personal or professional purposes, the conditions of most digital
communication platforms necessitate a certain pace. Indeed, immediate
replies are increasingly expected and those replying feel the sense of
urgency. The influence of this environment certainly can affect the way we
approach any writing task (having generated feelings around immediacy and
urgency), but because the assessments are not administered in such a
context, the relationship between the two is not entirely clear. Further,
encouraging the application of a speedy approach to writing may not be
desirable. There is a significant difference between responding to a social
media post and composing an essay. Though much writing today does take
the shape of quick responses, there are still occasions that demand
deliberation and process. Not only do certain tasks require this (both in
school and the workforce), but careful thinking remains at the top of
curriculum priority lists. If a goal of education is to develop critical thinkers
and lifelong learners, pointing to a habit of quickness to explain the
importance of writing is illogical.
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o While the 30-minute time limit for a writing task seems reasonable, there are
some critics of writing assessments that consider the time limit arbitrary and a
hindrance to authentic writing. However, we counter that some constraint is
required to allow for a standardized experience for all test takers. Thirty
minutes seems to balance testing time with the need for time to pre-write and
edit.

3. What should a revision to the framework include?

¢ A thorough review of the evaluation of responses is recommended, including the
rubric design process, the rubrics, reader demographics, reader selection, reader
training methods, and training materials.

¢ Below are recommendations for updating the rubrics under the framework:

o Reconsider division of rubrics by purpose.

o Consider division of rubrics by grade.

o Ensure consistency in rubric terminology related to criteria across levels and
seek opportunities for increased clarity about construct by defining how ability
or knowledge is evidenced (Aull, 2015; Brookhart, 2018; Dryer, 2013).

o Revise rubric terminology related to performance level that promotes a deficit
scoring approach rather than an asset-framed approach (Athon, 2019). For
example, we would recommend replacing qualifying (usually, most, but,
seldom) and negative (lack, no, none) descriptors with fundamental skills that
increase in complexity (Leisen, 2022).

o Include details about how the rubrics were developed and validated (e.g.,
intuitively, normed, or workshopped, and elaborate on how student responses
will be used to further develop preliminary rubrics. (Alsina et al., 2019;
Dawson, 2017; Schoepp et al., 2018).

o Below are recommendations for “Training Readers to Score Responses”:

o Include details about readers: Who will be using the rubrics to assign scores,
how will they be selected, and why?

o Elaborate as to what supplemental training and materials include, and how
they will be used to ensure consistent application of the rubric (Finn et al.,
2020; Rethinasamy, 2021).

o Elaborate on how raters will be trained on the scoring process, especially with
consideration of rater cognition research that develops further evidence to
suggest process variance has a greater effect on the psychometric
proficiency of readers than rubric interpretation (Barkaoui, 2010; Ezike &
Ames, 2021; Huhta et al., 2014; Kuiken & Vedder, 2014; Lesterhuis et al.,
2022; Wolfe et al., 1998; Zhang, 2016).
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¢ In addition, we recommend that the framework also evaluate accuracy of earlier
statements (e.g., do we know more now about the “impact of form” than in the 2017
release? Do recent developments in and ubiquity of software tools change the nature
of the “commonly available tools” that students are permitted to use in composing on
the computer?).

e Given that responses will be collected via computer-based assessments, we
encourage NAEP to consider automated scoring in their plans. While automated
scoring may not be appropriate for this upcoming assessment, there would be
sufficient time for automated scoring professionals to review the typewritten
responses and hand scores from this administration and determine if automated
scoring models are appropriate for future administrations. If nothing else, the
availability of typewritten responses and hand scores to the automated scoring field
would provide a valuable resource—perhaps the most authentic data set available to
automated scoring researchers since the popular Automated Student Assessment
Prize data sets released on Kaggle.com in 2012.

o The list of writing tools described under the sub-heading “Writing with Commonly
Available Word Processing Tools” appears complete. The framework should include
information about whether examinees will have the option of word processing tools to
use, or if they will have to enter their responses in an interface designed by NAEP.
There are advantages and disadvantages to either approach. An NAEP-designed
interface would provide a consistent, standardized set of tools for examinees.
However, examinees may feel more comfortable using a word processor with which
they are familiar.

e We commend NAEP for conducting a study to determine the practicality of computer-
based writing assessment for Grade 4 examinees. ACT has been involved in multiple
(unpublished) automated scoring projects that included Grade 3 and Grade 4
examinees on writing assessments. During those studies, we found that students at
lower grade levels exhibit lower scores than expected, likely in part due to their use
of computers to write. We encourage NAEP to continue to study the computer-based
writing properties of responses from these younger examinees.

e We also commend the authors for their considerations for English Language
Learners (ELLs) and Students with Disabilities (SDs), including their outline of
accommodations. Given the computer-based nature of this assessment, we hope the
authors will consider updating their bulleted list of accommodations under the
subheading “Accommodations” to emphasize computer-based, instead of the paper-
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based, accommodations (i.e., large-print booklets, Braille versions of the
assessment).

The ACT team listed below appreciates the opportunity to provide this preliminary commentary
and are comfortable with our names and affiliations being included with our comments, which
may be shared and discussed publicly in upcoming Governing Board meetings and materials.

Iris Garcia, Scoring Programs Manager, Performance Scoring Operations
Shannon Karm, Director, Content, ELA

Matthew Lumb, Sr. Director, Performance Scoring Operations

Roxanne Swim, Lead Content Specialist, ELA

Scott Wood, Lead Research Scientist, Automated Scoring

Should the Board decide that framework revisions are needed, please let us know how we can
best support the comprehensive, multi-year process.

Sincerely,

[ [

WA e~ f U AL

Dianne Henderson, Ph.D.
Vice President

Research
500 ACT Dr. | lowa City, lowa 52243-0168
| www.ACT.org
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Comments on NAEP Writing Framework

Chester E. Finn, Jr. 1/11/23

Does the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework needs to be updated?

Honestly, the issue with NAEP’s handling of writing isn't that the framework is
obsolete. It's that the subject has so rarely been assessed in recent year—no real
data on writing from NAEP since 2011—and as far as I can tell from the current
schedule there are no plans to assess it again until 2030! That will mean a gap of
almost two decades. No trend line to speak of today, though one is much
needed. (And I surmise that if we had one it would look as bleak as the reading
trend line does, or worse.)

I haven't focused on the “technical issue” that messed up the 2017 writing
assessment and do not know whether it was related in any way to the
framework. Assuming not, then there is absolutely no reason at this point to
expend all the time and energy and money needed for a new framework. Far
better to devote available resources to deploying the framework to actually do
some testing—sooner than 2030 please!—and reporting some useful results to
the country.

It feels like @ major waste to start over to replace something that in practice has
barely been used!

That said, two big considerations need to be factored into upcoming assessments
of writing, whether in the form of tweaks to the framework or—more likely—in
how actual assessments are designed and administered and scored.

First, far more than when the current framework was developed, writing today is
carried out in many different ways using various media. Social media, obviously.
Texting and emailing. More than I can say (or use myself). Item developers will
need to be imaginative in coming up with ways of getting kids to write
accordingly, and will have to deal with the mismatch between “proper writing"—
which remains important for students to learn—and the informal writing that is
probably most of what they do when they write outside of school.

That does NOT mean that the NAEP writing assessment should turn into an
assessment of “informal” writing. The reason we assess in grades 4, 8 and
especially 12 is to determine students’ preparedness for what comes next in
school, college and the “real world” and that includes readiness to communicate
in writing “properly” in addition to whatever other ways they communicate.

Second, with the advent of Al “bots” that can do one’s writing for one, test
security may have to deal with new challenges. The devices that kids use for
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NAEP obviously have to be immune to the many forms that cheating and
plagiarism can take, and they also have to “check at the door” phones and
watches and suchlike that might make end runs. Technology has also created
many mechanisms—starting with SpellCheck but extending to grammar and
such—that have accustomed all of us to sloppiness on grounds that the machine
will fix it for us. NAEP needs to ascertain whether student writers are able to fix
it for themselves and make it accurate and communicative. I'm no expert on how
to forestall fakery and minimize the use of tech-assists—it’s already a challenge
for teachers—but test makers and administrators need to take pains to do so.

My main point, however, to repeat, is that when it comes to student writing,
NAEP has been essentially AWOL for a decade—and plans to be for almost
another decade.

That's disgraceful! Yet the answer isn't a new framework. Just because one has
been lazily living off take-out instead of cooking dinner doesn’t mean you solve
that problem by buying a new cookbook.
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From: Aimee Jahns

To: NAGB Queries

Subject: NAEP Writing Framework

Date: Monday, January 9, 2023 1:52:28 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

In regards to the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework:

In reading the 2017 framework, I thought overall the information included in the framework
was relevant to how writing is currently taught in schools. I did wonder about the following:

1. In the reports published for the nation and the states, is there a sub-group for rural students?
The current concern about the availability of internet access in rural areas of the country
indicates that students with limited access might have a more challenging time using the
computer to write. Could this be an area to investigate in the next round of NAEP testing?

2. As I read the criteria for each genre of writing and each scoring level, it would have been
helpful to have student samples to illustrate what that writing might look like. This would
make it easier to conceptualize a holistic score.

Thanks for the opportunity to review this framework.

Aimee J. Jahns, Ph.D.
Retired elementary Reading Specialist and Adjunct Professor
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From: Loretta Kane

To: NAGB Queries

Subject: Feedback on the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework
Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2023 7:23:07 PM

I have read the framework thoroughly and am surprisingly impressed with it. I believe the framework is based on
solid, excellent research, and because of how it is designed, will accurately reflect what students know and are able
to do at grades 4, 8, and 12.

I especially like the features of writing that NAEP focuses on: Development of ideas, Organization of ideas
(including the logical sequencing of ideas) and facility with language and conventions, all features that writers use to
produce genuine texts. I applaud NAEP for encouraging students to go beyond prescriptive and formulaic writing.
And I appreciate NEAP’s focus on topic, and its specifying the purpose and audience as these specification alleviate
cognitive load and facilitate students’ ability to make good choices, especially in the face of limited time.I also think
the inclusion of computer-based writing is necessary and that even students in the 4th grade should be familiar with
word processing by now and its software tools.

As an educator who received her Ph.D. in education, concentrating on cognition and literacy, from the University of
California, Berkeley, and who has taught composition at both high school (for ten years) and college (for 45 years),
and who has kept up with the research, I cannot think of anything that the current NAEP framework does not take
into account. I feel the framework is thorough and taps into the knowledge and skills that are age and
developmentally appropriate and that will accurately reflect the students’ knowledge and skills in ways that will
provide the type of information that will help researchers in the field of writing understand what direction new
research needs to go in, especially as technology advances in the future.

The one concern I have about future technology is the ability of Artificial Intelligence to compose essays.Here are
some questions about the future of writing and some things for NAEP to think about for the future:

1. With the advent of Al (such as chat-GP) how can we prevent students from attempting to have Al write essays for
them?

2. Or will students learn how to use Al to compose essays for them that will achieve their communicative purpose
effectively, like they use calculators to do the math for them to solve math problems?

3. Will AD’s ability to write essays change what we want students to know and be able to do in the production of
written text?

For the time being, though, I do not think the NAEP framework needs to be revised.
I hope this feedback is helpful.

Loretta Kane, Ph.D.
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From: Marta Leon

To: NAGB Queries

Subject: Feedback on NAEP Writing Assessment Framework
Date: Friday, January 20, 2023 6:47:51 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear National Assessment Governing Board,

We appreciate your invitation to provide feedback on the existing Writing Assessment
Framework. A group of us reviewed the existing framework, discussed questions and
concerns, and determined that some updates may be desirable in a future framework. The
suggested updates, listed below, do not detract from the strengths of the current
framework, in particular the ambitious and systematic ways to probe student writing across
purposes, topics, with a clear set of standards for each major category while allowing for
flexibility.

Framework’s Purpose and Goals

The document with the framework emphasizes preparing students for post-secondary
expectations. While this is true for the 12th grade students being evaluated, it would be
beneficial to remind readers that 4th grade students need to demonstrate writing skills that
will serve them in middle school, and 8th grade students need to demonstrate writing skills
that will serve them in high school.

The framework mentions three goals (moving beyond formulaic approaches, using word
processing software, and completing a writing task on-demand). It may go without saying
that a key goal is for students to communicate effectively in writing across a variety of
topics and formats. This overarching goal should be stated explicitly as a way to keep the
broader end front and center.

Approaches to Writing

The need to move beyond formulaic approaches in writing is mentioned several times in the
framework, yet few descriptions are given of the meaning of that idea. We expect students
to write in somewhat formulaic ways during this type of assessment because they are given
a specific task, their time is limited, and they have been taught to write using academic
standard writing so they can concentrate on developing the ideas and details rather than
worrying about structure and organization (the “formulaic” part in our interpretation). We
believe that investigating what teachers consider to be formulaic writing, and how it
compares to what they are actively teaching to their students during writing time, would be
enlightening.

If non-formulaic approaches are in fact sought after (and we would recommend limiting that
to grade 12), then we are optimistic that the training materials for scorers provide multiple
examples of the possible approaches that a writer may bring to the task, including proficient
and less-proficient samples for those approaches (for example, a well-written essay that
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uses a mostly anecdotal approach in order to persuade readers vs. a less-proficient
anecdotal approach to the same goal and topic). Also, consider including a few unorthodox
examples of approaches students might take and how they might affect scoring (e.g., a
student writing a short story instead of a nonfiction piece to explain a concept).

It should also be considered that some approaches to writing may be too complex for a
given grade level. Additionally, we wonder if students are aware that they have “permission”
to use different approaches, or a combination, during the test. We wonder if, for example,
the task or directions might remind students of possible, age-appropriate approaches they
may use when writing their piece.

Perhaps the riskier aspect of encouraging different approaches to writing is the background
knowledge (and/or concurrent research) necessary to successfully implement some of
those approaches. For example, analyzing a phenomenon, or comparing and contrasting in
a meaningful way, both require a somewhat robust corpus of knowledge about the topic.
Given the 30-minute time limit for the assessment and the diversity of background
knowledge among students even at the same grade level, it is likely that the diversity in
approaches to writing remains an aspirational goal but not a requirement for demonstrating
proficiency in this assessment.

Scoring Rubrics

The current framework states “[a]lthough the same scoring rubric will be used for each
communicative purpose across grades 4, 8, and 12, the interpretation, or application, of the
rubric will be different at each grade” (p. 40). We believe that it would be more beneficial to
those scoring the assessment, to teachers addressing these skills in class, and to
investigators interpreting assessment results if the rubrics were disaggregated by grade
level, with age-appropriate criteria for each grade. Separating rubrics by grade level would
make explicit some important developmental considerations. For example, it may be that
the cognitive resources of a fourth grader are exhausted after organizing the ideas and
developing the main points in the writing, and cannot afford to add creative or figurative
language in addition to it, whereas that may be an expectation for a student in grade 12.

Expectations About Technology Use

Despite the growing access that students across grade levels have to technology,
disparities remain both in access and in the consequent comfort with and fluency in using
technology, especially in elementary school. Students may use computers frequently to
type text, but that does not guarantee their familiarity with planning, editing, and formatting
tools that they are expected to use in the assessment. If possible, we would like to see that
fourth grade students are offered the choice of writing their piece by hand and not only
typing it on a computer. As a separate referent, Common Core State Standards for Writing
in fourth grade mention that students use technology to produce and publish writing with
help from adults, an assistance that would not be available in a testing environment.

While letters are still used as a form of communication, we suggest to add the format
“email” in addition to or in lieu of typical letters (to be more consistent with the electronic
environment of the assessment as well).
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Role of Background Knowledge

In tasks that require students to write in order to inform or persuade an audience, we
wonder if any support is offered to students who may not have enough background
knowledge to develop their points to the extent or depth required by the task (for example,
via accompanying short texts to quickly build background or activate existing knowledge on
the topic). Providing these supports, we understand, may detract from the time students
may use to write, but that “loss” should be weighed against increased background
knowledge about the topic at hand.

Accommodations

Since the assessment concerns writing and not reading, we suggest adding an
accommodation whereby the writing prompt can be read aloud to students.

Time

We consider 30 minutes to be a short amount of time for students to decide how to
approach the writing, select some key ideas and their details, and compose them as a
writing piece. Even though the framework makes it clear that an edited, proofread piece is
not expected, half an hour still allows for limited cognitive processing along the lines in
which students’ writing will be scored — organization, coherence, reasoning, details. We
would not like to recommend lengthening the time, however, because of its possible
negative effects on implementation integrity and student fatigue. Instead, we believe that
the time issue is a question that may be answered empirically through collecting student
writing produced in actual 30-minute sessions and analyzing it for depth against the rubrics
mentioned in this framework.

Motivation and Engagement; Creativity

We are curious about the framework’s approach to student motivation and engagement,
which are key determinants of the effort put in academic tasks such as assessments.

Lastly, we wonder what role, if any, student creativity plays in the scoring rubrics. This goes
beyond students being able to select an approach or combination of approaches to thinking
and writing (e.g., analyzing, reflecting), and includes creativity in sentence structure,
wording, figurative language, etc.

Thank you so much for giving us the opportunity to provide feedback, and please let us
know if any of our comments are unclear.
Best,

Marta Leon, PhD
Senior Instructional Designer

Learning A-Z, A Cambium Learning® Group Company
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From: Sue Livingston

To: NAGB Queries

Subject: Comment on Whether of not the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework Needs to be Updated
Date: Saturday, December 17, 2022 3:14:01 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hello,

Thank you for asking my opinion about whether or not the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework
Needs to be Updated.
| believe it does.

| am directing my comments primarily about the evaluation of writing for older students (Grade 8
and up). The existing problem is the misunderstanding that students can out-write their
understanding level. Here are writing topics taken from the documents given us to review:

your local newspaper is inviting residents to respond to a question civic leaders have debated: “What
makes a good community?” The newspaper wants those who respond to define a good community
and to explain what elements are needed to create a good community.

Take a position and write a response persuading members of your state legislature to support your
position on whether or not protected land in your state should be opened to energy companies for
drilling.

These are de-contextualized topics which make writing much harder to do. Understandable
contexts for writing are what are missing from the Framework and preferably these contexts should
be accessible readings or video clips that speak to what students should primarily already be familiar
with. The key is familiarity and the more familiar the contexts the better . .. including interesting
and humorous ones.

So please do not ask students to write about things they either do not understand or know very little
if anything about. Finding accessible contexts for writing is key.

Sue Livingston

Professor

Program for Deaf Adults/Education and Language Acquisition
LaGuardia Community College
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From: Lopez, Megan

To: NAGB Queries

Cc: Nielsen, Darin; Carter, Cydnee; McEntire, Teresa
Subject: NAEP Writing Assessment Framework - Feedback
Date: Tuesday, January 17, 2023 4:28:21 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Greetings, NAEP Governing Board,

Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback regarding the Writing Assessment Framework.
In reviewing the framework, | found it to be quite well-done and appreciated the thorough
consideration of the majority of aspects of writing and assessment. | would like to take this
opportunity to make a suggestion for future revisions. The framework assesses three primary
purposes: to persuade, to explain, and to convey experience. As our communities and labor
markets progress, so does the need for our students’ writing abilities. In order for students to be
more well-rounded and suitably prepared for this ever-changing landscape, the need for technical
writing becomes crucial. Where does conveying specialized information fit into this framework?
Does it fit into the purpose of “to explain?” If so, the definition and holistic scoring guide should be
updated to reflect this. As this framework reads now, it implies to explain is merely to “expand the
reader’'s understanding.” In other words, write a report. Students need the skills to do more than
just report information coherently; they need to be able to guide and instruct the reader in
application. This is a skill the majority of student will need to be college and career ready. | realize
this would be a large change to the framework, but | have a few ideas on how this could actually be
assessed while giving students choice in topics. | would be more than happy to be a thought partner
on this suggestion, and | approve these comments being discussed publicly.

Kind Regards,

Megan Lopez

/%/a/( Lopez, ..

Education Specialist, Secondary English Language Arts | WIDA
AZA Program Manager

Assessment & Accountability

Utah State Board of Education
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From: Banks Lyons

To: NAGB Queries

Subject: NAEP Writing Framework Feedback

Date: Wednesday, January 25, 2023 8:16:01 PM
Attachments: image001.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good evening,

| want to start by thanking you for the opportunity to offer feedback on the NAEP Writing
Framework. This assessment obviously makes a large impact on instruction across the nation and |
sincerely appreciate being able to share some brief thoughts on it.

| believe the framework needs to be updated as it does not adequately assess a student’s ability to
effectively communicate. | believe this is a really good framework within current traditional
assessment structures, but one of the things | appreciated the most about the proposed 2025
Reading Framework (that we reviewed in 2020) is that it sought to move our understanding of how
we assess reading outside of those traditional structures. | would suggest that the next iteration of
this writing framework take the lead from the reading framework in innovating what it means to
assess student reading/writing.

I'll briefly note two examples that stand out to me:

1. Current large-scale writing assessments suffer in large part by not attempting to account for
more variables. For example, many large-scale writing assessments include text-based
prompts wherein a student must read and comprehend a text excerpt before writing an
essay. We know that a student’s ability to read and comprehend a text is dependent upon a
number of factors: a student’s decoding ability, ability to read fluently, background
knowledge, sociocultural background, motivation/engagement with the task, etc. When all of
those variables are at play, and we have not effectively accounted for those (as much as is
possible), then a student’s ability to write based on their comprehension of the text does not
necessarily give us a clear understanding of their ability to write more broadly. Even though
the current NAEP framework has non-text-based prompts, it still contains tasks wherein a
student’s background knowledge of, experience with, and interest in the topic/task at hand all
play a role in their ability to write well on the topic. The current constructs, therefore, cannot
reliably give us a clear picture of a student’s ability to write in an on-demand setting, at least
in a generalizable sense.

2. Another key innovation of the Reading Framework that should be included in any Writing
Framework revisions is the use of multimodal texts and an expanded understanding of
literacy. Since students in the current economy use a variety of ways to communicate that are
not all written (or typed) text, in what ways could the framework reimagine prompts and tasks
that provide students opportunities to communicate in a variety of different types of “text.”
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Although | have noted the shortcomings of the framework, I'm certainly not suggesting that it’s
completely off track. | believe that it largely captures the modes of writing (to explain, to persuade,
to convey real/imagined experience) that are most reflective of the fundamental skills of writing
students will need. | am mostly suggesting that innovations are needed in the assessment’s
constructs.

Thank you again for this opportunity!

Banks Lyons

. Education
Banks Lyons | Secondary ELA Coordinator

Academics and Instructional Strategy Division
Office of Academics

Andrew Johnson Tower, 9t Floor
710 James Robertson Parkway, Nashville, TN 37243

tn.gov/education
#TNBestforALL

We will set all students on a path to success.
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From: McEntire, Teresa

To: NAGB Queries

Cc: Lopez, Megan; Carter, Cydnee; Nielsen, Darin
Subject: NAEP Writing Framework

Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2023 4:41:17 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear NAEP Governing Board,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the NAEP Writing Framework. | found the overall
framework thoughtful and well outlined. | appreciated the considerations for what is age
appropriate since | work with elementary level assessments. | found the scoring guides to be
descriptive and inclusive.

However, | do believe that the framework needs to be updated and include more text-based
responses. Currently few prompts ask students to utilize information from texts or graphics when
formulating their writing response. Since the last framework revision, there has been a major shift
from non-text-based writing to writing associated with specific text-based prompts. This means that
students do not have to have background information regarding the prompt material and instead
can rely on the provided text for details and examples and makes for a more equitable writing
experience. | know that in Utah and many other states writing is assessed through text-based
prompts. This means that most teachers are teaching writing this way as well. It also relates to
college and career writing where typically adults research and use evidence from sources when
writing instead of providing their own evidence.

Depending on the grade level, it would still allow for students to choose their form and/or audience.
Students can also still provide personal experiences that support the text evidence. The scoring
guides would not require major revision. However, the prompts themselves would require major
revision. Although, including text-based prompts in the conveying experience real or imagined
category may be more difficult. It is still possible to include texts that provide background
information related to potential real or imagined experiences. For example, if a student was writing
an imaginary narrative around being a deep-sea diver the supportive text could include information
about the experiences of real divers. Then the student could use this information to support the
events in their narrative. It would also take longer for students to complete the writing, since they
would need to review the text(s) first. The texts would need to be able to be read aloud in order to
be equitable and assess writing versus reading ability.

You are welcome to include my information when discussing in Governing Board meetings.

Thanks,Teresa McEntire

Elementary ELA Education Specialist, Assessment & Accountability
Utah State Board of Education
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From: Lori Pusateri-Lane

To: NAGB Queries

Cc: Barb Marqguer; Catherine Palmer; Laurie Hernandez
Subject: NAEP Writing Framework - requested feedback
Date: Friday, January 13, 2023 3:15:24 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

NAEP Writing Assessment Framework Recommendations

Comments submitted by Lori Pusateri-Lane, WDE ELA Consultant, on behalf of the
Wyoming Department of Education

1.
Should the current (2017) NAEP Writing Assessment Framework be updated?

Yes, the current (2017) NAEP Writing Assessment Framework should be
updated.

2/3. If the framework needs to be updated, why is the revision needed? What should a
revision include?

The 2017 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework has a lot of information
about moving from paper-pencil to computer-based writing assessment. It is
no longer necessary to justify the use of computers to assess student writing.

Has the study proposed in the 2017 NAEP Framework around Grade 4
Computer-Based been completed? What are the findings? This should be
reported in the update.

The Grade 4 CCSS Writing Standards, which are used by many states (or a
variation of them), include, "...demonstrate sufficient command of keyboarding
skills to type a minimum of one page in a single sitting." It is reasonable to
have Grade 4 students use keyboarding for writing assessment.

The 2017 NAEP Writing Assessment includes the use of online tools such as
spell-check and other typical word processing tools, but does not include a
description of any tutorial about the use of those tools being embedded within
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the NAEP.

Often, students overlook or don't use the tools available to them, unless they
are specifically directed to make use of them.

A revision should include findings from the study on Grade
4 computer-based writing assessment, and should also
include the implementation/embedding of tutorials that
encourage the use of, and show students how to use the
word processing and spelling/grammar tools provided.

The 2017 NAEP Writing Assessment Framework includes three
communicative purposes: To Persuade; To Explain; and To Convey
Experience, Real or Imagined.

At the same time, the assessment is administered as two, 30-minute writing
tasks.

Current research on large-scale writing assessment (Applebee, 2007)
suggests that most large-scale assessments have too few separate writing
items to have a wide range of task difficulty.

A revision should include having a greater number of
shorter writing tasks, possibly focusing on paragraphing at
Grade 4, rather than having students “write a letter” or
“write an essay.”

A revision should include at least one writing task for each

of the three communicative purposes, preferably more.

Lori Pusateri-Lane, M.S.
English Language Arts/Fine and Performing Arts Consultant
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Subject: Writing Framework Review Feedback
Date: Wednesday, January 4, 2023 10:06:51 AM
Attachments: image001.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the 2017 NAEP writing framework —

On Page 15 — this paragraph: “In K-12 education, good writing instruction
empowers students to acquire new knowledge and to develop critical thinking
skills. This is true of writing in all subject areas, not just English language arts.
Writing and reasoning effectively are increasingly embedded in the learning of
every subject discipline (Squire, 1988). Moreover, writing is not merely a
school-based practice but a lifelong skill used to accomplish specific goals and
convey particular messages within community and workplace settings.”
Reflects this importance of writing to communicate — at the beginning of the
document you talk about writing more narrowly in terms of three purposes
common to writing in school and in the workplace: To Persuade; To Explain; and
To Convey Experience, Real or Imagined. | would encourage the revision team
to consider that the statement about writing to communicate is more
importance than the narrow definition and mindset of persuade, explain and
convey real or imagined experience.

| appreciate the goal - To encourage student writers to move beyond
prescriptive or formulaic approaches in their writing.

If the goal of writing for all learners is to communicate — will the 4th

grade
students assigned a “form” be penalized if they select a form that is not

assigned?

| like chart that explains Criteria for Evaluating Responses (1.3) — also highlights
that writing is to communicate rather than the focus on form and genre.
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Shawn Washington-Clark

| do think the Writing Assessment Framework needs updating. The
research references studies that are more than 10 years old, the
framework looks at students' ability to use the computer, which we are far
beyond students capabilities to use computers and type considering
schools are using computers more regularly and many offer one -to -one
computers. Luggage is another that needs revisiting. Culture influences
language and should be factored in this area of assessment. The
purposes of writing should remain the same, but consideration for the
examples/forms students will experience on NAEP should be considered
to align with more contemporary writing like blogs, online articles, etc. as
well as choice of topics, so students can select topics relevant to their
reality. Revising the rubric should also be included. It's important to make
the writing authentic and aligned to the styles that are college and career,
but also matching the style of writing students experience in everyday life.
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From: Karen Yelton-Curtis

To: NAGB Queries

Subject: NAEP Writing Assessment Framework
Date: Saturday, December 10, 2022 10:27:03 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To whom it may concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the framework. | appreciate the thoughtful consideration of the
types of writing to be assessed as well as the effort to provide students with writing topics that are
relevant to the tested age groups.

My recommendation is to extend the time for writing; the framework states that students will be given two
30-minute writing tasks. After reviewing the assessment example for Grade 12 students, my suggestion
would be to allow at least 45 minutes for each task. With a more detailed prompt, students need time to
process the information, create a plan for writing, and execute a draft. More time on the assessment
would give students opportunity to demonstrate critical thinking skills as well as writing expertise.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Karen Yelton-Curtis

English instructor
Fresno High School, California
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NAEP Writing Framework
Recommendations

Subject: Public Comment: FR Doc. 2022—-26353, Writing Assessment Framework for the
2030 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)

Dear Lesley Muldoon, Executive Director, National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB),
U.S. Department of Education:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment as part of the National
Assessment Governing Board’s review of the 2030 National Assessment of Education
Progress (NAEP) Writing Assessment Framework. Our three organizations represent
thousands of professionals serving multilingual learners of English (MLEs) and we offer
these comments and recommendations for the NAGB’s consideration in support of the 5.1+
million MLEs within the U.S. public education system?.

Representing Associations

TESOL International Association (www.tesol.org) is the trusted global community for
knowledge and expertise in English language teaching with a membership community of
over 13,000 English language teachers and other professionals from more than 170
countries. Over 5,000 of these members are U.S.-based, serving the millions of MLEs and
their families throughout the education system.

WIDA (www.wida.wisc.edu) WIDA advances academic language development and academic
achievement for children and youth who are culturally and linguistically diverse through
high quality standards, assessments, research, and professional learning for educators.
WIDA, located at the University of Wisconsin—Madison, was created in 2003, when a USED
Enhanced Assessment Grant was awarded to the Wisconsin Department of Public
Instruction, WIDA’s first home. WIDA's language proficiency test impacts over 2 million
multilingual learners in 41 states and territories.

The Center for Applied Linguistics (CAL) (www.cal.org) is to promote and support language
learning and cultural understanding by serving as a trusted source for research, resources,
and policy analysis. CAL communicates monthly to a network of over 50,000 educators
interested in language and culture policy, research, and practice. Through its professional
development, assessment, technical assistance, world language, and research activities
annually, CAL has a national impact on students, families, educators, policy makers and
researchers addressing language and culture activities and initiatives.

! Data compiled by the National Center for Education Statistics reports that in 2019 10.4% of public school
students (PK-12), or 5.1 million, were identified as English learners. Source:
https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=96

65



Attachment B

Rationale for the Recommendations and Comments

With over 100 years of combined service to the MLE community, our organizations and our
members have dedicated their professional and personal service to ensuring that the
diversity of MLEs and their families have the resources for success and are elevated for their
assets and contributions. Our missions are guided by research and practice across the
educational spectrum and demonstrate continuous commitment to the profession, working
with families, communities, municipalities, and state and federal agencies, all to advance
MLEs.

Our recommendations and comments stem from our histories, advocacy, and vision for the
future - all of which are in line with the federal government’s commitment? to effectively
engage MLEs by strengthening access to and participation in government services,
especially the public education system.

Recommendations and Comments

1. Anchor the assessment writing framework in universal design for learning (UDL) and
its three key principles. Every student should have multiple means of access for 1.
engagement, 2. representation, and 3. action and expression (CAST, Inc., 2023). These
principles are explained in detail in the UDL Guidelines, which recommend that students
have “options to use multiple media for communication”, “use multiple tools for
construction and composition”, and “options to promote understanding across multiple

languages” (CAST, Inc., 2019).

2. Secure resources to review assessments written in multiple languages. According to
the U.S. Census Bureau, (2021), over 67 million people living in the U.S. over the age of 5
(approximately 22% of the population) speak a language other than English at home.
The number of school-aged children (5-17) in the U.S. who come from multilingual
homes is almost 12 million, according to the U.S. Census Bureau (2021) . In addition to
students’ multiple home languages, students in the U.S. also receive instruction in dual
language programs in over 27 languages in the U.S. (American Councils, 2021) and a
variety of bilingual education and English language development programs. According to
the U.S. Department of Education (2019), “Thirty-five states and the District of Columbia
reported having a dual language program in the 2016—-17 school year (SY).” As
multilingual learners are learning in multiple languages and bring diverse linguistic
resources to their writing, the NAEP writing framework should match the students’
mode of instruction and enable multiple means of expression that include students' rich
linguistic resources and language variations. The NAEP framework should:

a. approach writing assessment from a multilingual perspective
b. have comparable forms in multiple languages

2us Department of Justice memo issued Monday 21st November 2022:
https://www.justice.gov/file/1553196/download

66



Attachment B

3. Treat multilingual learners and students with disabilities independently as they
represent distinctly different groups of students. Multilingual learners, multilingual
learners with disabilities, and students with disabilities are three distinct student
populations, each with unique resources (see framework pg. 10) Assessing Students
With Special Needs). Embarking on the redesign of the Framework should center on
prioritizing characteristics of these groups that can potentially positively impact the
results rather than retrofit the existing Framework through accommodations. While
accessibility through UDL is to be afforded to all students, the use of accommodations is
only a legitimate and valid route for students with Individualized Education Programs
(IEPs).

Strong writers use their resources well. All students will benefit from the option to
access the assessment with scaffolding, using tools and supports such as:
a. accessing a reference- a dictionary/thesaurus (English or Multi-lingual)
b. using multi-modal means of expression, including images and digital
representations

4. Incorporate opportunities for multilingual learners to access and utilize their rich
linguistic and cultural resources during assessment. For example, cross-linguistic
transfer (use of two languages) should be acknowledged in writing for specific purposes,
i.e. for fluency and depth of expression, and acknowledgment of how this should be
treated in the framework is needed. Linguistic varieties should be included in both
prompts and scoring.

5. Encourage/Provide inclusive opportunities for multilingual learners and other
minoritized students to present perspectives that are representative of their
multicultural orientations. This can be achieved in multiple ways:

a. Topics, for example, should draw from universal themes that have wide range
applicability across cultures and student experiences.
Provide choices in prompts to address multiple cultural orientations.

c. Have multiple rounds of bias and sensitivity reviews with multiple stakeholders
from diverse communities.

6. Include diverse stakeholders who bring expert cultural and linguistic representation to
the framework design committees. This should occur throughout the tiered
committees to provide diverse and inclusive perspectives representative of the students
being assessed.

7. Reconsider or redefine the construct of writing from ‘quill and ink model’ to a 215t
century model that includes digital citizenship and multi-modal forms of expression.
Modern communication is increasingly supported by visual and digital content, lower
density of text, and non-linear formats, with attention to digital citizenship and
multimodal literacy. Consider revisions to the formats and tools utilized in the
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framework and writing assessment to match the demands of modern communication in
a digital and globally interconnected context.

Additionally, we recommend the following:

e Disaggregate and report data using ESSA reporting categories and show growth of MLEs
over time in cohorts.

e Expand professional learning opportunities on the writing framework to include
ELD/ESOL/Bilingual/Language teachers.

e Include an assessment for writing in the arts (literary, folk, songs, etc.).

e Specifically assess writing ability using narration, description, classification, and
evaluation skills as related to the purposes for written communication: persuasive,
experiential, expository, and writing in the arts.

Should you have any questions or need additional information on these recommendations and
comments please contact:

For TESOL International Association:
Heidi Faust

For WIDA:
Margo Gottlieb

For The Center for Applied Linguistics:
Joel Gomez

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on for the NAEP Writing Framework.
Sincerely,
TESOL International Association

WIDA
The Center for Applied Linguistics
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CENTERPOINT’S RECOMMENDATION REGARDING THE NAEP WRITING ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK,
JANUARY 2023

About CenterPoint:

CenterPoint Education Solutions is a nonprofit organization based in Washington DC specializing in
building cohesive education systems consisting of high-quality curriculum, aligned assessments, and
expert professional learning.

We are passionate about success for every student and every teacher — and we believe what matters
most is what happens in the classroom.

We partner closely with educators to build practical, data-driven solutions that align standards,
assessments, and curricular tools to engage teachers and students in meaningful learning. We also
catalyze teacher practice through deep professional learning and leadership development.

CenterPoint’s team is composed of proud former educators, content experts, assessment specialists,
school and district administrators, board members, and policy leaders. Members of our team were
integral to the writing of college-and-career readiness standards and now use that one-of-a-kind
expertise to build premium tools for student learning.

CenterPoint’s recommendations:

1. Give the test! First and foremost, we urge NAGB to administer the NAEP writing assessment in
in its current form, as soon as possible. While we understand that the Board may want to use
this as an opportunity to update the frameworks and establish a new trendline, the fact is that
developing a new framework (and items to match) will take some time. In the meantime, NAGB
should commit to administering the existing writing assessment to a. provide data to states and
districts, b. ensure the public has information about student performance, and c. clearly convey
the centrality of learning to write. It is more is critical to ensure that there is clear data on
students’ writing ability, particularly in the face of current technology that can write like and for
humans.

2. Revise the frameworks. Overtime, we do believe that the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework
should be revised to reflect A. accessibility and technology, B. current instructional practice, C.
expectations for student preparation for college and careers, and D. current research.

A. Accessibility and Technology
At this time, most state assessments are administered via computer, as are many district
level assessments, even at the 4" grade level. The NAEP Writing Assessment should
mirror this trend for all grade levels. However, the framework should establish
processes to ensure accessibility and equity in how the assessment is administered to all

CenterPoint Education Solutions | 202.336.7500 | centerpointeducation.org
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students. This may include providing the assessment in multiple modalities to
accommodate the needs of under-resourced schools and/or for students with learning
differences.

B. Instruction
Current writing instruction is moving away from distinct task types. Students are often
called upon to share a personal experience (narrative) as part of the evidence to support
their stance when writing an argument (persuade). Consider tasks in which students are
given opportunities to demonstrate their skills and progress across multiple task types.

Additionally, current classroom instruction incorporates an intentional merging of
reading and writing. More often, writing instruction extends from content that
students have read and discussed in a class context. This instructional practice provides
NAEP a unique opportunity to merge the writing framework with the reading
framework. The research of Tim Shanahan provides additional context for how reading
manifests in student writing.

C. College and Career Readiness
Most state standards require students to use evidence to inform their writing;
therefore, the framework should explicitly require students at each grade level to use
evidence in their assessment responses. Prompts then should include articles, images,
and graphics to provide data and information that each student can incorporate in their
assessment responses.

D. Research
The current research base of the NAEP Frameworks is dated and requires a refresh. We
recommend that NAGB update the research base in general, with a particular focus on
research related to cultural responsiveness to ensure that prompts provide a wide array
of cultural context and reflect multiple student groups. Our recommendations include
research from Cultivating Genius, Dr. Ghouldy Muhammed. We also recommend the
research that extends from Dr. Rudine Butler’s Windows, Mirrors, and Sliding Glass
Doors.
Additionally, consider updating the research base of NAEP Frameworks to include more
information about current practice about writing instruction and student performance.

CenterPoint has strong expertise in building culturally responsive, research-based
assessments and would welcome additional conversations to discuss how best to

support the revision of the frameworks.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on this monumental work.

CenterPoint Education Solutions | 202.836.7500 | centerpointeducation.org
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2011-2017 Writing Framework

Explanation of “why” this piece needs to be
updated

Suggested revision for “how” this piece can be
updated

Content of NAEP Writing Assessment

The 2011-2017 NAEP Writing Assessments
measure three communicative purposes:

e To Persuade, in order to change the
reader’s point of view or affect the
reader’s action

e To Explain, in order to expand the reader’s
understanding

e To Convey Experience, real or imagined, in
order to communicate individual and
imagined experience to others

In 2011-2017, a specific audience will be stated or
clearly implied in all writing tasks at grades 4, 8§,
and 12.

Change ‘point of view’ to ‘perspective’. Perspective
is a broader term that will not derail students by
developing a narrow focus on point of view.

The first communicative purpose could be written
as, “To persuade, in order to change the readers’
perspective or affect the reader’s action”

Design of NAEP Writing Assessment

Percentage of Writing Tasks for Each Writing
Purpose:

Grade 4 | Grade 8 Grade 12
To Persuade | 30% 35% 40%
To Explain 35% 35% 40%
To Convey 35% 30% 20%
Experience

Recommendation to provide computer-based
assessment at grade 4 by 2019 or earlier.

Computer-based assessment for grades 8 and 12.

Florida Department of Education, Division of Public Schools

72

12/29/2022




Attachment B

Evaluating Responses on the NAEP Writing
Assessment

The 2011-2017 NAEP Writing Assessments will
evaluate three broad domains of writing in all
students’ responses:

e Development of Ideas
e Organization of Ideas
e Language Facility and Use of Conventions

Reporting NAEP Writing Assessment Results

For the 2011-2017 NAEP Writing Assessments,
reports on student performance may include a
new component. Assessment results will be
reported in three ways:

e Scale scores

e Achievement levels

e Profile of Student Writing: A nationally
representative sample of student
responses at each grade will be closely
analyzed in relation to the evaluative
criteria used to score student writing.
Utilizing both qualitative and quantitative
methods, data will be analyzed in order to
detect patterns between attributes of the
responses and performance at the Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced levels of
achievement.

Florida Department of Education, Division of Public Schools
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Chapter Page and Section Excerpt of “what” needs to be updated Explanation of “why” Suggested revision for
this piece needs to be “how” this piece can be
updated updated
Appendix B1 Appendix Formatting Difficult to read and use Create a chart by domain:
Preliminary Holistic Score | B1 holistically One column for

Guide for To Persuade

development, one column
for organization, one
column for
language/conventions.
Then have 6 rows, one row
for each level. The
descriptions can be found
within those cells.

Appendix B2
Preliminary Holistic
Scoring Guide for To

Score 1 and 0 on pages
65-66

Language in 0 and 1 scores for topic

There needs to be a more
discernable difference
between 0 and 1 for

1 = “little explanation of the
subject” instead of “little to
no explanation of the

Explain being “off topic”. subject”
0 = can remain the same
The word “marginal” for Score 2

Score 2 on page 65 The word marginal Change the word marginal
means minimal for to “limited” or “minimal”.
requirements; however, a
Score 2 does not meet all
requirements for a
satisfactory response.

Appendix B3

Preliminary Holistic
Scoring Guide for To
Convey Experience, Real
or Imagined

Appendix C

Page 71

It would be helpful to organize the ALDs by
the criteria for evaluating responses:

This would align to the
criteria for evaluating
responses found on page

Suggest reformatting the
table on page 71 to reflect
the criteria for evaluating

Florida Department of Education, Division of Public Schools
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NAEP Writing
Achievement Level
Descriptors

Development of Ideas

Organization of Ideas
Language facilities and Conventions

Organization of the ALDs by page (see
examples below)

Grade 4
Basic | Proficient | Advanced
Development
of Ideas
Organization
of Ideas
Language
Facilities and
Conventions
Grade 8
Basic | Proficient | Advanced

Development
of Ideas

Organization
of Ideas

11 exhibit 1.3. This
change would also
support the rubric
language.

It is difficult to notice
differences between
levels for each grade.
Comparisons across
grade levels cannot be
made, so including them

side by side is not helpful.

responses. Create headings
and bulleted items on ALDs.

Reformat the ALDs to
include descriptions by
grade levels rather than
across grade levels. See
chart in column 3.

Florida Department of Education, Division of Public Schools
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Language
Facilities and
Conventions

Grade 12
Basic | Proficient | Advanced

Development
of Ideas

Organization
of Ideas

Language
Facilities and
Conventions

Florida Department of Education, Division of Public Schools 12/29/2022
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Where possible, comments are structured based on the three criteria in the NAEP feedback link.

Whether the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework needs to be updated.
If the framework needs to be updated, why a revision is needed.
What should a revision to the framework include?

The Chapter Four: Evaluation comments are in consideration of previous chapters’ notes.

Chapter One: Overview

o May need revision based on considerations for specific chapters

e Chapter Two: Content

o Potential Revision Consideration
= Grades 8 and 12: Audience and Form:

Chapter Three: Design

Potential Need for Update: Specifying a text type or form for a student response and
potentially some audiences (letter to the legislature, for example) may lead them to
sacrifice some aspects of their true ability (and perhaps authenticity of their ideas) in
order to meet that audience or form.

Why Revision may be Needed: Specific scenarios are sometimes distracting for student
writers, particularly those with lower ability. This causes students to potentially lose
control of language either because they are aiming for too formal, casual, or unfamiliar
an audience, or potentially causes them to write askew of the topic in order to
conceptually engage with an audience or extend an idea. Higher performing students do
engage the audience and create voice without any special form or audience noted in the
prompt. This is not to say that the research cited in the framework is irrelevant or that
the ability of students to adjust language to specific audiences is not a valuable skill, but
that that specificity may distract some students from demonstrating their true ability.
Revision should include: the omission of the first bullet in “Student Choice of Form,”
where the form is specified; the omission of example prompts throughout the
framework that specify a single form

o Potential Revision Considerations

= Writing with Commonly Available Word Processing Tools

Potential Need for Update: Remove editing, spelling, grammar tools from design.

Why Revision may be Needed: The message being sent seems to be that it is
unnecessary to learn editing, spelling, and grammar conventions. This section provides
plenty of research showing that students use word processing tools “during the process
of composing”; however, using corrective functions seems to be in conflict with
measuring writing as a generative process (though it does measure the use of word
processing skills as writing moves through the process toward publication). If “tools help
students revise and rethink their writing during the process of composing,” as cited from
Cramer and Smith, 2002, does the use of these tools inflate the writing proficiency of
students who cannot generate their own writing? For example, when holistically scoring
Language, a spell check or grammar check function seems to assess whether students

Florida Department of Education, Office of Assessment 12/29/2022
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can select a good option, rather than generate their own writing. The same question
could be asked when holistically scoring Development considering the citation from
Russell, et al., 2004 that, “the availability of a fuller set of tools on a computer-based
writing assessment has been shown to lead to considerable improvement in the
development of ideas in students’ responses to an assessment task.”
= Revision Should Include: Omission of these tools, or if these tools are retained in the
design, perhaps rewording that the expectation for responses is of a revised draft of
writing.
= Time per Task
= Potential Need for Update: Thirty minutes seems a little jarring for a Writing
assessment task (though it aligns with what they might do in a middle or high school
classroom or potential work setting).
=  Why Revision may be Needed: It appears that something may be missing in this section
without a rationale or research for the 30-minute time span and may be jarring to those
reading about the assessment.
= Revision Should Include: research or rationale for 30-minute allotment for each task
e Chapter Four: Evaluation
o General comments based on previous comment from Chapter Two: Content and Chapter Three: Design
= This chapter in isolation is very clear, and Exhibit 4.1 is a sound grouping of ideas and scoring
criteria.
= The availability of composition tools and research included in the framework (in Chapter Three)
that acknowledges improvement in development of ideas due to use of those tools does seem
to conflict with the measurement of a student’s skills. The same might be said of the Language
Facility and Conventions domain.
= Reminder of the caution about 8" and 12" graders being directed to use one specific form for
their response for the Chapter One: Content section. On page 38 of chapter four, under the
subheading “Logical Text Structure,” the second paragraph states that, “Eighth and twelfth
graders will also draw upon their knowledge of form to structure their texts.” If that text must
be an editorial, students will not be able to use their writing skills unless they know what an
editorial is and have had experience reading and writing them. Additionally, if the audience is
the state legislature, successful students will be those who have read and/or practiced writing
those kinds of documents due to the acute specificity of that audience. Would they access
context for writing to the state legislature from their civics knowledge, or would they become
distracted by what they hear from social media? This is not only specific to a legislature but may
also include any audiences/entities involved in popularly discussed issues.
o Potential Revision Consideration
= Scoring Rubric for Each Communicative Purpose (p. 40) and Scoring Rubrics (p. 41):

= Potential Need for Update: It is unclear whether the rubric language would need to
change across grades.

=  Why Revision may be Needed: The training process described indicates that anchor
papers will be specific to each grade level, and that those papers will flesh out the
meaning of the rubric. In other words, the anchor papers determine what “some
insight” looks like in score point 5 To Persuade at each grade level. The term “some
insight” can remain the same across all rubrics.

Florida Department of Education, Office of Assessment 12/29/2022
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= Revision Should Include: clarification about whether the words in rubric need to change
or whether the anchor papers will define rubric terminology
e Chapter Five: Reporting Results
o No recommendation for updating. Appreciate the contextual variables.
e Conclusion
o Potential Revision Considerations
= Potential Need for Update: While the use of word processing software is widely available, it
seems that statements related to “. . . assessing young people’s ability to write to communicate
in the 21° century” might be better expressed as “. . . young people’s ability to use 21 century
tools to compose writing” or similar language.
=  Why Revision may be Needed: Writing is still understood to be the generation of words, ideas,
and a writer’s own unique decisions. Selecting from revision options is part of the writing
process, but clarity of the kind of draft expected may be beneficial.
= Revision Should Include: phrasing that includes or is similar to the use of 21 century tools for
composition

Florida Department of Education, Office of Assessment 12/29/2022
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Reading

Is Fundamental

\
Dear NAEP Governing Board,

Thank you for providing the opportunity for the public to provide comments on the NAEP
Writing Assessment Framework. As a nonprofit focused on children’s literacy for over 55 years,
Reading Is Fundamental (RIF) humbly submits this commentary for your consideration.

We agree that the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework should be updated particularly
considering how society has advanced in technology during the pandemic and the ways in
which multiliteracies have proliferated in the lives of youth. One note before sharing specific
feedback, the current framework seems mostly guided by the importance of writing on the
economic success of our nation. While we agree with the importance of writing and our
economy, we also feel that effective writing enables people to participate more fully in society
economically, socially, and politically further underscoring the importance of ensuring our
nation’s youth have strong writing skills and the ability to express themselves.

Our first suggestion is to broaden the audiences through which students write to at each grade
level. For example, we noticed that the audiences differ for grades 4, 8, and 12 within the
framework. Specifically, only grade 4 students are asked to write to peers or familiar individuals
while grades 8 and 12 have more authoritative audiences. We would suggest that the ability to
effectively write to peers does not diminish after grade 4 and should be enhanced particularly
considering the expansion and frequency of online communication. We believe that measuring
students’ abilities to effectively communicate to peers across all age groups would enable
students to participate more fully in their social worlds.

While we appreciate the way that the NAEP Writing Assessment Framework is expansive in the
mediums through which students can write, we suggest that these mediums can be even more
expansive. For example, students are imbued by social media platforms that permeate their
lives and often demonstrate more advanced writing skills on these platforms than adults. One
of the current writing tasks is “persuade a classmate to read your favorite book” (p. 6) and we
have found that students can successfully achieve this through multiliteracies such as videos,
tweets, and TikToks particularly when the audience is “peers.” While we recognize that
feasibility may be an issue, it may be something worth exploring.

In addition, the writing process has evolved to empower students to express themselves with
tools that complement and enhance the written word. One way that the framework may open
more creative approaches to writing as a form of communication is by enabling composing
tools such as clipart, font color, and the Internet as a database. While the current framework
suggests that these composing tools are “irrelevant to an assessment of writing or distracting to
students” (p. 30), these tools are, in fact, the means through which people in society express
themselves. From imagery and font color on advertisements, protest signs, and news and
media products, students interpret information in this way and should, therefore, be allowed to
express in this way. And the Internet and data bases are embedded into modern life, so to deny
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Readin

Is Fundamental

until every child reads
students of access to this during the assessment does not result in an accurate representation
of what students can achieve.

According to the framework, “The goal of the 2017 NAEP Writing is to meet the demands of
assessing young people’s ability to write to communicate in the 21st century” (p. 51) through
“real world writing situations.” We believe that there is space for the NAEP Writing Assessment
Framework to expand to encompass more real-world writing situations and provide students
with the tools that they have mastery over to demonstrate their abilities to write and
communicate in this era.

Thank you for considering our commentary.

Respectfully,

Reading Is Fundamental

750 First Street, NE, Suite 920, Washingtgwl DC 20002 | 1(877)743-7323 | RIF.org
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Recommendations for Gradual, More Frequent Updates to NAEP Assessment Frameworks

One of the Governing Board’s legislatively mandated responsibilities is to develop assessment
objectives for NAEP, which is operationalized through assessment frameworks and test
specifications. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) uses the frameworks and
specifications to develop items and test forms for administering the assessments. The Board
exercises its authority to develop and update the NAEP frameworks through its policy on
Assessment Framework Development. This policy was recently updated in March 2022, but
there has been continued interest in re-examining the current policy to consider whether and how
smaller changes to NAEP frameworks might occur on a more frequent basis rather than waiting
10 years (or more) and making larger changes all at once.

In preparation for the May 2022 Assessment Development Committee (ADC) meeting, Assistant
Director for Assessment Development Sharyn Rosenberg prepared a paper outlining various
questions and considerations that would need to be addressed to pursue this idea. The Committee
discussed the paper and supported the Board staff proposal to commission consultant papers on
this topic. Through a contract with the Manhattan Strategies Group (MSG) and subcontract with
the Human Resources Research Organization (HumRRO), papers were commissioned from six
consultants who were intended to represent different perspectives and experiences on this topic:

e Carol Jago, former Governing Board member and ADC Chair

e Andrew Ho, former Governing Board member and Chair of the Committee on Standards,
Design and Methodology (COSDAM)

e Jessica Baghian, former state leader in Louisiana

e Stanley Rabinowitz, psychometrician with extensive experience working on state
assessments and the national exams in Australia

e Ada Woo, psychometrician with extensive experience working on certification exams

e Alicia Alonzo, former member of the NAEP Science Standing Committee, and the
committee that recently updated the 2023 TIMSS Science Framework using a process
similar to what has been proposed for updating NAEP assessment frameworks

Independent of the consultant papers commissioned by Board staff, Lorrie Shepard of the NAEP
Validity Studies (NVS) Panel wrote a comprehensive white paper on this topic , and it was
published on the NVS website in early November. All papers were included in the November
2022 ADC materials. Each expert prepared a few PowerPoint slides summarizing the most
salient points of their papers; those slides are included in this attachment.

Board staff organized a virtual technical panel meeting on January 31, 2023 with the paper
authors to discuss ideas raised for the purpose of informing recommendations for how to proceed
with the Board policy and procedures for updating NAEP frameworks. Minutes summarizing the
technical panel meeting are still being finalized and will be shared with ADC members under
separate cover.

During the March ADC meeting, Sharyn Rosenberg will present key takeaways from the
technical panel meeting and recommended next steps.
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NAEP Framework Development
Reaction Paper

Carol Jago

Who should decide when revisions to a framework are
needed?

The ultimate decision, of course, rests with the National Assessment
Governing Board, but | believe NAEP standing committees are ideally
Positioned to recommend to the board when developments in the
ield and/or in assessment technology necessitate incremental
framework updates.

These standing committees, made up of individuals not only
knowledgeable in their fields but also deeply knowledgeable about
the NAEP assessments, could also be charged with identifying and
recommending to NAGB when disruption in the field is so great that a
full-scale revision process is needed.

While it is important not to be distracted by every shiny new thing, to
retain their place as authoritative measures of student performance,
NAEP assessments must be relevant.

Exploring a process for updating frameworks more
often with smaller changes

Updating frameworks more often with incremental
revisions should be more efficient, but NAGB will need to
be careful how changes to policy are communicated to the
public. We don’t want it to appear that the process is
becoming less transparent. It might be a good idea to
explore how PISA and TIMMS have handled this issue.
Currently the process for NAEP framework development
includes extended periods of time for public comment.
Inevitably this step slows down the process of keeping
frameworks updated to glacial speed.

Taking a more positive spin on this issue, NAGB could
publicize the smaller changes to an adopted framework in
succinct, “Good News!” updates. It will be important to
make clear to all that the ultimate purpose of any change in
a framework is to improve the assessment thereby
improving education.

Anticipating potential unintended consequences

The “debates” in reading and mathematics never really end; they only settle
down for short periods of truce and then resurface with renewed vehemence.
NAEP results play a role in this endless tug-of-war, particularly when student
performance is disappointing. The pendulum metaphor is clichéd but apt.

Alas, we are likely to be revisiting certain issues again and again. Nothing is
“settled” for long.

NAEP frameworks are currently voluminous documents. What if they were
reconceived as much less detailed guidelines for a national assessment? More
like a roadmap for item development than a description of the field.
Currently NAEP frameworks read something like national pronouncements.

Maybe NAEP frameworks try to do too much.
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Measuring change in a changing world:
Toward efficient measurement of aggregate
educational progress

o

Andrew Ho, Harvard Graduate School of Education

Summary of a paper available here.

1. Reserve framework panels for subjects that are new
or require relaunch

* Current framework panels are better suited for revolution than evolution.
Panelists are often motivated toward substantial revision.

* Framework panels remain a useful tool but should be reserved for new
subjects.

* The longer the existing trendline and the more granular (state- and district-
level) the aggregation for reporting, the more important it is to avoid a new
framework panel and rely instead on standing committees tasked with
incremental adaptation.

1 do not believe that the Reading and Mathematics frameworks should ever
be relaunched in a manner that suggests a sudden and discontinuous “new
Reading” or “new Mathematics.”

3. Adopt different perspectives on trend reporting and validation

a) “The bamboo that bends is stronger than the oak that resists.”

b) Three bridge studies

Bronze i
012 2013 014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 C) Can we consider NAEP an Index?
5 - L Left: A market basket of goods.
" e Right: NAEP Math Subscale Trends
. 7
Gold /7/// ;L
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My Recommendations

1. Only task framework panels for new subjects or rarely administered
subjects that require a relaunch;

2. For all other subjects, create (or revise the charge of) standing
framework committees to advise the Board and consult with the
National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) on necessary
incremental changes to existing frameworks and specifications; and

3. Adopt different perspectives on trend reporting and validation,
including
a) a “moving window” perspective on trend validation,
b) three different levels of “bridge studies,” and
c) differences in validation for developing an index vs. a scale.

2. Create (or revise the charge of) standing framework committees
to update frameworks for existing subjects incrementally

* Standing committees should meet regularly with NAGB and advise on or
direct framework revisions for every administration of their assessment.

* These revisions may be prospective due to extended timelines for
implementation given NCES constraints on item and task development and
field testing.

* Membership terms that overlap and rotate, like Governing Board terms, can
preserve institutional knowledge.

« Standing committees can also serve a useful bridging role between the
Governing Board and NCES that deepens coordination and communication
between NAEP governance and NAEP operations.
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State leaders rely on NAEP to (1) ensure the rigor of state-defined proficiency benchmarks, (2) compare their ranking
relative to peer states, and (3) understand their state’s trends in comparison to the rest of the nation.

The National Board (( ing Board) is cor updating the NAEP assessment
frameworks on a more frequent basis. The Governing Board's motivation includes cost; relevance; operational adjustments
based on lessons leamed; and smaller, frequent changes instead of infrequent, larger changes.

American education does not evolve quickly enough to necessitate changing the NAEP assessment framework more often
than once every ten years. Allowing more frequent reconsideration will almost certainly lead to more changes — and every
such change increases the risk to the trend.

Recommendations:
o Prioritize maintaining stable trend lines and, therefore, review the framework only once every 10 years

e When frameworks are updated at the ten-year mark, gradual operationalization should be allowed. The timeline for
such operationalization should be set at that time.

Proposed NAEP
Rationales

Reducing costs

J. Baghian Response

Itis unlikely that allowing more frequent changes will reduce cost. More change translates to more item
creation, more committees, more standard setting, and more reporting adjustments. Regardless, this is
an insufficient justification for risking the ability to compare results across states and over time.

Increasing relevance

As a state policymaker, NAEP was relevant for many reasons, but it did not dictate the academic
standards and content leamed by my state’s children. Annual framework reconsiderations and related
tweaks, as are made in many state assessments, are not necessary for NAEP. In fact, they risk NAEP's
greatest value — the trend line and the valid state comparisons.

Adjusting to lessons
learned

If there is a serious flaw or issue with the test design, test items, etc., responsible test makers should
absolutely respond. However, operationalizing the framework (e.g., writing items, data analysis) is
different than creating the framework. The process should continue to allow for reasonable technical
adjustments in alignment with the Board's overall framework directives.

Smaller changes
over time to
minimize the risk to
the trend

When a framework is reconsidered each decade, part of the consideration should be — how different is
the updated framework from the previous framework, and what s the safest way to transition while
maintaining trend? The plan should reflect a “decide once” principle here. Change the substance and
determine the operational strategy in tandem. This approach allows for gradual adjustment without
revisiting and re-questioning the framework every few years — a practice that assuredly risks the trend
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3. Adopt different perspectives on trend reporting and validation

a) “The bamboo that bends is stronger than the oak that resists.”

b) Three bridge studies
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¢ Considerations, Trade Offs, and Competing Priorities

What role does NAEP want to be play?

What events require a new/revised framework?

How does NAEP operationalize the reality that “Nothing is ever perfect”?

Are there inherent differences within and across content areas?

What constitutes a “change?”

When does devotion to trend work against the interests of NAEP?

Considerations, Trade Offs, and Competing Priorities (cont.)

* What is the impact of framework revisions on NAEP’s validity and equity?
* Is the framework process (the NAEP “way”) healthy?

* How can NAEP avoid fads (or hoopla)?

* How can NAEP balance dollar costs versus opportunity costs?

* What image does the Governing Board wish to project: Microsoft versus Apple?

Final Thoughts

In conclusion, the review of the NAEP framework development and revision policy and processes is timely,

necessary, and complex. The Governing Board should begin by determining whether its goal is to update

current practice or create a new model. The debate should focus not just on the pros and cons of various approaches,

but on the likelihood that will compete with expected enhancements.
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NAEP Assessment
Framework Update:
Lessons from Certification
and Licensure Testing

Ada Woo, PhD
Ascend Learning

January 31,2023

Continuously Assess the Relevance of
Assessment Frameworks

Certification and licensure testing programs conduct practice analyses to
ascertain the KSA needed to perform competently in a particular profession.

Rapid evolution in technology and practice accelerated changes in many
professions. These changes often led to more frequent or continuous practice
analysis studies.

For example, the Federation of State Boards of Physical Therapists have
conducted practice analyses every five years historically. Starting in 2018, the
FSBPT analyzed practice annually in addition to conducting its regular practice
analyses.

Results of these continuous practice analyses may serve as leading indicator of
change. They also help the testing organizations to remain proactive in their
framework development.

Emerging Knowledge and Expansion of

Content Pomain

The National Council of State Boards of Nursing is expanding its licensure exam to include
clinical judgment and decision making. The process began with a strategic practice analysis
in 2013, leading to a new nursing clinical judgment framework. New items were field tested
in 2017. NCSBN used the data to inform its new scoring model and administration plan. The
new exam and test plan will start in April 2023.

The updated assessment framework includes an additional three case studies (18 items)
on each exam and a range of standalone clinical judgement items. The new exam will be a
mix of traditional and clinical judgment items, with clinical judgment items not exceeding
20% of the test.

e The A iation of Inter Certified F i A is undergoing similar
assessment framework changes. Informed by its 2020 practice analysis, the updated exam
will include a core component and three disciplines. All examinees will be required to take
the core and select one of the three disciplines (tax compliance and planning, business
analysis and reporting, or information systems and controls).
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Develop a Consistent Assessment Framework
Across Multiple Subject Areas

« The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards develops assessments in over 30
certificate areas along learner ages and subjects (e.g., Early Adolescence English Language
Arts and Middle Childhood Generalist). While specific standards are developed for each
certificate area, the NBPTS follows the same assessment framework for all certifications.

« All NBPTS certificate assessments begin with the Five Core Propositions. The five core
propositions articulated the vision for accomplished teaching, the construct on which the
NBPTS certifications are based. From these five core
propositions, NBPTS developed standards specific to each certificate area.

NBPTS also uses the same assessment formats and scoring design across all certifications.
All certifications contain

four parts. Each part is assessed with different formats, ranging from multiple choice
questions to video portfolios. The same scoring design is used across all certification areas,
allowing for trend monitoring and comparisons both within a certification area and across
multiple areas.
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ﬁ\ MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY College of Education

NAEP Science as a Context to
Consider Options for NAEP
Framework Revision

Alicia C. Alonzo

ﬁ\ MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY College of Education

Context: NAEP Science

Assessment administrations

1996 2000

(only G8)

2005 2009 2024

2028

2015 2019

1996-2005 Tr¢

2009-2024 Trend

199 National science Education

Next Generation Science Standards
Standards (NRC, 1996) 2013

(NGSS Lead States, 2013)
A Framework for K-12 Science

Benchmarks for Scientific
2012 faucation (Nac, 2012)

1993 iteracy (ms, 1993)

ﬁ\ MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY College of Education

Prioritizing current
practice

Framework shifts made later to
allow for shifts in practice &
time to address new

Less frequent, larger framework shifts
Prioritizing current

(& future) standards /

2 Framework shifts made 2
“immediately” to reflect new
goals for student learning (e.g.,

PlsA) assessment challenges
2 Can this process be more 2 What triggers these shifts?
efficient?

2 How can shifts in practice be
monitored to know when a large
framework shift is appropriate?

2 Rely more on consensus
processes used to develop
standards?

= However... there are still
decisions to be made, including
how to deal with variation in
state standards

2 Limit revisions to those needed
to reflect new standards?
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Smaller, more frequent shifts

2 To frameworks
2 Utility
= Useful if prioritizing current practice
= Responsive to current practice as stakeholders adjust to new expectations introduced more suddenly
= More responsive to advances in assessment technology
= But... not appropriate to capture shifts in the field before consensus has been reached
2 Timing
= Unclear when framework shifts are appropriate (especially given slow pace of changes in practice)
= Afixed schedule of revisions (e.g., with every administration) could lead to unnecessary changes
2 To framework implementation
& Framework revisions could be responsive to new consensus in the field, while
acknowledging that changes in practice occur incrementally—more natural balance
between standards and practice
& Ability to be responsive to new assessment knowledge and to speed of changes in
practice
o Could reflect gradual progress towards ambitious goals (i.e., providing a forward-looking
representation of goals for student learning, so that status quo is not signaled as
satisfactory)

Clearer guidance is needed about how
NAEP seeks to balance between current
standards and current practice
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White Paper: .
NAEP Framework and
Trend Consideration

RESEARCH

Lorrie Shepard

University of Colorado Boulder

AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH | AIR.ORG

EAIR

Processes to Inform and Name Construct Revisions

» NAGB should reserve full-scale devel of new fi ks for those
occasions when there is strong and coherent, research-based evidence as to
how the definition of subject matter constructs has changed.

» Examples:
= Main NAEP called for more “higher order thinking” than Long-Term Trend

NAEP

= Common Core Mathematics and NGSS call for “disciplinary practices”

Bridge Studies to Evaluate Construct Shift

» Bridge studies may not be sensitive enough to detect important differences.
New and old are highly correlated, item pools overlap, and instructional
change has not yet occurred.

» NAGB or NCES should conduct studies to test whether empirical checks like
those currently used would be sensitive enough to detect the kinds of trend
divergences observed in the Beaton and Chromy (2010) study.

AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH | AIR.ORG

How Construct Changes Can Affect Assessment Conclusions

> Enis Dogan’s (2019) study showed how ct i ighting of NAEP { ics strands
impacts TUDA results. 1.1 to 4.6 NAEP points at grade 4, .9 to 2.6 at grade 8.

The Need for a Special NCES Retrospective Study

> A replication and expansion of the Dogan (2019) study is needed to see if NAEP
Mathematics can continue to be used as a policy research tool in the Common Core
era.

» A separate reweighting study would be analogous to NCES R&D reports comparing
NAEP and state assessment proficiency cut points, which began in 2003 in response
to policy debates.

Such Studies Might Occasionally Be Needed in the Future to Evaluate the
Need for More Extensive Change.

AMERICAN INSTITUTES FOR RESEARCH | AIR.ORG
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Recommendations for an “Evolutionary Approach” to Framework Revisions

Points of Agreement with other experts including NASEM (2022)

» NAGB should develop a more explicit policy to protect trend and, at the same time,

ensure the of construct rep ion by providing for ongoing, incremental
revisions to frameworks.

» Standing subject-matter committees should have greater responsibility to ensure
continuity and integration across stages of the assessment development process and to

make ions for gradual k

Additional Important Points
> To support a more evolutionary approach, some sources of evidence documenting changes in the
field—such as relevant research, state and local standards and assessments, or widely accepted
in the y need to be collected on an ongoing basis and distilled
by standing subj ittees to

needed revisions.

> Governing Board would decide when potential changes might be large enough to warrant the full-scale
framework development process.
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What'’s Lost? How Construct Changes Can Affect Assessment Conclusions
Beaton & Chromy (2010) Comparison Study: LTT & Main NAEP

Figure 2.1. Average mathematics scores by assessment year: Main NAEP grade 4
(transformed) and Leng-Term Trend age 9
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Attachment D

Institute of
Education Sciences

Update on Item Development for the 2026 NAEP Reading Assessments

At the August 2022 meeting of the Assessment Development Committee (ADC), the National
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) provided an update on development of mathematics and
reading items for the 2026 grades 4 and 8 assessments. The update focused on the alignment
with the new NAEP Mathematics and Reading Assessment Frameworks and the development of
easier items. In November 2022, NCES presented an update on 2026 mathematics pretesting
activities and results.

The March 2023 session will continue that discussion by updating the ADC on 2026 reading
item pretesting activities, including a focus on the performance of easier blocks at grade 4 and on
new Reading to Solve a Problem blocks at grades 4 and 8. Selected pilot reading blocks were
recently administered to students in playtesting and tryouts to collect information about how
students understand and respond to the blocks. This pre-testing was designed to examine the
following questions:

e Did the easier blocks and items at grade 4 perform as expected in terms of difficulty?

e Did blocks and items targeting new framework dimensions, including Reading to Solve a
Problem, perform as expected?

e Did students demonstrate an understanding of the items and did the items elicit the
expected responses?

During this session, NCES will present findings from the reading pre-testing to the ADC,
including the review of secure items and data on students’ performance, and discussion of how
the pre-testing results will be used to revise the pilot items.

NCES will conclude the session with an introduction and overview of early work on multi-stage

adaptive testing plans for Reading. The presentation will describe plans for the development of
routers and a preview of secure examples of three new item types.
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Institute of
Education Sciences

Assessment Development Committee
Item Review Schedule
February — December 2023
As of February 6, 2023

Attachment E

550 12th Street SW

Washington, DC 20202

Office: 202 123 4567

Review Package g Survey/ QEEISY
9 Comments to hed Review Task Number Status
to Board Cognitive
NCES Items
. Flagged Items
2/13/2023 3/10/2023 Cognitive Mathematics (4, 8) Only
2024 Operational -
(4 items)
110-115 pilot
3/15/2023 4/5/2023 Surve SQ Reading (4, 8) and 2024
(Off-cycle) (Off-cycle) y 2026 Operational (2024 Pilot) COVID-19
recovery items*
180-185 pilot
3/15/2023 4/5/2023 Surve SQ Math (4, 8) and 2024
(Off-cycle) (Off-cycle) y 2026 Operational (2024 Pilot) COVID-19
recovery items*
10 blocks
- Mathematics (4, 8) (315 discrete
5/3/2023 5/26/2023 Cognitive 2026 Operational (2024 Pilot) items and 7
SBTs)
Reading Router* (4, 8)
5/3/2023 5/26/2023 Cognitive 2028 Operational 84 items™
(2024 Pilot)
5/16/2023 6/9/2023 Coanitive Reading (4, 8) 15 blocks
(Off-cycle) (Off-cycle) 9 2026 Operational (2024 Pilot) (150-162 items)
Flagged Items
. Reading (4, 8) Only
7119/2023 8/11/2023 Cognitive 2024 Operational (1 discrete item
and 3 SBTs)
SQ Reading (12)
7/19/2023 8/11/2023 Survey 2028 Existing ltem Pool Review 60-70
SQ Math (12)
7/19/2023 8/11/2023 Survey 2028 Existing ltem Pool Review 80-90
9/6/2023 9/20/2023 " Mathematics (4, 8, & 12) Concept
Cognitive ) ; Sketches
(Off-cycle) (Off-cycle) 2028 Operational (2026 Pilot) (TBD)
Concept
- Reading (4, 8, & 12) Sketches
11/1/2023 11/28/2023 Cognitive 2028 Operational (2026 Pilot) & Passages
(TBD)

*Cross-grade items are included and counted once.
**To support multi-stage testing in 2028.
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