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xecutive Summary

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
is the nation’s ongoing representative sample survey of
student achievement in core subject areas. NAEP, known as
the Nation’s Report Card, is authorized by Congress and
administered by the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) of the Institute of Education Sciences in the U.S.
Department of Education. NAEP regularly reports to the
public on the educational progress of students in grades 4, 8,
and 12.

In 2002, NAEP assessed the reading and writing
performance of the nation’s fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-
grade students. NAEP also conducted assessments of
fourth- and eighth-graders’ reading and writing in most of
the states.

In 2001, after discussion among NCES, the National
Assessment Governing Board (NAGB), and the leadership
of the Council of the Great City Schools, Congress
appropriated funds for a trial district-level assessment and
NAGB passed a resolution approving the selection of five
large urban districts for participation in the Trial Urban
District Assessment, a special project within NAEP. This
report presents results of NAEP’s Trial Urban District
Assessment in writing for public school students in the
following participating urban school districts: Atlanta City,
Chicago School District 299, Houston Independent School
District, Los Angeles Unified, New York City Public Schools,
and Washington, DC. This represents NAEP’s first

assessment of urban districts based on samples specially
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designed to allow reporting of subgroup
data. The first five districts participated
voluntarily in the NAEP 2002 writing
assessment at grades 4 and 8. Results for the
District of Columbia, which in this and past
NAEP assessments has been sampled and
assessed along with states and other jurisdic-
tions, are also included in this report. Data
for public schools across the nation and for
central city public schools are provided for
compatison purposes.' The public schools
sampled also included charter schools,
which in some cases were not managed by
the urban school districts.

NAEP does not provide scores for
individual students or schools. It reports
results for groups of students (e.g., fourth-
graders). For each group on each table in
the report, assessment results are described
in one of two ways. First, the group’s
average writing score is reported on a scale
from 0 to 300. Performance for each grade
is scaled separately; therefore, average scale
scores cannot be compared across grades.
The term “average score” is used through-
out this report to refer to the average scale
score on the NAEP writing scale. Second,
student writing performance is reported in
terms of the percentage of students in the
group who reached each of three achieve-
ment levels: Baszc, Proficient, and Adpanced.
The Proficient level for each grade is defined
by NAGB as representing “solid academic
performance,” which demonstrates “compe-
tency over challenging subject matter” for
the grade assessed. Basic indicates partial
mastery of skills that are fundamental for
proficient work. Advanced denotes superior
performance.

1

The achievement levels are performance
standards adopted by the National Assess-
ment Governing Board (NAGB) as part of
its statutory responsibilities. The achieve-
ment levels are a collective judgment of
what students should know and be able to
do for each grade tested. As provided by
law, NCES, upon review of a congression-
ally mandated evaluation of NAEP, deter-
mined that the achievement levels are to be
used on a trial basis and should be inter-
preted with caution. However, both NCES
and the Board believe that the performance
standards are useful for understanding
trends in student achievement. They have
been widely used by national and state
officials and others as a common yardstick
of academic performance.

The results are based on representative
samples of students for the nation, for
participating districts, and for students in
schools in central cities. A central city is a
city of 50,000 or more that is the largest in
its metropolitan area, or can otherwise be
regarded as “central.” The term means “a
city that is central,” not “the central part of
a city” or the “inner city.” Note that central
cities encompass wider areas than what is
commonly referred to as “the inner city.”
(See further details in appendix C, Type of
Location).

In order to obtain reliable data, sufficient
numbers of the selected schools and stu-
dents must participate in the assessment. All
six districts met the NCES participation
criteria for NAEP samples at grade 4, but
results for New York City schools at grade 8
are not reported because they did not meet
the participation criteria.

“Central city” is defined in chapter 2 and more completely in the “Type of Location” section of appendix C.

Central city includes nationally representative public schools located in central cities within metropolitan statistical
areas as defined by the Federal Office of Management and Budget. It is not synonymous with “inner city.”
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Some students are identified by the
school districts as students with disabilities
and/or limited English proficient students.
Some of these students are excluded from
the assessment, and others are tested with
accommodations related to their status.
Three of the six districts identified between
30 and 52 percent of their students as either
students with disabilities or limited English
proficient students. Because the percentage
of students identified, excluded, and as-
sessed with accommodations varies across
the districts, that variability should be taken
into consideration in interpreting the results
and making comparisons (See appendix A,
table A.1).

Throughout this report, differences
between scores and between percentages are
discussed in the text in terms of statistical
significance. All differences reported are
significant at the 0.05 level (with appropriate
adjustments for multiple comparisons).

Overall Writing Results for
the Urban Districts

The following summary first describes
results in terms of average scale scores and
then in terms of achievement levels. Aver-
age results for public schools in the districts
participating in the Trial Urban District
Assessment are compared, at grades 4 and
8, with public schools in the nation, with
public schools in central cities, and with
each other.

Average Scale Scores
Results for Grade 4 Public Schools

B The average scores for fourth-graders in
public schools ranged from 135 in the
District of Columbia to 153 in New York
City and the nation.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

B At grade 4, no statistically significant
differences were detected between the
average scores for students in Houston
and New York City and the average score
for students in the nation, while students
in Atlanta, Chicago, the District of
Columbia, and Los Angeles had average
scores lower than the average score in
the nation.

B At grade 4, the average score for students
in New York City was higher than the
national average score for students in
central city schools. The average score for
fourth-graders in Houston was not found
to differ significantly from that for central
cities, while the average score for students
in each of the other districts was lower than
the national average score for central cities.

B The average score for students in New
York City was higher than those in all the
other participating districts except Hous-
ton. The average score in Houston was
higher than the scores in Atlanta, Chi-
cago, and the District of Columbia, but
was not found to differ significantly from
the average scores in Los Angeles and
New York City.

Results for Grade 8 Public Schools
Results for New York City schools at grade
8 are not reported because they did not
meet participation criteria.

B The average district scores for eighth-
graders ranged from 128 in the District
of Columbia and Los Angeles to 138 in
Houston.

B [n cach of the reported districts, the
average score of eighth-grade students
was lower than the average score for
eighth-grade students in the nation.
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B At grade 8, no significant difference was B The percentages of fourth-grade stu-
detected between the average score for

students in Houston and the average

dents performing at or above Basic
ranged from 73 percent in the District of

score for students in the central city Columbia to 85 percent in New York

schools. The average score in the central
city schools was higher than the average
scores in Atlanta, Chicago, the District of
Columbia, and Los Angeles.

B The average score for students in Hous-
ton was higher than the average scores in
Atlanta, the District of Columbia, and
Los Angeles. The average score in Chi-
cago was not found to differ significantly
from those in Houston and Atlanta, and
was higher than the average scores in the
District of Columbia and Los Angeles.

City. In public schools across the nation,

85 percent of students performed at or
above the Baszc level. In central city
schools, 81 percent performed at or
above the Basic level.

Results for Grade 8 Public Schools

B At grade 8, the percentages of students
performing at or above Proficient ranged
from 10 percent in Atlanta and the
District of Columbia to 19 percent in
Houston. Thirty percent of eighth-
graders in public schools in the nation

and 22 percent in central city schools
performed at or above the Proficient level.

Writing Achievement Levels

Results for Grade 4 Public Schools

B At grade 4, the percentages of students B The percentage of students performing

performing at or above Proficient ranged
from 11 percent in the District of Co-
lumbia to 27 percent in New York City.

B The percentages of fourth-grade students
performing at or above Proficient in
Houston and New York City were not
found to be significantly different from
the percentages in the nation or in central
cities. Atlanta, Chicago, the District of
Columbia, and Los Angeles had lower
percentages of students at or above
Proficient than the nation and central cities.

B At grade 4, the percentage of students
performing at or above Proficient in New
York City was higher than the percent-
ages in four other districts and not found
to differ significantly from the percentage
in Houston.

at or above Proficient was higher for the
nation than for any of the five urban
districts reported, and higher for central
cities than for all urban districts except
Houston, where no significant difference
was detected. The percentages of eighth-
graders performing at or above Proficient
in Chicago and Houston were not found
to differ significantly from each other,
and both were higher than the compa-
rable percentages in the District of
Columbia and Atlanta.

B The percentage of eighth-graders per-

forming at or above Basic ranged from
04 percent in Los Angeles to 74 percent
in Houston. Eighty-four percent of
eighth-graders in public schools in the
nation and 77 percent in central city
public schools performed at or above the
Basic level.
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Results for
Student Subgroups

In addition to providing average scores and
achievement levels for the nation, for states,
and, in this report, for districts, NAEP
reports provide results for subgroups of
students defined by various background and
contextual characteristics (e.g,, gender,
eligibility for free/reduced-price lunch, and
level of parents’ education). Performance
results for subgroups are reported primarily
as comparisons of district average scores
with the comparable average scores in
central cities.

Gender
Results for Grade 4 Public Schools

B No statistically significant difference was
detected between the average scores of
male or female fourth-grade students in
Houston, New York City and the average
scores of their counterparts in the central
city schools. Average scores for fourth-
grade male and female students in Atlanta,
Chicago, the District of Columbia, and
Los Angeles were lower than the average
score in central city schools.

B Female fourth-graders had higher average
scores than male fourth-graders in each
of the urban districts.

Results for Grade 8 Public Schools

B The average score for eighth-grade
female students in Houston was not
found to be significantly different from
that of the central city public schools. In
Atlanta, Chicago, the District of Colum-
bia, and Los Angeles, the average scores
for both male and female eighth-graders
were lower than the average scores for
their counterparts in central city schools.

B In all participating districts, female
students had higher average writing
scores than male students.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Race/Ethnicity

In each of the urban districts assessed,
Black or Hispanic students constitute the
majority or the largest racial/ethnic group.
This distribution differs from that for the
national writing assessment, in which White
students constitute a majority—60 percent of
the fourth-grade sample and 64 percent of
the eighth-grade sample. Black students
made up more than four-fifths of the samples
at both grades in Atlanta and the District of
Columbia and nearly half at both grades in
Chicago. Hispanic students made up about
two-thirds of the Los Angeles samples at
both grades and about half of the fourth-
graders and more than half of the eighth-
graders in Houston. In New York City, more
than two-fifths of the fourth-graders were
Hispanic and just under a third were Black.

Results for Grade 4 Public Schools

M [n five of the six urban districts in which
a reliable comparison could be made,
White fourth-graders had higher average
scores than their Black and Hispanic
counterparts.

B Black students in grade 4 in Houston and
New York City had higher average scores
than those in the central cities. Black
fourth-grade students in Atlanta, Chicago,
and Los Angeles had average scores not
found to differ significantly from their
counterparts in central cities. In the
District of Columbia, Black fourth-
graders had an average score lower than
that of their counterparts in central cities.

B No significant difference was detected
between the average score for Hispanic
fourth-graders in five of the six districts
and Hispanic fourth-graders’ average
score in central cities. The average score
for Hispanic fourth-graders in Los
Angeles was lower than that in central
cities taken as a whole.
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B Average scores for White fourth-grade
students in Atlanta, the District of
Columbia, and New York City were
higher than the average score for White
fourth-grade students in central cities.

B Average scores for Asian/Pacific Islander
students in Los Angeles and New York
City were not found to be significantly
different from the average score for their
counterparts in central cities.

Results for Grade 8 Public Schools

B White eighth-graders had higher average
scores than Black eighth-graders, in every
district except the District of Columbia,
where the sample size was insufficient to
permit a reliable comparison. White
students at grade 8 also had higher
average scores than Hispanic students in
Chicago, Houston, and Los Angeles.

B The average score for eighth-grade Black
students in the District of Columbia was
lower than that for Black eighth-grade
students in the central city schools, and
no significant difference was detected
between the average score for Black
students in any of the other four districts
and the national average score for Black
students in central cities.

B Average scores for Hispanic students
were not found to differ significantly
between the districts and the national
average for central cities, except in Los
Angeles, where Hispanic students had a
lower average score than their counter-
parts in central cities.

B The average score for White eighth-grade
students in Houston was higher than that
of White students in the central city
schools, while the average score in Los
Angeles was lower.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY o

Eligibility for
Free/Reduced-Price Lunch

The National School Lunch Program
providing free/reduced-price lunch is
administered by the U.S. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) for children near or
below the poverty line. Eligibility is deter-
mined by the USDA’s Income Eligibility
Guidelines (bttp:/ [ wwmw.fus.usda.gov/ cnd/
IEGs&>NAPs/ IEGs.htm).

Results for Grade 4 Public Schools
At grade 4, rates of student eligibility for
free/reduced-price lunch ranged from 70
percent in New York City to 89 percent in
Chicago.

B Fourth-grade students eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch had lower average
scores than those not eligible in every
district except Los Angeles and New
York City, where no significant difference
between the two eligibility categories was
detected.

B Fourth-grade students eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch in New York City
had a higher average score than the
national average score for their counter-
parts in central cities, while students in
Chicago and the District of Columbia
had lower average scores than their
eligible counterparts in central city
schools.

B The average scale score for ineligible
students at grade 4 in the District of
Columbia was lower than the national
average score in central city schools.
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Results for Grade 8 Public Schools

At grade 8, the percentages of eligible
students ranged from 67 percent in the
District of Columbia to 84 percent in
Chicago. Because the available data for
eligibility for eighth-graders in Los Angeles
did not meet reporting standards, no infor-
mation related to eligibility is reported for
this segment of the sample.

B Students at grade 8 who were not eligible
for free/reduced-price lunch had a higher
average score than eligible students in
every district where the data were suffi-
ciently reliable for significance testing.

B At grade 8, both those students eligible
for free/reduced-price lunch and those
not eligible in Atlanta and the District of
Columbia had lower average scores than
their counterparts in the central city
public schools.

Parents’ Highest Level

of Education

Eighth-grade students who participated in
the Trial Urban District Assessment were
asked to indicate the highest level of educa-
tion their parents had completed. Five
response options—did not finish high
school, graduated from high school, some
education after high school, graduated from
college, or “I don’t know”—were offered.

B In all five districts, lower percentages of
students reported that their parents had
graduated from college than in the
national sample. The percentages of
students who reported that their parents
did not graduate from high school were
higher than the nation in Chicago, Hous-
ton, and Los Angeles.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

B Atlanta and the District of Columbia
had the highest percentages of students
who reported that at least one parent had
graduated from college (35 and 37
percent, respectively). These percentages
were significantly higher than those in
Houston and Los Angeles. Atlanta also
had a higher percentage of students
reporting parents with some education
after high school than all the other
districts. Houston and Los Angeles had
the highest percentages of students
reporting parents who did not finish high
school (22 and 18 percent, respectively).

B Average scores in all districts except
Houston were lower for students who
reported a college graduate parent than
the national average score for their
counterparts in the central city public
schools.

B [n Chicago and Houston, no statistically
significant difference was detected
between the average score of students
with parents who did not finish high
school and the average score of their
counterparts in the central city schools,
while the average score of these students
in the Atlanta, the District of Columbia,
and Los Angeles was lower than the
national average score in the central city
schools.
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Introduction

Overview of the Trial Urban District Assessment
in Writing 2002

Writing is an important tool for communicating ideas in
school, work, and the community. Therefore, writing has
always been central to elementary and secondary school
curricula. The National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) 2002 Writing Trial Urban District Assessment
(TUDA) initiates a national endeavor to provide the public
with reliable evidence about urban fourth- and eighth-grade
students” achievements in writing, and makes comparisons
to public schools nationally and central city schools.!

Brief History of the National Assessment
of Educational Progress

For more than thirty years, NAEP has been providing
reliable information about American students’ achievement.
The purpose of NAEP reports is to inform educators,
policy makers, parents, and the public. In order to do so,
NAEP (also known as the Nation’s Report Card) regularly
and systematically collects, analyzes, and reports valid and
reliable information about what American students know
and can do in a variety of subject areas. NAEP assesses
representative national samples of fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-grade students, and representative samples of
students in a number of states and other jurisdictions,
including the District of Columbia and the Department of

Defense schools (domestic and overseas).

! “Central city” is defined in chapter 2 and more completely in the “Iype of Location”
section of appendix C. Central city includes nationally representative public schools
located in central cities within metropolitan statistical areas as defined by the Federal
Office of Management and Budget. It is not synonymous with “inner city.”
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Authorized by Congtress in 1969, NAEP
is a continuing expression of the nation’s
concern with students’ learning. The
National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES), one of three centers within the
U.S. Department of Education’s Institute
of Education Sciences (IES), manages
NAEP. The National Assessment
Governing Board (NAGB), an independent
body, provides policy guidance for NAEP.

NAEP does not report results for
individual students or schools. In fact, for
its first two decades, NAEP reported
results only for the nation as a whole and
for subgroups within the nation (e.g,, for
female students and male students).

In 1988, Congtress authorized a trial of
state-level assessments. In 1990, NAEP
undertook its first state-level assessment,
of the mathematics performance of a
representative sample of students in
participating states. This successful trial of
state-level assessments led to a broadening
of the endeavor, and by 1994, NAEP was
reporting to many states on their students’
performance in mathematics, reading,
writing, and science. In 2002, NAEP
assessed representative samples of students
in the nation, in most of the states, and
also in several U.S. jurisdictions. In
addition, in 2002 NAEP assessed the
performance of public-school students in a
set of school districts. This report is the
initial presentation of writing assessment
results for each of five participating urban
school districts and the District of
Columbia.

The national-, state-, and district-level
reports of the NAEP 2002 assessment are
available on the NAEP web site (b#p://
nces.ed.gov/ nationsreportcard/ writing). The

national- and state-level reports present
nationwide results for grades 4, 8, and 12,
and results for grades 4 and 8 within the
states and other jurisdictions that
participated in the state-level assessment.
The national and state reports also
compare the results to the results of
previous NAEP writing assessments.

Background of the NAEP Trial
Urban District Assessment

in 2002

Over the years, various constituents have
requested reports on individual school
results and district results, but the NAEP
samples have not been designed to permit
reporting of reliable data below the state
level. The District of Columbia is an
exception. The NAEP legislation (as well
as other federal education programs)
defines the District of Columbia as a state
and authorizes its participation in state
NAEP. Through its participation in state
NAEP, student achievement data for the
District of Columbia school system are
regularly reported as part of the NAEP
program.

Federal appropriations authorized for the
No Child Left Behind Act supported a
multi-year study of the feasibility of a Trial
Urban District Assessment as a component
of the National Assessment of Educational
Progress.? Some large urban school districts,
such as Los Angeles and New York, have
enough students to meet NAEP
requirements for sample size in reporting,
In 2001, after discussion among the
National Assessment Governing Board, the
National Center for Educational Statistics,
and the leadership of the Council of the
Great City Schools, NAGB passed a
resolution approving the selection of five
large urban districts for participation in a

2 No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002).
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Trial Urban District Assessment, a special
project within NAEP.?

The trial assessment called for larger-
than-usual samples within the districts,
making reliable district-level data possible.
The assessment allows these districts to
make valid comparisons among themselves
for the first time. Although individual
states’ own assessments may report data by
district and school, their results are based
on different scores, scales, and test designs;
therefore, until now, districts have not been
able to compare themselves to districts in
other states.

By undertaking the Trial Urban District
Assessment in reading and writing in 2002,
NAEP continues a tradition of carefully
extending its service to education, while
preserving the rigorous sampling, scoring,
and reporting procedures that have
characterized the national and state
assessments. The samples were large
enough to provide data on subgroups
within the districts, such as female students
or Hispanic students. Thus, the 2002 data
can serve the districts as a benchmark for
studying changes in the performance of all
their students and of particular subgroups
of students.

In addition to assessing subject-area
performance of groups and subgroups,
NAEP gathers contextual data about in-
and out-of-school experiences and
socioeconomic factors from background
questionnaires given to students, teachers,
and school administrators. Large amounts
of additional data not included in this
report are available on the NAEP web site

(http:/ [ nees.ed.gov/ nationsreporteard/ naepdata.

Selection of Urban Districts
NAGRB staff, assisted by representatives of
the Council of the Great City Schools,
identified five districts for the trial
assessment. Districts were selected that
permitted testing the feasibility of
conducting NAEP over a range of
characteristics, such as district size,
minority concentrations, federal program
participation, poverty, and percentages of
students with disabilities and limited
English proficient students. This report
presents data for the following participating
urban districts: Atlanta City, Chicago
School District 299, Houston Independent
School District, Los Angeles Unified, New
York City Public Schools, and Washington,
DC. All these participating districts are
located in central cities.

Overview of the NAEP 2002
Writing Assessment

Objectives and Content

of the Assessment

Each NAEP assessment has objectives
described in a “framework”—a document
that specifies the important content and
process areas to be measured and the types
of questions to be included in the
assessment. NAGB directs a process for
specifying these frameworks.

The NAEP 1998 writing framework is
the blueprint that has specified the content
and guided the development of the 1998
and 2002 writing assessments.* The
framework establishes the assessment
objectives and provides direction on the
kinds of writing tasks to be included in the
instrument. A task, or writing assessment
item, is usually a short text or stimulus

> National Assessment Governing Board. (2001, November 20). Minutes of the November 15-17, 2001 NAGB
Meeting Committee Reports and Board Actions. Presented at the November 2001 NAGB meeting, Washington, DC.

* National Assessment Governing Boatd. (1998). Whriting Framework and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment

of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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posing a situation, concern, or topic about
which students are asked to write under a
stated time constraint.

The framework resulted from a national
process involving many parties concerned
about writing education, including teachers,
state education officials, subject-area
specialists, researchers, and representatives
of the general public. This effort was
managed by the Center for Research
on Evaluation, Standards, and Student
Testing (CRESST), under the direction of
NAGB. NAGB also contracted with ACT
to develop detailed specifications for
assessment items.

The NAEP writing framework, informed
by current research and theory, emphasizes
that writing addresses a variety of purposes
and audiences. The framework discusses
three purposes for writing: narrative
(telling a story), informative (informing the
reader), and persuasive (persuading the
reader). To ensure that NAEP writing
assessments reflect the genres receiving the
most instructional emphasis, the
framework prescribes that NAEP writing
tasks focus on these three purposes at
grades 4, 8, and 12.5 Descriptions of
narrative, informative, and persuasive
writing appear in figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1 Descriptions of the three purposes for writing in the NAEP writing assessment

Purposes for Writing I

Narrative writing  Narrative writing encourages writers to incorporate their imagination and creativity in the production of
stories or personal essays. At its best, narrative writing fosters imagination, creativity, and speculation by
allowing writers to express their thoughts and emotions, and offers an opportunity for writers to analyze

and understand their actions and those of others.

The narrative prompts included in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment asked students to write many kinds
of stories (most fiction, some nonfiction). Some of the prompts asked students to write in response fo
photographs, drawings, cartoons, poems, or stories (provided with the assessment).

In informative writing, the writer provides the reader with information. Informative writing may involve
reporfing on events or experiences or analyzing concepts and relationships. When used as a means of
exploration, informative writing helps both the writer and the reader to learn new ideas and to reexamine
old conclusions.

Informative writing

Informative prompts in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment asked students to write on specified subjects
using many kinds of information, such as newspaper articles, charts, photographs, or reported dialogues
(provided with the assessment), as well as their own knowledge. Students could write in a variety of
formats, such as reports, newpaper articles, and letters.

Persuasive wrifing seeks to persuade the reader to take action or to bring about change. This type of
writing involves a clear awareness of what arguments might most affect the audience being addressed.
Writing persuasively also requires the use of such skills as analysis, inference, synthesis, and evaluation.

Persuasive writing

Persuasive prompts in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment asked students to write letters to the editor or
to friends, to refute arguments, or to take sides in a debate.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. Writing Framework and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

> On the importance of specifying purpose in writing instruction, see Oliver, E. (1989). Effects of Assignment on
Writing Quality at Four Grade Levels. English Quarterly 21(4), 224-32.

Gorman, S. (1995). Windows into the Classroom: NAEPY 1992 Portfolio Study. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.
National Assessment Governing Board. (1998). Writing Framework and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment
of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

CHAPTER 1 e  NAEP 2002 WRITING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT



As the framework notes, the purposes
for writing are not always completely
discrete. For example, a narrative essay may
make a persuasive moral or ethical point,
and a letter to an editor or congressional
representative may include pertinent facts
and information. In fact, many of the
students whose writing received high
ratings used integrated forms of
presentation. The professional raters who
evaluated the student responses were
instructed not to penalize such blended
presentations.

The emphasis on each purpose for
writing varies from grade to grade to match
the differing levels of student development
and instructional focus. The assessment
emphasized narrative writing for fourth-
graders, gave comparable weight to all
three purposes for eighth-graders, and
stressed persuasive writing for twelfth-
graders. Table 1.1 shows both the
percentage and actual number of writing
tasks for each writing purpose at each grade
level in the 2002 assessment. These
distributions match the target percentages
established by the framework.

Table 1.1 Distribution of writing tasks, by purpose for writing, in the NAEP 2002 writing assessment,

grades 4 and 8

P I

Purpose for
writing
Narrative
Informative
I

Persuasive

Grade 8

Narrative
Informative

Persuasive

ercentage

of writing tasks Actual number
from framework of writing tasks

40 8

3 7

5 5

3 7

3 7

0 6

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Writing Assessment.
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In addition to specifying the percentage
of the assessment that should be devoted
to each writing purpose, the framework
qualifies several elements of writing that
should pertain to writing tasks across the
assessment. These elements are considered
by test developers in the construction of
assessment items and are important for
motivating student engagement in the
assessment tasks. The 2002 assessment
used many writing tasks that specified the
writer’s audience by asking students to
write, for example, a letter to a friend or to
a school board. Students also had
opportunities to write in a variety of forms,
such as essays, letters, reports, and stories.
Writing tasks may have used any of a
variety of stimuli including photographs,
cartoons, drawings, newspaper articles,
letters, or literary works, such as poems or
stories, to evoke written responses. While
the limits of a timed assessment prevented
students from engaging in the kinds of
drafting and revising that can be done in a
regular classroom environment, each
writing task in the assessment included a
planning page to encourage students in that
phase of the writing process. In addition,
every student received a brief brochure
with suggestions for planning and revising
their writing, To meet the framework’s
stated objective that students value writing
as a communicative activity, background
questions on the assessment asked students
about their view of themselves as writers
and their writing practices at home and at
school.
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The 2002 Writing Assessment
Procedure

As the only federally authorized, ongoing
nationwide assessment of student writing
achievement, NAEP writing assessments
must reflect the NAEP writing framework
and expert perspectives on the
measurement of writing competence. To
that end, during the development process,
the assessment undergoes stringent review
by teachers, teacher educators, state
officials, and measurement specialists. All
components of the assessment are
evaluated for curricular relevance,
developmental appropriateness, fairness
concerns, and adherence to the framework
and test specifications. The 2002 writing
assessment included twenty writing tasks
calling for 25-minute responses at grades 4
and 8. NAEP writing tasks that have been
released to the public, along with student
performance data by state, are available on
the NAEP web site (http:/ [ nees.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/ itmrls).

To minimize the burden on any one
student, NAEP uses a procedure referred
to as “matrix sampling” in which an
individual student at any given grade is
administered only a small portion of the
entire assessment. For example, at each
grade, students received test booklets with
two writing tasks and two sections of
questions regarding their home and school
experiences related to writing achievement.
Because a representative sample of
students at each grade receives each
assessment item, the results can then be
combined to produce average group and
subgroup results based on the entire
assessment. In total, the time required for
each student to participate in the 2002
NAEP writing assessment was no more
than 1 hour.
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Procedures for Sampling
Student Populations

The NAEP 2002 writing assessment was
administered to fourth-, eighth-, and
twelfth-graders at the national level and to
fourth- and eighth-graders at the state and
district levels. NAEP uses a random
selection process in order to obtain a
representative sample of students for
reporting national and state or jurisdiction
results. Approximately 139,200 fourth-
grade students in 5,500 schools; 118,500
eighth-graders in 4,700 schools; and 18,500
twelfth-graders in 700 schools were
sampled and assessed. The public schools
sampled also included charter schools,
which in some cases were not managed by
the urban school administration.

The samples were selected using a two-
stage sample design that selected schools
within participating districts and then
selected students within schools. In this
report, all references to samples—national,
central city, or district—include public-
school populations only.

Sampling for the Trial Urban District
Assessment was modeled on the procedure
for sampling states. The number of
participating schools ranged from 38 to 76
per district in the fourth grade and from 15
to 69 per district at the eighth grade. The
number of participating students per
district ranged from 924 to 2,037 at the
fourth grade and from 1,109 to 1,778 at the
eighth grade. For information on sample
sizes and participation rates by district, see
“Urban District Samples” in appendix C.

The overall participation rates for
schools and students in the national, state,
and urban district assessments must meet
statistical guidelines established by NCES

and NAGB in order for assessment results
to be reported publicly. Data are not
reported to the public for a state,
jurisdiction, or urban district that
participates but does not meet minimum
participation rate guidelines. For more
information about participation guidelines,
see appendix C. Participation rates for the
jurisdictions and urban districts were
calculated the same way as rates were
computed for the nation.

NAEP endeavors to assess all students
selected in the random sampling process,
including students with disabilities (SD)
and/or students who are classified by their
schools as limited English proficient (LEP).
The percentages of students classified as
SD and/or LEP in all participating states
and jurisdictions are available in an
interactive database at the NAEP web site
(http:/ | nees.ed.gov/ nationsreportcard/ naepdata).
Information on SD and LEP students for
the urban districts appears in appendix A.
Percentages of students identified as
limited English proficient, particularly at
grade 4, appear much higher in some
districts (Houston and Los Angeles) than in
the nation.

It is important to note that, guided by
the student’s Individualized Education
Program (IEP), as well as eligibility for
“section 504" services, school personnel
make decisions as to whether students with
disabilities should be included in the
assessment.® Results presented in this
report include the performance of students
with disabilities who can be meaningfully
assessed without accommodations or with
the kinds of accommodations NAEP
provides, such as small-group settings,
extended time, or the use of a scribe or

¢ Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a civil rights law designed to prohibit discrimination on the basis
of disability in programs and activities, including education, that receive federal financial assistance.
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computer for test administration. Schools
also decide whether to include LEP
students, based on NAEP’s guidelines. The
guidelines ask them to judge the student’s
ability to participate in the assessment in
English and to consider the number of
years the student has been receiving
instruction in English. More information
about types of testing accommodations is
available in appendix A of this report.

Percentages of students excluded from
NAEP may vary considerably across
states/districts and, within a state or
district, from one year to another. For
example, the percentage of fourth-grade
students identified as having disabilities
and or limited English proficiency ranged
from 19 to 30 percent in public schools in
the nation, in central cities, and in three of
six districts. Atlanta was below the
national average, with only 7 percent of its
fourth-grade students identified in these
groups, and Houston and Los Angeles were
above the national average, with 40 and 52
percent, respectively, of their fourth-grade
students identified in these groups (in both
of these cases the majority of the identified
students had limited English proficiency).
Given that many students identified in
these groups participate in the assessment,
the percentage of fourth-grade students
who were excluded ranged between 7 and
10 in public schools across the nation, in
central cities, and in four of the six public
school districts included in this report. In
contrast to this, in Atlanta only 2 percent
of the fourth-grade students were excluded
from the assessment because they had
disabilities (1 percent) or were limited
English proficient (1 percent). At the same
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time, 15 percent of the fourth-grade
students in Houston were excluded from
the assessment, with 13 percent excluded
because they had limited English
proficiency.

In the eighth grade, the percentage of
students identified with disabilities and/or
limited English proficiency ranged from 8
to 22 percent in public schools across the
nation, in central cities, and two of the five
districts. Atlanta was below the national
average, with only 8 percent of its eighth-
grade students identified in these groups;
and Houston and Los Angeles were above
the national average with 27 and 35 per-
cent, respectively, of their eighth-grade
students identified in these groups (in both
of these cases the majority of the identified
students had limited English proficiency).
The percentages of eighth-grade students
excluded from the assessment were more
similar across jurisdictions. The exclusion
rates for the nation, central city public
schools, and four of the five districts
ranged from 5 to 7 percent. In contrast,
Atlanta excluded only 3 percent of its
eighth-graders.

In both grades the percentage of stu-
dents assessed with accommodations
ranged from 0 or 1 percent to 11 percent
across jurisdictions. The variability in the
identification, exclusion, and accommoda-
tion rtes should be taken into consideration
in interpreting the results and making
comparisons (see appendix A, table A.1).
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Evaluating Students’ Writing
Student responses in the NAEP 2002
writing assessment were evaluated
according to scoring guide criteria
describing six performance levels. Scoring
guides were developed for narrative,
informative, and persuasive writing at each
grade level. For example, the same scoring
guide was used for all grade 8 narrative
tasks. The guides included specific notes
for raters that described various student
approaches to the writing task and offered
anchor or prototypical student responses at
each grade level. For each task, a wide
spectrum of student approaches was
judged to be acceptable. Acknowledging
developmental differences between fourth-,
eighth-, and twelfth-graders, the scoring
guides reflect higher performance
expectations for higher-level students (for
more details, see chapter 4 of the NAEP
2002 writing report).” Following the
framework, the scoring guides emphasize
students’ abilities to develop and elaborate
ideas, organize their thoughts, and write
grammatically correct prose. The criteria
for measuring command of written English
mechanics differed by grade, but were the
same across the three purposes for writing
(narrative, informative, and persuasive)
within each grade. Since a time-controlled
writing context constrains students’
opportunities to plan and revise, responses
to assessment tasks were viewed as first
drafts and evaluated accordingly.

Student responses to all 25-minute tasks
were analyzed based on descriptive rubrics
in the 6-level scoring guides for narrative,
informative, and persuasive writing. A scale
of 1 through 6 —Unsatisfactory,
Insufficient, Uneven, Sufficient, Skillful,
and Excellent—was used in evaluating
individual student responses to writing
tasks.

Reporting the Writing
Assessment Results

Results from the NAEP writing assessment
are presented in two ways: as scale scores
on a scale from 0 to 300 and as percentages
of students attaining achievement levels
(Basic, Proficient, and Advanced). The scale
scores, indicating how much students &now
and can do in writing, are presented as
average scale scores and as scale scores at
selected percentiles. In this report, the term
average scores refers to average scores on the
NAEP writing scale. The achievement
level results provide further information by
indicating the degree to which student
performance meets the standards set for
what they should know and be able to do.
Results are reported only for groups or
subgroups of students; an individual
student’s performance cannot be reported
based on NAEP assessment.

Student responses to all 25-minute
writing tasks were analyzed to determine
the percentage of students scoring at each
level on the 6-level guides for narrative,
informative, and persuasive writing, The

analysis entails summarizing the results on

7 Persky, H. R., Daane, M. C., and Jin, Y. (2003). The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2002, NCES 2003-529. Washing-
ton, DC: U. S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education

Statistics.
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separate subscales for each writing purpose
and then combining the separate scales to
form a single composite writing scale. This
analysis yields the overall scale of 0-300
for each grade (grades 4 and 8).
Performance for each grade is scaled
separately; therefore, average scale scores
cannot be compared across grades. Thus,
equal scores on grade 4 and grade 8 scales
do not imply equal levels of writing ability.
(For more information on scaling
procedures, see “Data Analysis and Item
Response Theory (IRT) Scaling” in
appendix C of this report.)

Student writing performance is also
reported in terms of three achievement
levels: Basic, Proficient, and Adpanced.

The three achievement levels are defined
as follows:

B Basic: This level denotes partial mastery
of prerequisite knowledge and skills that
are fundamental for proficient work at
each grade.

B Proficient: This level represents solid
academic performance for each grade
assessed. Students reaching this level
have demonstrated competency over
challenging subject matter, including
subject-matter knowledge, application of
such knowledge to real-world situations,
and analytical skills appropriate to the
subject matter.

B _Advanced: This level signifies superior
performance.

For reporting purposes, achievement
level cut scores are placed on the writing
scale to show the cutpoints between the
Basic, Proficient, and Advanced levels. The
achievement level results are then reported
as percentages of students within each
achievement level range, as well as the
percentage of students at or above Basic
and at or above Proficient.

The achievement levels are performance
standards adopted by NAGB as part of its
statutory responsibilities. The levels
represent collective judgments of what
students should know and be able to do for
each grade assessed. They are based on
recommendations from broadly
representative panels of classroom
teachers, education specialists, and
members of the general public. As
provided by law, the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES), upon review
of congressionally mandated evaluations of
NAEP, has determined that the
achievement levels are to be used on a trial
basis until it is determined that the
achievement levels are “reasonable, valid,
and informative to the public.”® However,
both NCES and NAGB believe these
performance standards are useful for
understanding trends in student
achievement. They have been widely used
by national and state officials as a common
yardstick of academic performance. For a
full discussion of achievement levels, see
“The Setting of Achievement Levels” and
“Trial Status of Achievement Levels”
in chapter 1 of the NAEP 2002 writing
report.’

# No Child Left behind Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, 115 Stat. 1425 (2002).

? Persky, H. R., Daane, M. C., and Jin, Y. (2003). The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2002, NCES 2003-529. Washing-
ton, DC: U. S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education

Statistics.
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Specific definitions of the Basic,
Proficient, and Advanced writing achievement
levels for grades 4 and 8 are presented in
figures 1.2 and 1.3. The achievement levels
are cumulative; therefore, students
performing at the Proficient level also
display the competencies associated with
the Basic level, and students at the Advanced
level also demonstrate the competencies
associated with both the Basic and the
Proficient levels. The score ranges for the
NAGB achievement levels on the NAEP
scale atre as follows: Grade 4, Baszc: 115—
175; Proficient: 176—224; Advanced: 225 and
above; Grade 8, Basic: 114-172; Proficient:
173-223; Advanced: 224 and above.

Interpreting NAEP Results

The average scores and percentages
presented in this report are estimates based
on samples of students rather than on
entire populations. Moreover, the collection
of writing tasks used at each grade level is
but a sample of the many tasks that could
have been used to assess the skills and
abilities described in the NAEP writing
framework. The results are subject to a
measure of uncertainty, reflected in the
standard error of the estimates—a range of
a few points plus or minus the average
score or percentage—which accounts for
potential fluctuations in average scores or
percentages that are due to sampling and
measurement error. The estimated standard
errors for the estimated scale scores and
percentages in this report are accessible
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through the NAEP Data Tool on the
NAEP web site (b#tp:/ [ nces.ed.gov/
nationsreportcard/ naepdata). Examples of
these estimated standard errors are also
provided in appendix C of this report.

The differences between scale scores and
between percentages discussed in the
following chapters take into account the
standard errors associated with the
estimates. Comparisons are based on
statistical tests that consider both the
magnitude of the difference between the
group average scores or percentages and
the standard errors of those statistics.
Estimates based on smaller subgroups are
likely to have relatively large standard
errors. As a consequence, some seemingly
large differences may not be statistically
significant. That is, it cannot be determined
whether these differences are due to the
particular makeup of the samples of
students who are selected or the true
differences in the population of interest.
When this is the case, the term “apparent
difference” is used in this report.
Differences between scores or between
percentages are reported as such in this
report only when they are significant from a
statistical perspective. All differences
reported are significant at the .05 level
(with appropriate adjustments for multiple
comparisons). The term “significant” is
intended to identify statistically dependable
differences in average scores or percentages
and not to imply a judgment about the
absolute magnitude or the educational
relevance of the differences. Throughout
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this report, comparisons are made among
districts and between districts and public
schools in the nation, as well as between
districts and central city public schools in
the nation. (See “NAEP Reporting
Groups” in appendix C for details on how
“central city public schools” was defined.)
Statistical tests are used to determine
whether the differences between average
scores are significant. Only statistically
significant differences are cited in this
report.

The reader is cautioned to rely on the
reported differences in the text and tables,
which are statistically significant, rather
than on the apparent magnitude of any
differences. The standard errors are avail-
able on the NAEP web site (b#p://
www.nees.ed.gov/ nationsreportcard/ naepdata).

Cautions in Interpretations

As described eatlier, the NAEP writing
scale makes it possible to examine
relationships between students’
performance and various background
factors measured by NAEP; however, a
relationship that exists between
achievement and another variable does not
reveal its underlying cause, which may be
influenced by a number of other variables.
Similarly, the assessments do not reflect the
influence of unmeasured variables. The
results are most useful when they are
considered in combination with other
knowledge about the student population
and the educational system, such as trends
in instruction, changes in the school-age
population, and societal demands and
expectations.
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Figure 1.2 Descriptions of NAEP writing achievement levels, grade 4

Grade 4
Achievement Levels

The following statements describe the kinds of things fourth-grade students should be able fo do in writing at each level of achievement. These
statements should be interpreted with the constraints of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in mind. Student
performances reported with respect to these descriptions are in response fo fwo age-appropriate writing tasks completed within 25 minutes each.
Students are not advised of the writing tasks in advance nor engaged in pre-writing instruction and preparation; however, they are given a
set of “ideas for planning and reviewing” their writing for the assessment. Although the Writing NAEP cannot fully assess students’ abilities to
produce a polished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information about students’ abilities to generate writing in response to a
variety of purposes, tasks, and audiences within a rather limited period of fime.

Basic  Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should he able to produce a somewhat organized and detailed

(115)  response within the time allowed that shows a general grasp of the writing task they have been assigned.
Fourth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able o produce a somewhat organized response within the fime allowed
that shows a general grasp of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should include some supporting details. Its
grammar, spelling, and capitalization should be accurate enough to communicate fo a reader, although there may be mistakes that get
in the way of meaning.

Proficient Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an organized response within
(176)  the time allowed that shows an understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should
include details that support and develop their main idea, and it should show that these students are aware of the
avdience they are expected to address.
Fourth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able o produce an organized response within the time allowed that
shows an understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should include details that support and develop the
main idea of the piece, and its form, content, and language should show that these students are aware of the audience they are expected
to address. The grammar, spelling, and capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate to a reader; there may
be some mistakes, but these should not get in the way of meaning.

Advanced Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level shovld be able to produce an effective, well developed
(225)  response within the time allowed that shows a clear understanding of the writing task they have been assigned
and the avdience they are expected to address. Their writing should include details and be clearly organized,
should use precise and varied langvage, and may show signs of analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking.
Fourth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce an effective, well developed response within the time
allowed that shows a clear understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should be clearly organized, making
use of techniques such as consistency in topic or theme, sequencing, and a clearly marked beginning and ending. It should make use of
precise and varied language to speak to the audience the students are expected to address, and it should include details and elaboration
that support and develop the main idea of the piece. Their writing may also show signs of analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking.
The grammar, spelling, and capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate clearly; mistakes should be so few and
so minor that a reader can easily skim over them.

SOURCE: S. C. Loomis and M. L. Bourque (Eds.). (2001). National Assessment of Educational Progress Achievement Levels, 19921998 for Writing. U.S. Dept. of Education, Office of Educational Research, National
Center for Education Statisfics. Washington, DC.
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Figure 1.3 Descriptions of NAEP writing achievement levels, grade 8

Grade 8
Achievement Levels

The following statements describe the kinds of things eighth-grade students should be able to do in writing at each level of achievement. These
statements should be interpreted with the constraints of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) in mind. Student
performances reported with respect to these descriptions are in response to two age-appropriate writing tasks completed within 25 minutes
each. Students are not advised of the writing tasks in advance nor engaged in pre-writing instruction and preparation; however, they are given
aset of “ideas for planning and reviewing” their writing for the assessment. Although the Writing NAEP cannot fully assess students” abilities
to produce a polished piece of writing, the results do provide valuable information about students’ abilities to generate writing in response to
a variety of purposes, tasks, and audiences within a rather limited period of time.

Basic  Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to produce an effective response within the

(114) time allowed that shows a general understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing
should show that these students are aware of the audience they are expected to address, and it should include
supporting details in an organized way.
Eighth-grade students performing at the Basic level should be able to produce an effective response within the time allowed that shows
a general understanding of the writing task they have been assigned. Their writing should show that these students are aware of the
audience they are expected fo address, and it should include supporting details in an organized way. The grammar, spelling, punctuation,
and capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate fo a reader, although there may be mistakes that get in the
way of meaning.

Proficient Fighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce a detailed and organized
(173) response within the time allowed that shows an understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned
and the avdience they are expected to address. Their writing should include precise language and varied sentence
structure, and it may show analytical, evalvative, or creative thinking.
Eighth-grade students performing at the Proficient level should be able to produce an effective response within the time allowed that
shows an understanding of hoth the writing task they have been assigned and the audience they are expected to address. Their writing
should be organized, making use of techniques such as sequencing or a clearly marked beginning and ending, and it should make use
of details and some elaboration to support and develop the main idea of the piece. Their wrifing should include precise language and
some variety in sentence structure, and it may show analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking. The grammar, spelling, punctuation, and
capitalization in the work should be accurate enough to communicate to a reader; there may be some errors, but these should not get
in the way of meaning.

Advanced Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce a fully developed response
(224) within the time allowed that shows a clear understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and
the audience they are expected to address. Their writing should show some analytical, evalvative, or creative
thinking and may make vse of literary strategies to clarify a point. At the same time, the writing should be clearly
organized, demonstrating precise word choice and varied sentence structure.
Eighth-grade students performing at the Advanced level should be able to produce an effective and fully developed response within the
time allowed that shows a clear understanding of both the writing task they have been assigned and the audience they are expected
to address. Their writing should show some analytical, evaluative, or creative thinking, and should demonstrate precise word choice and
varied sentence structure. Their work should include details and elaboration that support and develop the main idea of the piece, and
it may make use of strategies such as analogies, illustrations, examples, anecdotes, or figurative language to clarify a point. At the same
time, the writing should show that these students can keep their work clearly and consistently organized. Writing by eighth-grade
students performing at the Advanced level should contain few errors in grammar, spelling, punctuation, capitalization, and sentence
structure. These writers should demonstrate good control of these elements and may use them for stylistic effect in their work.

SOURCE: S. C. Loomis and M. L. Bourque (Eds.). (2001). National Assessment of Educational Progress Achievement Levels, 19921998 for Writing. U.S. Dept. of Education, Office of Educational Research, National
Center for Education Statisfics. Washington, DC.
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Average Scale Score and
Achievement Level Results for
the Trial Urban District Assessment

This chapter presents the NAEP 2002 writing results for
the assessed urban districts and the District of Columbia at
grades 4 and 8. Performance is reported as average scores on
the NAEP writing scale, which ranges from 0 to 300, and in
terms of the three writing achievement levels—Basic, Proficient

and Advanced.

Urban District Scale Score and Percentile Results
Table 2.1 shows the overall performance of fourth- and
eighth-grade students in the urban districts that participated
in the 2002 writing assessment. In order to provide a
context for these data, table 2.1 also displays the results for
students attending public schools in the nation as a whole, as
well as for public schools located in central cities across the
nation. In table 2.1 and subsequent tables and figures in this
report, a double asterisk (**) marks district statistics (average
scores or percentages) that were found to be significantly
different from the comparable statistic in public schools in
the nation, and a single asterisk (*) marks district statistics
that were significantly different from those of public schools
in central cities. Following standards established by the
Federal Office of Management and Budget, the US. Census
Bureau defines a central city as a city of 50,000 people or
more that is the largest in its metropolitan area, or can
otherwise be regarded as “central,” taking into account such
factors as commuting patterns. (See appendix C for more

detailed definitions of geographical areas). The districts that
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participated in the Trial Urban Assessment,
Atlanta City, Chicago School District 299,
Houston ISD, Los Angeles Unified, and
New York City Public Schools, and Wash-
ington, DC are all located in central cities.
The term means “a city that is central”, not
“the central part of a city” or the “inner
city”” Central cities are defined for this
report as including large and mid-size cities.
All students in these districts, except for
Houston and Los Angeles attended schools
in central cities. In the Houston and Los
Angeles districts, some students included in
this study attended schools located in the
urban fringe. These included 5 percent and
19 percent of fourth-grade students in
Houston and Los Angeles respectively, as
well as 24 percent of eighth-grade students
in Los Angeles.

The first column in the table presents the
average score by district on the NAEP
writing scale. Results at each grade are
scaled independently; therefore, cross-grade
score comparisons cannot be made. The
average score for fourth-grade students in
public schools in the nation was 153 and for
students in central city schools was 147. The
average score for eighth-grade students in
public schools in the nation was 152 and in
central city schools was 143. At both
grades, the average scores for students in
the nation and for central city public
schools generally were higher than those in
these urban districts; exceptions to this
generalization were found for New York
City and Houston. Fourth-grade students in
New York City had higher average scores
than fourth-graders in central city schools,
while no significant differences were found
between average scores for fourth- and
eighth-grade students in Houston and those
in central city schools.

Details on the statistical significance of
these performance differences are provided
below in the “Comparisons Among Dis-
tricts by Average Scale Scores” section. Data
for New York City at grade 8 do not appear
in this report because the district did not
meet the required 70 percent participation
rate (see appendix C, “Standards for Sample
Participation and Reporting of Results”).

The remaining columns in table 2.1
indicate the scores attained on the 0-300
writing scale of students at selected percen-
tiles. Each percentile indicates the percent-
age of students whose scores fell below a
particular point on the NAEP writing scale.
For example, in Atlanta the 75th percentile
score at grade 4 was 161 in 2002, indicating
that 75 percent of fourth-graders scored
below 161. Table 2.1 shows the writing scale
score for students scoring at the 25th, 50th,
and 75th percentiles. An examination of
scores at different percentiles at each grade
indicates the score differences between
higher-, middle-, and lower-performing
students within a district and thus provides
more detailed information than does the
average score alone. The corresponding
standard errors for these percentile scores
are displayed in table C.6 in appendix C.

When NAEP conducts a second Trial
Urban District Assessment in writing,
comparing the score values for percentiles
across years will be useful in pinpointing
where changes may have occurred within a
district’s score distribution. For this report,
the comparison of the scores at various
percentiles across districts gives a rough
indication of how score distributions
may differ.
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Table 2.1 Average writing scale scores and selected percentiles, grades 4 and 8 public schools:
By urban district, 2002

Scale score distribution I

Average
scale score 25th percentile 50th percentile 75th percentile
Nation (Public) 153 128 153 178
Central city (Public) ' 147 ** 122 ** 146 ** 171 **
Atlanta 140 107 139 % 161 %
Chicago 138 116 197 % 160
District of Columbia 135 ** 113 ** 134 *** 157 ***
Houston 148 123 147 174
Los Angeles 141 ** 17 * 141 *** 165 ***
New York City t 153 * 128 154 * 178
Nation (Public) 152 127 153 178
Central city (Public) 2 143 ** 17 144 ** 170 **
Atlanta 130 107 129 % 151 %
Chicago 136 ** 11 136 *** 160 ***
District of Columbia 128 ** 105 ** 128 *** 152 ***
Houston 138 ** 113 ** 139 ** 165 **
Los Angeles 128 ** 104 ** 128 *** 152 ***

# Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

*Significantly different from central city public schools.

** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools
and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

2 For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools
and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.
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Comparisons Among Districts
by Average Scale Scores

Figures 2.1 and 2.2 display the results of
statistical significance tests of differences
in NAEP 2002 average writing scores
between any two urban districts at grade 4
and at grade 8, respectively. These figures
are similar to mileage charts on travel maps.
Read across the row corresponding to a
district to the column of the jurisdiction
chosen for comparison. If the resulting cell
is not shaded, the difference between the
two average scores was not found to be
statistically significant. If the cell is lightly
shaded (with an upward arrow), the average
scale score of the district on the row on the
left was higher than that of the jurisdiction
named at the top of the column. The
darkly shaded cells (with a downward
arrow) indicate that the average scale score
of the district on the rows on the left was
lower than that of the jurisdiction selected
at the top of the column. For example, in
tigure 2.1, the leftmost cell in the fourth
row compares the average score at grade 4
in Atlanta to the average score in the
nation. The shading and the arrow in this
cell indicate that the average score in
Atlanta was lower than the national aver-
age score and that the difference was
statistically significant.

At grade 4, the average score for
students in the nation was higher than the
average score in each of the districts except
New York City and Houston, where the
average scores were not found to be
significantly different from the national
average score. Fourth-grade average scores
were lower in most districts than the average
score in the central city schools except in
New York City, where the average score was
higher, and in Houston, where the average
score was not found to differ significantly.
At grade 4, the average score for students
in New York City was higher than those in
all the other districts except Houston. The
average score for students in Houston was
higher than average scores in Atlanta,
Chicago, and the District of Columbia, but
not found to differ significantly from
average scores in L.os Angeles and New
York City. The average score for students in
Los Angeles was higher than the average
score in the District of Columbia, but not
found to differ significantly from the
average scores in Atlanta and Chicago.
Other apparent differences were not
determined to be statistically significant.
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Figure 2.1 Cross-district comparisons of average writing scale scores, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grade 4 Instructions: Read across the row corresponding to an urban district listed to the left of the chart. Match the shading intensity
to the key below to determine whether the average wrifing scale score of this district was found to be higher than, not signifi-
cantly different from, or lower than that of the entity named in the column heading. For example, in the row for Atlanta,
Atlanta’s average score was lower than the average scores in the nation, central cities, New York City and Houston, but not found
to differ significantly from the average scores in Los Angeles, Chicago, and the District of Columbia.
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# Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools
and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
NOTE: The between-distric comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that each district is being compared with every other district shown. Significance is defermined by an
application of a multiple-comparison procedure.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Writing
Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.
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Figure 2.2 Cross-district comparisons of average writing scale scores, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grade 8

Instructions: Read across the row corresponding to an urban district listed to the left of the chart. Match the shading
intensity to the key below to determine whether the average writing scale score of this district was found to be higher than,

not significantly different from, or lower than the entity named in the column heading. For example, in the row for the
District of Columbia, the average score for the District of Columbia was lower than the average scores for the nation, central
city, Houston and Chicago, and not found to differ significantly from Atlanta and Los Angeles.
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1 For comparison, a eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: The between-district comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that each district is being compared with every other district shown. Significance is determined by an

application of a multiple-comparison procedure.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing

Assessment and 2002 Wrifing Assessement.

As shown in figure 2.2, eighth-grade
students’ average scores in all five districts
were lower than the national average and
lower than the central city average, with the
exception of Houston, where the average
score was not found to be significantly
different from the average score for central
city schools. At grade 8, the average score in
Houston was higher than the average scores

CHAPTER 2 o

in Atlanta, the District of Columbia, and
Los Angeles. The average score in Chicago
was higher than the average scores in the
District of Columbia and Los Angeles and
not found to differ significantly from the
scores in Houston and Atlanta. Other
apparent differences were not determined to
be statistically significant.
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Writing Achievement

Level Results

In addition to reporting average writing
scale scores, NAEP reports writing perfor-
mance by achievement levels. The writing
achievement levels are Basic, Proficient, and
Advanced. The setting of the achievement
levels is discussed in chapter 1.

Table 2.2 presents the percentages of
students at grades 4 and 8 who performed
below the Basic level, at or above the Baszic
level, at or above the Proficient level, and at
the Advanced level.

At grade 4, the percentage of students
performing at or above Proficient ranged
from 11 percent in the District of

Columbia to 27 percent in New York City.

Table 2.2 Percentage of students at or above each writing achievement level, grades 4 and 8 public schools:
By urban district, 2002

At or above At or above I

Below Basic Basic Proficient At Advanced
Nation (Public) 15 85 7 2
Central city (Public) ' 19+ 81+ 21+ 2%
Atlanta 23 77 13 % 1
Chicago 24+ 76*** 12 % #
District of Columbia 27 73 % 17 % ]
Houston 19 81 23 2
Los Angeles 23 77 16 % ]
New York City * 15 85 7 2
Nation (Public) 16 84 30 2
Central city (Public) 2 23** 77+ 22+ ]
Atlanta 32 % 68 *** 10 % #
Chicago 28 *** 72 % 16 % 1
District of Columbia 34 % 66 *** 10 *** #
Houston 26 74+ 19 ** 1
Los Angeles 36 64 *** 17 % #

# Percentage rounds to zero.
¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.
*Significantly different from central city public schools.
** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools
and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools
and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.
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Twenty-seven percent of the students
across the nation performed at or above the
Proficient level, while 21 percent of all central
city students reached this level of perfor-
mance. The percentages of fourth-grade
students reaching at least the Basic achieve-
ment level ranged from 73 percent in the
District of Columbia to 85 percent in New
York City. In the nation as a whole, 85
percent of students and 81 percent of
central-city students performed at or above
the Basic level.

At grade 8, the percentages of students at
ot above Proficient ranged from 10 percent in
Atlanta and the District of Columbia to 19
percent in Houston, while 30 percent of
students in public schools in the nation and
22 percent in central city public schools
performed at or above the Proficient level. At
grade 8, the percentages of students per-
forming at or above Basic ranged from 64
percent in Los Angeles to 74 percent in
Houston. In the national public schools, 84
percent of students performed at or above
Basic, and 77 percent of central city students
performed at the same level.

CHAPTER 2 o

Comparisons Among Districts
by Achievement Levels

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 are “mileage charts”
similar to figures 2.1 and 2.2; in this case the
data compared represent percentages of
students performing at or above the Profi-
cient level. At grade 4, the percentages of
students performing at or above Proficient in
public schools nationally and in public
central city schools were higher than the
percentages in all districts except Houston
and New York City, where the differences
were not found to be statistically significant.
At grade 4, the percentage of students
performing at or above Proficient in New
York City was higher than the percentages
in four other districts and not found to
differ significantly from the percentage in
Houston.

While not displayed in the figures, there
were also interesting patterns in the percent-
ages of students performing at or above the
Basic level. No significant difference was
found between the percentages of fourth-
grade students performing at or above Baszc
in Houston and New York City and the
percentages of fourth-graders performing at
the same level in the nation and central
cities. The percentages of fourth-grade
students performing at or above Basic were
lower in Chicago and the District of Co-
lumbia than the percentages of students
performing at or above Basic in central cities.
Fourth-grade students in Houston and New
York City were more likely than those in the
District of Columbia to perform at or
above the Basic level. Other apparent differ-
ences were not found to be statistically
significant.

NAEP 2002 WRITING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT



Figure 2.3 Cross-district comparisons of percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, grade 4 public schools:
By urban district, 2002

Grade 4 Instructions: Read across the row corresponding to an urban district listed fo the left of the chart. Match the shading
intensity to the key below to determine whether the percentage of students at or above Proficientin this district was found to
be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the district or jurisdiction in the column heading. For example,
in the row for Chicago: The percentage of students at or above Proficient in Chicago was lower than the percentage in the
nation, central cities, New York City, and Houston, but not found to differ significantly from the percentage in Los Angeles,
Atlanta, and the District of Columbia.
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¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools
and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: The between-district comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that each district is being compared with every other district shown. Significance is defermined by an
application of a multiple-comparison procedure.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.

CHAPTER 2 ' NAEP 2002 WRITING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT

23



24

At grade 8, the percentage of students The percentage of students performing

performing at or above Proficient was higher at or above Basic was higher in public

for the nation than for all urban districts schools in the nation than in all five districts
assessed, and higher for central cities than reported and higher in the central city

for all urban districts assessed except Hous- schools than in all these districts except

ton. No significant difference was detected Houston, which did not differ significantly
between the percentages of students per- from the central cities on this performance
forming at or above Proficient in Houston measure. Students in Houston were more
and central cities. The percentages of likely than those in the District of Columbia
eighth-graders performing at or above and Los Angeles to perform at or above the
Proficient in Chicago and Houston were not Basic level.

found to differ significantly from each
other, and both were higher than the com-
parable percentages in the District of
Columbia and Atlanta.

Figure 2.4 Cross-district comparisons of percentage of students at or above Proficient in writing, grade 8 public schools:
By urban district, 2002

Instructions: Read across the row corresponding to an urban district listed to the left of the chart. Match the shading
intensity to the key below to determine whether the percentage of students at or above Proficientin this district was found to
be higher than, not significantly different from, or lower than the district or jurisdiction in the column heading. For example,
in the row for Houston: The percentage of students at or above Proficient in Houston was lower than in the nation, was not
found to differ from the central cities and Chicago, and was higher than Los Angeles, the District of Columbia, and Atlanta.
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1 For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools
and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: The between-district comparisons take into account sampling and measurement error and that each district is being compared with every other district shown. Significance is determined by an
application of a multiple-comparison procedure.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.
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Results for Subgroups

In addition to reporting on the performance of all students,
NAEP provides results for a variety of subgroups of
students for each grade level assessed. The subgroup results
show how these groups of students performed in
comparison with one another. When additional years of
urban district assessments are conducted, these results will
provide a basis for examining each group’s progress over
time.

This chapter includes average writing scores and
achievement level results at grade 4 for subgroups of
students in six urban districts—the five that participated in
the Trial Urban District Assessment and the District of
Columbia—and results for grade 8 in Atlanta, Chicago,
Houston, Los Angeles, and the District of Columbia. New
York City data for grade 8 are not reported because
participation did not meet reporting criteria. Results are
reported by gender, race/ethnicity, students’ eligibility for
free/reduced-price lunch, and by parents’ highest level of

education.
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Throughout this chapter, student sub-
group results in each district are also com-
pared to the results for central city schools.
In most cases, the average scores and
achievement level results for central city
schools were below those for the nation.
All differences noted as such in this chapter
are statistically significant. In interpreting
the results, it is important to bear in mind
that the estimated average score for a
particular group does not include the whole
range of performance within that group.
Differences in subgroup performance
cannot be ascribed solely to students’
membership in an identified subgroup.
Average student performance is affected by
the interaction of a complex set of factors
not discussed in this report or addressed by
NAEP assessments.

Performance of Selected
Subgroups in the Trial Urban
District Assessment

Gender

Educators and government agencies have
produced a body of research rich in data
documenting gender differences in language
arts achievement.! National results for the
NAEP 1998 and 2002 writing assessments
indicate that female students outperformed
male students at grades 4, 8, and 12.

Table 3.1 shows average writing scores
and achievement level results by gender at
grade 4. Female fourth-graders had a higher
average score than male fourth-graders in
each of the urban districts. Average scores
for male students at grade 4 ranged from
127 in the District of Columbia to 145 in
New York City. No significant difference
was detected between the average scores for
male fourth-grade students in Houston and
New York City and their counterparts in
central city schools. The average scores of
male fourth-graders in Atlanta, Chicago, the
District of Columbia, and Los Angeles were
lower than the average score for male fourth-
grade students in central city schools.

The average scores for female students at
grade 4 in the six districts ranged from 143
in the District of Columbia to 160 in New
York City. No significant difference was
detected between the average scores for
female fourth-grade students in Houston
and New York City and the average score
for female fourth-graders in the central city
schools. Female fourth-graders in Atlanta,
Chicago, the District of Columbia, and Los
Angeles had lower average scores than
female fourth-grade students in central city
schools.

! US. Department of Education. (2001). Reading for Understanding: Towards an R & D Program in Reading Comprebension.

Washington, DC: Author.

MacMillan, P. (2000). Simultanecous Measurement of Reading Growth, Gender, and Relative-Age Effects: Many
Faceted Rasch Applied to CBM Reading Scores. Journal of Applied Measurement, 1(4), 393—408.

Peterson, S. (2001). Gender Identities and Self-Expression in Classroom Narrative Writing. angnage Arts, 78(5),

451-439.

Thomas, P. (1994). Writing, Reading, and Gender. Gifled Education International, 9(3), 154-158.
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Table 3.1 Average writing scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level, by gender,
grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grude 4 I
P

ercentage Average At or above At or above
of students scale score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male
Nation (Public) 51 144 20 80 18 1
Central city (Public) ! 51 139 = 24 76 ** 15** 1
Atlanta 4 131 *++ 31 69 *++ g v 1
Chicago 50 130 % 39 68 % 7 #x #
District of Columbia 49 127 *++ 37+ 63 %+ 7 v e
Houston 48 141 24 76 17 1
Los Angeles 51 134 %+ 29 % 7% ] * #
New York City * 50 145 21 79 21 1
Female
Nation (Public) 49 162 10 90 35
Central city (Public) ! 49 155 ** 13* 87 ** 27 2%
Atlanta 53 147 *** 17* 83 ** 18 *** 2
Chicago 50 145 *** 17* 83 ** 16 *** #
District of Columbia 51 143 *** 18 *** 82+ 15 %+ ]
Houston 52 154 15 85 28 3
Los Angeles 49 148 *** 16 ** 84 21 ]
New York City * 50 160 10 90 33 3

# Percentage rounds to zero.

# Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

*Significantly different from central city public schools.

** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools
and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.
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Table 3.2 Average writing scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level, by gender,

grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grude 8 I
P

ercentage Average At or above At or ahove
of students scale score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male
Nation (Public) 50 141 23 77 20 1
Central city (Public) ! 50 133 ** 30 70 14** 1
Atlanta 49 122+ 40+ 60 b #
Chicago 48 126 37+ 63 11 ]
District of Columbia 49 120 *** 43 *** 57 *** 6 *** #
Houston 47 124 37+ 63 g % #
Los Angeles 50 121 42+ 5 b #
Female
Nation (Public) 50 162 9 91 40 3
Central city (Public) ! 50 153 = 15+ 85+ 30+ 2+
Atlanta 51 137 *** 24 %+ 76+ 13+ 1
Chicago 52 145 *** 19 81+ 21 ** 2
District of Columbia 51 136 *** 25 %+ 75 % 14+ #
Houston 53 150 ** 16* 84+ 28+ 1
Los Angeles 50 134 *** 29 =+ 71 % 15 %+ #

# Percentage rounds o zero.
* Significantly different from central city public schools.
** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Writing

Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.

Table 3.2 displays average scores and
achievement level results by gender for
grade 8. In each of the five districts re-
ported, the average score of female students
was higher than the average score of male
students. Average scores for male eighth-
grade students ranged from 120 in the
District of Columbia to 126 in Chicago.
The average score for eighth-grade male
students in central city schools was higher
than that in each of the five urban districts
reported.

For female students at grade 8 in the five
districts, average scores ranged from 134 in
Los Angeles to 150 in Houston. For female
eighth-graders, the average score was higher
in central city schools than in any of the
districts except Houston: no significant
difference was detected between the average
score for female eighth-graders in Houston
and in the central city schools.
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An additional way to compare the
performance of subgroups of students is to
focus on the size of the difference between
the average scores for the subgroups. Where
the average scores of one subgroup have
been consistently lower than those of
another over time, the differences have
come to be called “gaps.” Figure 3.1
presents the “gaps” in average writing
scores between female and male students in
each district, in the central city schools, and
in the nation. At grade 4, the gaps between

the average scores of female and male
students in the trial urban districts were not
found to differ significantly from
comparable gaps in public schools in the
nation and in central cities. At grade 8, the
score gap between female and male students
was narrower in the District of Columbia
than in public schools in the nation. In Los
Angeles, the gender score gap was narrower
than the comparable gaps in public schools
in both central cites and in the nation.

Figure 3.1 Gaps in average writing scale scores, by gender, grades 4 and 8 public schools: By urhan district, 2002

e

Female average score minus Male average score

Grade 4
Nation (Public) ————eo 18
Central city (Public) ! - o15™
Atlanta ———o 16
Chicago ——eo 15
District of Columbia ——eo 17
Houston e 12
Los Angeles S— Y
New York Gity * ——eo 15

;000 10 20 30 40 50 60
Score gaps

Female average score minus Male average score

Grade 8
Nation (Public) ————eo 21
Central city (Public) 2 o119
Atlanta ——e 14

Chicago —— o119

District of Columbia e 16”
Houston - o125

Los Angeles - o 13"

-0 0 10 20 30 40 50 60
Score gaps

¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

*Significantly different from central city public schools.
** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
NOTE: Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale scores.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing

Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.
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Race/Ethnicity

For the purpose of studying the progress of
subgroups, NAEP collects information
from school records on the racial/ethnic
identification that best describes each
participating student. The six mutually
exclusive categories are White, Black,
Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American
Indian (including Alaska Native), and Other.
This information was the primary
contributor to the classifications appearing
below. For further details, see “NAEP
Reporting Groups” in appendix C.

Tables 3.3 and 3.4 show average scores
and achievement level results by racial and
ethnic group membership for public-school
students in the urban districts at grades 4
and 8, respectively. Only the race/ethnicity
categories with sufficient membership to
meet reporting requirements in the urban
districts are reported below.

The distribution of students in terms of
race/ethnicity in the urban districts differs
from the distribution in the nation’s public
schools. Black or Hispanic students
constitute the majority or the largest
fraction of students in each of the urban
districts in the trial assessment. Black
students constitute over 85 percent in

Atlanta and in the District of Columbia at
fourth and eighth grades, as well as 47
percent of Chicago’s fourth grade and half
of its eighth grade. Hispanic students
constitute a majority at fourth and eighth
grades in Los Angeles and at eighth grade in
Houston, as well as 47 percent of the fourth
grade in Houston and 43 percent of the
fourth grade in New York City. The highest
percentage of White students in the urban
districts is 15 percent in New York at grade
4 and 11 percent in Chicago at grade 8,
whereas in the national writing assessment
White students constitute majorities at both
fourth and eighth grades: 60 percent at
grade 4 and 64 percent at grade 8.

In five of the six urban districts in which
a reliable comparison could be made, White
fourth-graders had higher average scores
than their Black and Hispanic counterparts.
The White/Hispanic comparison in Atlanta
could not be tested for statistical
significance due to insufficient sample size.
No significant difference was detected
between the average scores of Asian
American/Pacific Islander students and
their White counterparts in Los Angeles and
New York City.
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Compared with Black students in fourth
grade in the central cities, Black fourth-
graders in Houston and New York City had
higher average scores, while Black fourth-
graders in the District of Columbia had a
lower average score. Compared to the
average score of Hispanic fourth-graders in
the central city schools, no significant
difference was detected for the average
score of Hispanic fourth-graders in five of
the six districts. The average score for
Hispanic fourth-graders in Los Angeles was
lower than that in central cities taken as a
whole. Average scores for White students at

CHAPTER 3

grade 4 were higher in Atlanta, the District
of Columbia, and New York City than for
White students in the central city schools,
and no significant differences were detected
between the average scores of White
students in Chicago, Houston, and Los
Angeles and the average score in the central
city schools. Finally, average scores for
Asian/Pacific Islander students in Los
Angeles and New York City were not found
to be significantly different from the average
score for their counterparts in central cities.
Sample sizes in the other districts were
insufficient for reliable significance testing,
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Table 3.3 Average writing scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level,
by race/ethnicity, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grude 4 I
A

Percentage Average t or above At or above
of students scale score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
White
Nation (Public) 60 159 10 90 32 3
Central city (Public) ! 34 159 1 89 31 3
Atlanta 6 194 **+ 2 98 70 *** 21 ***
Chicago 9 161 6* 94 * 32 2
District of Columbia 4 183 * G ek 95 *** 64 *** g *x*
Houston 10 169 9 91 44 7
Los Angeles 11 164 7 93 37 3
New York City * 15 171 = 6 94 45* 5
Black
Nation (Public) 18 139 23 77 14 1
Central city (Public) ! 32 137 * 25 75 12 #
Atlanta 90 136 24 76 10 #
Chicago 47 132 29 71 7 *x* #
District of Columbia 87 132 % 29 *** 71 *** g #
Houston 40 147 *** 17 83 19* 1
Los Angeles 11 140 2 78 12 #
New York ity * 32 147 *** 18 *** 82 *** 20 *** 1
Hispanic
Nation (Public) 17 140 24 76 17 1
Central city (Public) ! 277 140 23 77 16 1
Aﬂuntu 4 skokok skokok skokok skokk kKK
Chicago 38 136 25 75 10 ** #
District of Columbia 7 137 24 76 10 #
Houston 47 14 24 76 19 1
Los Angeles 72 135* 27 73 17 %+ #
New York ity * 43 146 18 82 21 1
Asian/Pacific Islander
Nation (Public) 4 166 7 93 40 4
Central city (Public) ! 5 160 ** 9 91 32 3
District of Columbia 1 o o o o e
Los Angeles 6 165 6 94 37 4
New York ity * 9 175 5 95 50 5
American Indian/Alaska Native
Nation (Public) 1 138 25 75 15 1
Central city (Public) ! 1 144 21 79 18 2
Aﬂuntu # skokok skokok skokok skokk *kkk
(hi(ugo 'I skokok skokok skokok skokok kKK
District of Columbia # ok ok ok ok ok
HOUS'O" # skokok skokok skokok skokok kKK
Los Angeles # kkk kKK kKK *kkk kkk
New York (ity # # skokok skokok skokk kokok kKK

# Percentage rounds fo zero.

¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

*Significantly different from central city public schools.

** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools
and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Wrifing Assessement.
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The average scores and achievement level
percentages for grade 8 are displayed in
table 3.4. The average score for eighth-grade
Black students in the District of Columbia
was lower than that for eighth-grade Black
students in the central city schools.
Compared to the average score for Hispanic
eighth-grade students in the central city
schools, the average score in Los Angeles
was lower. The average score for White
eighth-grade students in Los Angeles was
lower than in the central city schools, while
the average score for White eighth-grade
students in Houston was higher than that of
White students in the central city schools.

White eighth-graders had higher average
scores than Black eighth-graders in every
district except the District of Columbia,
where the sample size was insufficient to

CHAPTER 3

permit a reliable comparison. White
students at grade 8 also had higher average
scores than Hispanic students in Chicago,
Houston, and Los Angeles. Sample sizes in
Atlanta and the District of Columbia were
insufficient for reliable testing of the
White/Hispanic score difference. The
apparent differences between average scores
for Black and Hispanic students in Chicago,
the District of Columbia, Houston, and Los
Angeles were not statistically significant, and
the sample size was insufficient in Atlanta to
permit a reliable comparison. In Los
Angeles, Asian American/Pacific Islander
students had higher average scores than
their Black and Hispanic counterparts and
the Asian American/Pacific Islander average
score was not found to differ from that of
White students.

NAEP 2002 WRITING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT

33



Table 3.4 Average writing scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level,
by race/ethnicity, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grude 8 I
P

ercentage Average At or above At or above
of students scale score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
White
Nation (Public) 64 159 11 89 37 3
Central city (Public) ! 39 158 12 88 35 3
Atlanta 5 168 10 90 49 7
Chicago 11 165 12 88 44 9
District of Columbia 3 o o o o e
Houston 9 176 *** 5% 95* 63 *** 4
Los Angeles 10 146 *** 19 81 24 **+ 1
Black
Nation (Public) 15 134 27 73 13 #
Central city (Public) ! 28 131 * 31+ 69 ** 11+ #
Atlanta 91 128 ** 33+ 67 ** 7 #
Chicago 50 128 ** 32 68 g #
District of Columbia 87 126 *** 36 64 *** g #
Houston 33 136 25 75 15 #
Los Angeles 14 126 ** 34 66 6 *** #
Hispanic
Nation (Public) 14 135 28 72 15 1
Central city (Public) ! 25 132 ** 31 69 13 #
Chicago 34 135 27 73 14 #
District of Columbia 8 130 33 67 1 #
Houston 55 132 30 70 14 #
Los Angeles 68 122 *** 41 59 *x 7 #
Asian/Pacific Islander
Nation (Public) 4 159 13 87 39 3
Central city (Public) ! 6 152 ** 16 84 30 ** 2
District of Columbia 2 o o o o o
Los Angeles 7 155 13 87 31 2
American Indian/Alaska Native
Nation (Public) 1 138 25 75 17 1
Central city (Public) ! 1 139 277 73 20 2
District of Columbia # o o o o e

# Percentage rounds fo zero.

*Significantly different from central city public schools.

** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.

1 For comparison, a eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools
and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due o rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Wrifing Assessement.
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Average score differences or “gaps”
between White and Black students and
between White and Hispanic students are
presented in figure 3.2. At grade 4, the gaps
between the average scores of White and
Black students in Atlanta, Chicago, and the
District of Columbia were wider than the
comparable score gap for public schools in
the nation. The White-Black student score
gaps were also wider in Atlanta and in the
District of Columbia than in public schools
in central cites. The average score gaps
between White and Hispanic fourth-graders
were wider in the District of Columbia and
Los Angeles than the corresponding score
gaps in the nation and in central cities.

CHAPTER 3

At grade 8, none of the apparent differ-
ences between the average score gaps for
White and Black students in the trial urban
districts were found to differ from the
comparable score gaps in public schools in
central cities and the nation. The average
score gap between White and Hispanic
eighth-graders was wider in Houston than
the comparable gaps in the nation and in
central cities.
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Figure 3.2 Gaps in average writing scale scores, by race/ethnicity, grades 4 and 8 public schools:

By urban district, 2002

W I
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¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

*Significantly different from central ity public schools.
** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools

and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

3 Sample sizes were insufficient fo permit  reliable estimate for fourth-and eighth-grade Hispanic students in Atlanta and for eighth-grade White students in the District of Columbi.

NOTE: Score gaps are calculated based on differences between unrounded average scale scores.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing

Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.
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Free/Reduced-Price Lunch
Eligibility

NAEP collects data on a variety of factors
that may affect the context of learning;
One of these is eligibility for the federal
program providing free/reduced-price
school lunches. The free/reduced-price
lunch component of the National School
Lunch Program (NSLP), offered through
the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA), is designed to ensure that children
near or below the poverty line receive
nourishing meals. This program is available
to public schools, nonprofit private schools,
and residential childcare institutions.
Eligibility is determined through the USDA’s
income eligibility guidelines and is an
indicator of low income.? Tables 3.5 and
3.6 present performance data by student
eligibility in grades 4 and 8.

At grade 4, the percentages of students
from urban districts eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch ranged from 70 percent
in New York City to 89 percent in Chicago.
At grade 8, the percentages of eligible
students in the districts reported ranged
from 67 percent in the District of Columbia
to 84 percent in Chicago. Information on
the performance of students related to
free/reduced price school lunch eligibility in
Los Angeles at grade 8 is not reported
because reliable data were unavailable.

NAEP national report cards across all
subjects have consistently reported lower
performance scores for students eligible for
free/reduced-price lunch than for those
who were not eligible. This pattern was also
generally the case in the urban district data.
Fourth-grade students eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch had lower average
scores than those not eligible in every
district except Los Angeles and New York
City, where no significant difference
between the two eligibility categories was
detected.

Fourth-grade students eligible for free/
reduced-price lunch in Chicago and the
District of Columbia had lower average
scores than their eligible counterparts in
central city schools, while eligible students
in New York City had a higher average
score than the national average score in
central cities. The average score for
ineligible students in the District of
Columbia was lower than the central city
average score. For students who were not
eligible, no significant difference was found
between the average score for central city
public schools and for any of the other
districts.

> U. S. General Services Administration. (2001). Catalog of Tederal Domestic Assistance. Washington, DC: Executive
Office of the President, Office of Management and Budget.
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Table 3.5 Average writing scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level, by eligibility for
free/reduced-price school lunch, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grude 4 I
P

ercentage Average At or above At or above
of students scale score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Eligible
Nation (Public) 43 14 23 77 15 1
Central city (Public) ! 61 140 23 77 14 1
Atlanta 73 135 26 74 9 *xx #
Chicago 89 134 *** 26 74 g xx #
District of Columbia 78 131 ** 30 70 *** 7xx* #
Houston 72 142 23 77 18 1
Los Angeles 78 137 25 75 12 #
New York ity * 70 147 * 18 82 n* 1
Not eligible
Nation (Public) 49 163 8 92 36 3
Central city (Public) ! 32 160 = 11+ 89 ** 32+ 3
Atlanta 15 158 14 86 32 7
Chicago 7 169 5% 95* 43 3
District of Columbia 21 150 *** 18 *+ 82 27+ 3
Houston 24 164 9 91 38 5
Los Angeles 5 147 = 19 = 81 ** 22+ 2
New York City * 15 161 9 91 37 4
Information not available
Nation (Public) 7 155 14 86 29 2
Central city (Public) ! 7 152 16 84 26 2
Atlanta 12 146 16 84 15** 1
Chicago 3 155 12 88 26 1
District of Columbia 1 o ok ok o o
HOUS'O" 4 kkx kkx kkx kkx kkk
Los Angeles 17 158 12 88 31 2
New York ity * 14 170 *** 6 *** 94 *x* 46 * 4

# Percentage rounds fo zero.
¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.
*Significantly different from central city public schools.
** Significantly different from nation (public schools).
*** Sample size is insufficient to permit a reliable estimate.
1 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools
and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
If school records were not available, the student was classified as "Information not available.” If the school did not participate in the program, all students in that school were classified as "Information
not available.”
NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Wrifing Assessement.
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Table 3.6 shows results for grade 8 by lunch in Atlanta and the District of

students’ eligibility for free/reduced-price Columbia had lower average scores than
lunch. Students at grade 8 who were not eligible students in the central city schools.
eligible for free/reduced-price lunch had Students not eligible for the free/reduced-
higher average scores than eligible students price lunch in Atlanta and the District of
in each of the four districts in table 3.6. Columbia also had lower average scores
Students eligible for free/reduced-price than students in the central city schools.

Table 3.6 Average writing scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level,
by eligibility for free /reduced-price school lunch, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grude 8 I
P

ercentage Average At or above At or above
of students scale score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Eligible
Nation (Public) 34 136 2 73 15 #
Central city (Public) ! 48 131 ** 31 69 ** 12* #
Atlanta 74 126 ** 35+ 65 ** 7% #
Chicago 84 131 ** 30 70 11 * #
District of Columbia o7 123 ** 39 o 61 *** 6 %" #
Houston 68 130 ** 31 69 12 #
Not eligible
Nation (Public) 56 161 10 90 38 3
Central city (Public) ! 40 158 * 12+ 88 ** 35 3
Atlanta 21 140 ** 20 ** 79 ** 16 *** #
Chicago 10 152 20 80 32 3
District of Columbia 32 140 *** 23 *** 77 *** 17 *** #
Houston 30 155 15 85 35 1
Information not available ?
Nation (Public) 10 154 15 85 32 3
Central city (Public) ! 12 144 ** 22 ** 78 ** 22 ** 1
Chicago 6 177 * 7 923 53 15*
District of Columbia 1 ok ok ok ok ok

# Percentage rounds to zero.
*Significantly different from central city public schools.
** Significantly different from nation (public schools).
*“** Sample size is insufficient fo permit a reliable estimate.
1 For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools
and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
If school records were not available, the student was classified as "Information not available.” If the school did not participate in the program, all students in that school were dlassified as “Information
not available.”
NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.
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Parents’ Highest Level

of Education

Eighth-grade students who participated in
the NAEP 2002 national writing
assessment, including those in the state
assessments and the Trial Urban District
Assessment, were asked to indicate the
highest level of education completed by
each parent. The question was not posed to
fourth-graders. Five response options were
offered: did not finish high school,
graduated from high school, some
education after high school, graduated from
college, or “I don’t know.” The highest
level of education reported for either parent
was used in the analysis of this response.

Table 3.7 presents the results for the
urban districts at grade 8. NAEP
assessments typically find a positive
relationship between student-reported
parental education and student achievement:
higher levels of parental education tend to
be associated with higher average writing
scores.” This pattern was also generally the
case for the trial urban districts.

Atlanta and the District of Columbia had
the highest percentages of students who
reported that at least one parent had
graduated from college (35 and 37 percent,
respectively). These percentages were
significantly higher than those in Houston
and Los Angeles. Atlanta also had a higher
percentage of students reporting parents
with some education after high school than
all the other districts. Houston and Los
Angeles had the highest percentages of

students reporting parents who did not
finish high school (22 and 18 percent,
respectively). These percentages of students
reporting the lowest parental education
category were higher than those in Atlanta,
Chicago, and the District of Columbia.

In all five districts, the percentages of
students who reported that their parents
had graduated from college were lower than
for the students in the nation, and in
Chicago, Houston, and Los Angeles, the
percentages of students who reported that
their parents did not graduate from high
school were higher than in the nation.

Average scores for students who reported
that a parent had graduated from college
were lower in all five districts than in the
nation, and in all districts except Houston
average scores for students who reported a
college-graduate parent were lower than the
average score for their counterparts in the
central city public schools. Average scores
for students who reported that their parents
did not finish high school were lower in the
District of Columbia, Atlanta, and Los
Angeles than in the nation. In Chicago and
Houston, no statistically significant
difference was detected between the average
score of students with parents who did not
finish high school and the average score of
their counterparts in the central city schools,
while the average score of these students in
Atlanta, the District of Columbia, and Los
Angeles was lower than in the central city
schools.

3 Persky, H. R., Daane, M. C., and Jin, Y. (2003). The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2002 (NCES 2003-529). Washington,
DC: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics.
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Table 3.7 Average writing scale scores and percentage of students at or above each achievement level,
by student-reported parents” highest level of education, grade 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grude 8 I
P

ercentage Average At or above At or ahove
of students scale score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Less than high school
Nation (Public) 7 135 27 73 14 #
Central city (Public) ! 9 133 30 70 14 #
Atlanta 7 116 *** 44 56 4 #
Chicago 12 132 28 72 9 #
District of Columbia 7 119 *** 44+ 56 *** 6% #
Houston 22 135 28 72 14 #
Los Angeles 18 126 ** 35 % 65** 9 #
Graduated high school
Nation (Public) 18 144 19 81 20 1
Central city (Public) ! 18 137 * 25+ 75+ 15+ #
Atlanta 26 127 ** 35 % 65 *** 5w #
Chicago 22 132 29 ** 71+ 11+ #
District of Columbia 24 122 ** 40 = 60 *** 4 5 #
Houston 17 140 24 76 20 #
Los Angeles 15 126 ** 36 64+ g #
Some education after high school
Nation (Public) 20 155 12 88 3l 1
Central city (Public) ! 19 147 ** 16 ** 84 ** 23 ** 1
Atlanta 24 138 ** 19 81 13 %% #
Chicago 20 149 ** 14 86 24 1
District of Columbia 18 136 ** 22+ 78** 11 #
Houston 14 157 6" 94~ 32 1
Los Angeles 18 135 %% 25 *** 75 %+ 13 %% #
Graduated college
Nation (Public) 46 163 10 90 4 4
Central city (Public) ! 41 155 ** 15+ 85 * 33+ 3
Atlanta 35 134 *+ 29 ** 71 % 14+ 1
Chicago 32 142 ** 26 ** 74 % 27 **+ 4
District of Columbia 3 135 ** 29 ** 71 % 16 *** #
Houston 28 149 = 18 82 30+ 1
Los Angeles 7 141 **= 23+ 77 % 19 #** 1
Unknown
Nation (Public) 10 131 31 69 12 #
Central city (Public) ! 13 126 ** 36 64 ** 9 #
Atlanta 9 124 38 62 6 #
Chicago 15 125 36 64 7 #
District of Columbia 14 124 * 37 63 5 #
Houston 18 128 30 70 7 #
Los Angeles 22 117 *** 48 *** 52 *x* 5 #

# Percentage rounds fo zero.
*Significantly different from central city public schools.
** Significantly different from nation (public schools).
For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central ity public schools
and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
NOTE: Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Wrifing Assessement.
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Appendix A

Identification, Exclusion, and
Accommodation Rates for
Special-Needs Students

This appendix presents the percentages of students with
disabilities and limited English proficient students who were
identified, excluded, and assessed with accommodations in
the Trial Urban District Assessment. In interpreting the
performance results presented in this report, it is important
to consider the magnitude of rates of identification and
exclusion of these special-needs students. At grade 4, there
was considerable variation in exclusion rates for limited
English proficient students among the districts. Exclusion

rates at grade 8 were less variable.
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Students with Disabilities
(SD) and/or Limited English
Proficient (LEP) Students

It is NAEP’s intent to assess all selected
students from the target population. There-
fore, every effort is made to ensure that all
selected students who are capable of partici-
pating in the assessment are assessed. Some
students sampled for participation in NAEP
can be excluded from the sample according
to carefully defined criteria. These criteria
were revised in 1996 to communicate more
clearly a presumption of inclusion except
under special circumstances. According to
these criteria, students who have an Indi-
vidualized Education Program (IEP) or are
protected under section 504 of the Rehabili-
tation Act of 1973 are to be included in the
NAEP assessment except in the following
cases:

B the school’s IEP team determines that
the student cannot participate;

B the student’s cognitive functioning is so
severely impaired that she or he cannot
participate;

B the student’s IEP requires that the
student has to be tested with an accom-
modation or adaptation that NAEP does
not allow and the student cannot demon-
strate his or her knowledge without that
accommodation.

All LEP students who had received
academic instruction in English for three
years or more were to be included in the
assessment. Those LEP students who had
received instruction in English for fewer
than three years were to be included unless
school staff judged them to be incapable of
participating in the assessment in English.

Participation of SD and/or LEP
Students in the NAEP Samples
Testing all sampled students is the best way
for NAEP to ensure that the statistics
generated by the assessment are as represen-
tative as possible of the performance of the
entire national population and the popula-
tions of participating jurisdictions and
districts. However, all groups of students
include certain proportions that cannot be
tested in large-scale assessments (such as
students who have profound mental disabili-
ties) or who can only be tested through the
use of “accommodations” such as extra
time, one-on-one administration, or use of
magnifying equipment. Some students with
disabilities and some LEP students cannot
show on a test what they know and can do
unless they are provided with accommoda-
tions. When such accommodations are not
allowed, students requiring such adjust-
ments are often excluded from large-scale
assessments such as NAEP. Section 504 of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 requires that,
when students with disabilities are tested,
schools must provide them with appropriate
accommodations so that the test results
accurately reflect students’ achievement.
The provision of accommodations has
become more common with the passage of
the 1997 Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), which led schools
and states to identify increasing proportions
of students as needing accommodations on
assessments in order to best show what they
know and can do.!

! Office of Special Education Programs. (1997). Nineteenth Annual Report to Congress on the Implementation of the
Individuals With Disabilities Education Act. Washington, DC: U. S. Department of Education, Office of Educational
Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.
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In addition, as the proportion of LEP
students in the population has increased,
some states have started offering accommo-
dations, such as translations of assessments
ot the use of bilingual dictionaries, as part
of the assessments.

Before 1996, NAEP did not allow any
testing under nonstandard conditions (i.e.,
accommodations were not permitted). At
that time, NAEP samples were able to
include almost all sampled students in
standard assessment sessions. However, as
the influence of IDEA grew more wide-
spread, the failure to provide accommoda-
tions led to increasing levels of exclusion in
the assessment. NAEP’s response was to
begin a research program to assess the
impact on NAEP’s scales and trends of
permitting accommodations for those
students who normally received them in
classroom assessments. Beginning in 2002,
NAEP uses only the more inclusive samples

APPENDIX A

in which assessment accommodations are
permitted. Consequently the data reported
here for trial urban districts represent
samples in which accommodations were
permitted.

Percentages of SD and/or LEP students
for the Trial Urban District Assessment are
presented in table A.1. The data in this table
include the percentages of students zdentified
as SD and/or LEP, the percentage of
students exc/uded, and the percentage of
accommodated SD and/or LEP students. The
percentage of SD and/or LEP students in
the first section of table A.1 may not equal
the sum of those identified in the next two
sections (SD and LEP) because some
students fall into both categories. Different
rates of exclusion may influence the mean-
ing of district comparisons. Thus, exclusion
data should be carefully reviewed in this
context.
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Table A.1 Percentage of students with disabilities and limited English proficient students identified, excluded, and assessed with
accommodations, grade 4 and 8 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Students with disabilities and/or
limited English proficient students Students with disabilities Limited English proficient students
Assessed Assessed Assessed
with with with
Identified Excluded accommodations| Identified Exduded accommodations |  Identified Excluded accommodations
Nation (Public) 20 5 13 4 5 9 2 1
Central city (Public) 25 7 6 13 5 5 15 3 1
Atlanta 7 2 1 4 1 1 4 1 #
Chicago 30 10 4 15 5 3 19 7 2
District of Columbia 19 6 6 14 5 5 7 2 2
Houston 40 15 1 11 4 1 33 13 #
Los Angeles 52 8 2 8 2 2 49 7 1
New York City * 24 7 1 15 3 9 13 5 4
Nation (Public) 18 4 5 13 3 5 6 1 1
Central city (Public) 22 5 5 14 4 5 10 3 1
Atlanta 8 3 1 7 3 1 1 1 #
Chicago 24 7 7 18 3 7 8 4 1
District of Columbia 21 6 10 17 5 8 5 1 3
Houston 27 8 15 5 # 18 5 0
Los Angeles 35 5 4 13 2 3 30 4 2

# Percentage rounds fo zero.

¥ Mlthough deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

NOTE: Some students were identified as both SD and LEP. Such students would be included in both the SD and LEP portions of the table.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Stafistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Writing Assessment.

In the 2002 national sample, 5 percent the 2002 state assessment, the percentage
of students at grade 4 and 4 percent of of students excluded ranged from 2 to 10
students at grade 8 were excluded from the percent at grade 4 (see table A.5 in the
assessment (see table A.4 of the national national report card) and from 1 to 8
writing report card).” Across the various percent at grade 8 (see table A.6 in the
states and jurisdictions that participated in national report card).

?* Persky, H. R., Daane, M. C., and Jin, Y. (2003). The Nation’s Report Card: Writing 2002 (NCES 2003-529). Washington,
DC: US. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics.
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Types of Accommodations
Permitted

Table A.2 displays the number and the
percentages of SD and/or LEP students
assessed with the variety of available accom-
modations at grade 4. Table A.3 shows the
comparable data for grade 8. It should be
noted that students assessed with accommo-
dations typically received some combination
of accommodations. The numbers and
percentages presented in the table reflect

only the primary accommodation provided.
For example, students assessed in small
groups (as compared with standard NAEP
sessions of about 30 students) usually
received extended time. In one-on-one
administrations, students often received
assistance in recording answers and were
afforded extra time. Extended time was
considered the primary accommodation
only when it was the sole accommodation

provided.

Table A.2 Students with disabilities and limited English proficient students assessed with accommodations,
by type of primary accommodation, grade 4: By urban district, 2002

Weighted percentage of students sampled

Large-print Extended
bhook time
SD' and/or LEP? students
Nation (Public) 0.03 1.59
Central city (Public) ® 0.02 207
Atlanta # 0.57
Chicago # 259
District of Columbia 0.07 3.58
Houston # 0.32
Los Angeles # 0.90
New York ity * 0.10 7.57
SD' students
Nation (Public) 0.03 1.26
Central city (Public) ® 0.02 1.60
Atlanta # 0.41
Chicago # 1.48
District of Columbia 0.07 2.53
Houston # 0.32
Los Angeles # 0.85
New York ity * 0.10 6.28
LEP? students
Nation (Public) # 047
Central city (Public) ® # 0.72
Atlanta # 0.16
Chicago # 1.39
District of Columbia # 1.42
Houston # #
Los Angeles # 0.52
New York City * # 2.85

Small Scribe/
group One-on-one computer Other
335 0.12 0.02 0.02
3.03 0.13 0.01 0.04
0.27 # # #
1.47 # # 0.05
21 0.04 # 0.10
0.29 0.07 # #
0.83 0.23 # #
2.16 0.45 # #
3.02 0.12 0.02 0.02
2.62 0.13 0.01 0.03
0.27 # # #
1.47 # # 0.05
1.79 # # 0.07
0.29 0.07 # #
073 0.23 # #
1.59 0.45 # #
0.50 0.02 # 0.01
0.63 0.05 # 0.02
# # # #
0.26 # # 0.05
0.52 0.04 # 0.10
# 0.07 # #
0.54 0.18 # #
0.84 0.23 # #

# Percentage rounds to zero.

¥ Mlthough deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

1 Students with disabilities.
2 Limited English proficient students.

3 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools

and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: Some students were identified as both SD and LEP. Such students would be included in both the SD and LEP portions of the table.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing

Assessment.
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Table A.3 Students with disabilities and limited English proficient students assessed with accommodations, by type of
primary accommodation, grade 8: By urban district, 2002

Weighted percentage of students sampled

Large-print Extended Small Scribe/
book time group One-on-one computer Other
SD' and/or LEP? students
Nation (Public) 0.03 1.89 2.86 0.1 0.02 0.06
Central city (Public) ® 0.01 2.38 221 0.09 0.01 0.13
Atlanta 0.09 # 0.63 # # #
Chicago # 1.70 5.39 # # #
District of Columbia # 6.88 3.19 # # #
Houston # # # 0.17 # #
Los Angeles # 1.38 1.63 0.06 # 0.06
SD' students
Nation (Public) 0.03 1.68 276 0.1 0.02 0.06
Central city (Public) ® 0.01 2.03 2.09 0.09 0.01 0.13
Atlanta # # 0.56 # # #
Chicago # 1.55 5.19 # # #
District of Columbia # 491 292 # # #
Houston # # # 0.17 # #
Los Angeles # 1.38 1.56 0.06 # 0.06
LEP? students
Nation (Public) # 0.37 0.26 0.01 # 0.01
Central city (Public) ® # 071 0.29 0.02 # 0.04
Atlanta 0.09 # 0.07 # # #
Chicago # 0.19 0.41 # # #
District of Columbia # 219 0.38 # # #
Houston # # # # # #
Los Angeles # 0.57 1.07 # # 0.06

# Percentage rounds fo zero.

1 Students with disabilities

2 Limited English proficient students.

3 For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools
and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: Some students were identified as both SD and LEP. Such students would be included in both the SD and LEP portions of the table.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Writing
Assessment.
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The NAEP assessment may not allow
some accommodations that are permitted
in certain states. For example, in the
writing assessment, translations of the
prompts into languages other than
English were not provided.

Investigating the Potential Effects
of Exclusion Rates on Assessment
Results

The variation in exclusion rates among
states, jurisdictions, and school districts
may threaten the comparison of results
within a given year, because the results for
different districts, states, or jurisdictions
are based on different proportions of the
populations.

NCES has funded research investigating
ways in which excluded students might be
included in the estimation of scores for
total populations. NCES has also commis-
sioned studies on the impact of assessment
accommodations on overall scores. Several
statistical approaches for estimating full
populations (including estimates for ex-
cluded students) have been proposed using
data from NAEP subjects, but none has yet
been judged completely adequate. Regarding
the impact of assessment accommodations
on overall scores, NCES has conducted
differential item functioning (DIF) studies
of items assessed with and without accom-
modations.’ In these studies, researchers
found little evidence that accommodations
changed the functioning of test questions.

> For information on DIF studies of items assessed with accommodations in the 1996 mathematics and science
assessments, see Mazzeo, J. M., Catlson, J. E., Voelkl, K. E., and Lutkus, A. D. (1999). Increasing the Participation of
Special Needs Students in NAEP: A Report on 1996 NAEP Research Activities. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of
Education, Office of Educational Research and Improvement, National Center for Education Statistics.
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Appendix B
District-Level Contextual Variables

To help place results from the NAEP 2002 Trial Urban

District Assessment into context, this appendix presents

selected district-level data from sources other than NAEP.
These data are taken from the Public Elementary/ Secondary

School Universe Survey, 2000—01, and Local Education Agency

Universe Survey, 2000—01. The interested reader can access

most of the data presented in this appendix in the NCES

report, Characteristics of the 100 Largest Public Elementary

and Secondary School Districts in the United States at

http:/ [ nees.ed.gov/ pubs2001/100_largest/ tab_fig.asp.
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Table B.1 Number of students, high-school completers, teachers, and schools, from non-NAEP sources:
By urban district, school year 2000-01

National

Central city
Atlanta

Chicago

District of Columbia
Houston

Los Angeles

New York City

Number of
students'

47,086,931
13,523,126
58,230
435,261
68,925
208,462
721,346
1,066,516

Number of
1999-2000
completers?

2,548,076
610,467
2,056
14,875
2916
7,735
27,439
40,827

Number of
full-time equivalent
teachers

2,841,677
808,288
3,950
23935
5,044
11,197
35,150
65,242

Number of
schools

93,344
22,310
98

602
165
289
659
1,213

1 Count of students receiving educational services from school district may differ somewhat from the counts in table B.4, which reflect the count of students from the schools aggregated up to the school

district.

21ncludes high school diploma recipients as well s other high school completers (e.g., certificates of attendance), but does not indude high school equivalencies (e.g., GEDs).
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 200001, version 1a.

Table B.2 Poverty rate and federal funding, from non-NAEP sources: By urban district,
1996-97, 1997-98, 2001-02

Atlanta
Chicago
District of Columbia
Houston

Los Angeles

5- to 17-year olds,

Revenue,
1999-2000
(in thousands)

Title I allocations,
2001-02
(in thousands)

1999-2000
Percent
Population i poverty
66,131 34.6

540,667 2438
82456 278
230,514 2%

863656 283

New York City 1,397,739 283

Total Federal
$695,919 $56,558
3604873 539,567
881,423 184,825
1,469,074 152,679
5757819 592,508

10,945,650 1,119,944

Federalas  Federal
percent revenue
oftotal  perstudent

8.1 $95.17
15 124.97
n 261.19
10.4 72.8
10.3 83.45
10.2 104.11

Basic  Concentration
grants grants

752 $20824
963 137,865

1509 21,341
585 50,084
668 178,088

812 397,541

NOTE: Federal revenue per student based on fall enrollment collected by the Bureau of the Census. Detail may not sum to totals, because of rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data survey; and U.S. Department of Commerce, “Survey of Local Government Finances.”
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Table B.3 Number of public elementary and secondary schools, by type of school, from non-NAEP sources:
By urban district, school year 2000-01

Type of school ! I

Total number Special Vocational
of schools Regular education education Alternative
National 93,344 85,493 2,008 1,025 4818
Central city 22,310 20,141 536 173 1,460
Atlanta 98 95 0 0 3
Chicago 602 578 24 0 0
District of Columbia 165 150 10 0 5
Houston 289 264 ] 3 2
Los Angeles 659 582 18 0 59
New York City 1,213 1,106 8 18 81

1 Type of school is a mutually exclusive category on the Common Core of Data. There are cases in which special education, vocational education, and alternative programs reside in other types of schools.
NOTE: Types of schools are defined in the following way on the Common Core of Data: Regular school — A public elementary/secondary school that does not focus primarily on vocational, special, or
alternative education. NAEP is conducted only in regular schools. Special education school — A public elementary/secondary school that (a) focuses primarily on special education, including instruction for
any of the following: hard of hearing, deaf, speech-impaired, health-impaired, orthopedically impaired, mentally refarded, seriously emotionally disturbed, multi-handicapped, visually handicapped,
deaf and blind; and (b) adapts curriculum, materials, or instruction for students served. Vocational education school — A public elementary/secondary school that focuses primarily on vocational
education, and provides education and training in one or more semi-skilled or technical operations. Alternative education school — A public elementary/secondary school that (a) addresses the needs of
students that typically cannot be met in a regular school; (b) provides nontraditional education; (c) serves as an adjunct to a regular school; and (d) falls outside of the categories of regular, special
education, or vocational education.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stafistics, Common Core of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 200001, version Ta.
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Table B.4 Number of students in public elementary and secondary schools, by type of school, from non-NAEP sources:
By urban district, school year 2000-01

Type of school' I

Total number Special Vocational Other and
of students? Regular education education alternative
National 47,094,888 46,228,904 174,577 199,669 491,738
Central city 13,522,154 13,152,151 73,387 75,953 220,663
Atlanta 58,230 56,896 t t 1,334
Chicago 435,261 431,553 3,708 t t
District of Columbia 68,925 65,285 27727 1 868
Houston 208,462 204,042 19 906 3,495
Los Angeles 721,346 704,932 4,480 1 11,934
New York City 1,066,945 1,009,319 1,688 25,409 30,529

1 No students reported in membership for this type of school.

1 Type of school is a mutually exclusive category on the Common Core of Data. There are cases in which special education, vocational education, and alternative programs reside in other types of schools.
2Student distribution by type of school is based on membership in the schools of the school district. Counts may vary from those in table B.1.

NOTE: Types of schools are defined in the following way on the Common Core of Data: Regular school — A public elementary/secondary school that does not focus primarily on vocational, special, or
alternative education. NAEP is conducted only in regular schools. Special education school — A public elementary/secondary school that (a) focuses primarily on special education, including instruction
for any of the following: hard of hearing, deaf, speech-impaired, health-impaired, orthopedically impaired, mentally retarded, seriously emotionally disturbed, multi-handicapped, visually handicapped,
deaf and blind; and (b) adapts curriculum, materials, or instruction for students served. Vocational education school — A public elementary/secondary school that focuses primarily on vocational
education, and provides education and fraining in one or more semi-skilled or technical operations. Alternative education school — A public elementary/secondary school that (a) addresses the needs of
students that typically cannot be met in a regular school; (b) provides nontraditional education; (c) serves as an adjunct to a regular school; and (d) falls outside of the categories of regular, special
education, or vocational education.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stafistics, Common Core of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 200001, version 1a, and Local Education
Agency Universe Survey, 2000—01, version Ta.
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Table B.5 Percentage of minority students, and number of public elementary and secondary schools within specified
ranges of minority student percentages, from non-NAEP sources: By urban district, school year 2000-01

Percentage Number of schools with a minority student’ percentage of I

of minority ~ Number of

students  schools with 0-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100

enrolled students ? percent percent percent percent percent

National 39.0 89,110 43,827 14,023 9,866 7,142 14,252

Central dity 63.0 21,513 3,534 3,165 3,370 3,088 8,356
Atlanta 93.2 98 2 2 2 5 87

Chicago 90.4 596 1 20 26 51 498

District of Columbia 95.5 165 0 5 3 5 152
Houston 90.0 289 1 4 17 20 247

Los Angeles 90.1 659 4 16 50 88 501

New York City 84.7 1,207 29 39 114 139 886

1 Minority students, in this table, includes all race/ethnicity categories except White, non-Hispanic.

Includes only schools for which student membership by race/ethnicity was reporfed.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 200001, version 1a,
and Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 200001, version 1a.

Table B.6 Number of public elementary and secondary schools, by instructional level, from non-NAEP sources:
By urban district, school year 2000-01

Number of schools Number of schools by instructional level I

with students? Primary Middle High Other

National 90,711 52,285 15,584 17,280 5,562

Central city 21,900 13,962 3318 3,081 1,539
Atlanta 98 70 15 12 1

Chicago 596 472 2 72 3

District of Columbia 165 112 10 16 7
Houston 289 197 43 35 14

Los Angeles 659 456 75 105 23

New York City 1,207 692 210 184 121

1 Ingtructional leve is based on the lowest and highest grade in a school: Primary schools begin befween prekindergarten and grade 3 and may go as high as grade 8. Middle schools have grade spans
ranging from as low as grade 4 to as high as grade 9. High schools start at grade 7 or higher and must extend through grade 12. Other schools include all other grade combinations, including
Erekindergurlen, kindergarten, or 1-12, and ungraded schools.

Includes only schools for which student membership was reported.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stafistics, Common Core of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 200001, version Ta,
and Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 200001, version 1a.
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Table B.7 Median pupil /teacher ratios in public elementary and secondary schools, by instructional level, from non-
NAEP sources: By urban district, school year 2000-01

Median pupil /teacher ratio’ I

By school instructional level’

Overall Primary Middle High Other

National 15.9 16.3 157 15.1 121

Central city 16.6 16.7 16.0 17.1 11.2
Atlanta 14.2 13.7 16.2 16.2 13.2

Chicago 18.4 18.9 17.3 155 11.9

District of Columbia 135 137 13.6 13.6 8.7
Houston 18.5 18.7 18.7 18.0 33

Los Angeles 19.6 19.2 23.6 2217 10.4

New York City 16.1 157 16.7 18.7 6.3

1 Includes only those schools whose student membership was greater than zero.

2 Instructional level s hased on the lowest and highest grade offered in a school. Primary schools hegin between prekindergarten and grade 3 and may go as high as grade 8. Middle schools have grade
spans ranging from as low as grade 4 1o as high s grade 9. High schools start at grade 7 or higher and must extend through grade 12. Other schools include all other grade combinations, including
prekindergarten, kindergarten, or 1-12, and ungraded schools.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stafistics, Common Core of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 200001, version Ta,

and Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 200001, version Ta.
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Table B.8 Percentage of staff in public elementary and secondary schools, by type of staff, from non-NAEP sources:
By urban district, school year 2000-01

Percent of full-time equivalent staff I

Total Instructional ~ Guidance  Library District School Other

staff Teachers  support counselors media stoff  administrators administrators ~ staff

National 5,397,788 52.6 114 1.8 1.5 1.0 2.5 29.1

Central city 1,513,730 53.4 11.2 1.7 1.3 0.8 25 29.1
Atlanta 7,552 52.3 127 2.0 1.3 0.5 25 28.8

Chicago 28,687 ! 83.4 29 2.9 1.7 1.7 31 44

District of Columbia 10,808 46.7 10.8 1.9 1.3 0.1 25 36.8
Houston 24,820 45.1 10.2 1.2 0.9 0.1 2.3 40.2

Los Angeles 66,598 52.8 14.5 14 0.1 0.6 1.9 28.7

New York City 100,198 65.1 0.8 1.9 0.7 0.7 29 27.9

1 The non-teaching staff categories may be underrepresented.
NOTE: Percentage may not add to 100, due to rounding.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Common Core of Data, Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 200001, version 1a.
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Table B.9 Percentage of reported students eligible for free /reduced-price school lunch and percentage of students in
each racial /ethnic category, from non-NAEP sources: By urban district, school year 2000-01

Students eligible for
free /reduced-price lunch '

Racial / ethnic composition of district as
a percentage of students enrolled

American

Number of Percentage Asian/ Indian/
schools with  Percentage  of schools Pacific Alaska
students’  ofstudents  reporfing  White Black Hispanic Islander Native
National 90,711 38.6 83.8 61.0 17.0 16.6 42 1.2
Central city 21,900 53.6 82.9 36.8 29.2 21.1 55 0.9
Atlanta 98 76.4 100.0 6.8 89.5 28 0.9 0.1
Chicago 596 — 0.0 9.6 52.0 349 3.3 0.2
District of Columbia 165 70.0 98.8 45 84.6 9.2 1.6 0.1
Houston 289 70.7 99.7 10.0 32.1 55.0 2.9 0.1
Los Angeles 659 73.5 99.8 9.9 12.8 70.8 6.3 0.3
New York City 1,207 7.9 100.0 153 349 37.8 11.7 0.3
— Not available.

These percentages should be interpreted with caution; jurisdictions may not have reported students eligible for reduced-price meals, and a number of jurisdictions reported participation instead of
eligibility data, which may not be strictly comparable. Percentages are based on those schools that reported.
2 Includes only schools for which student membership was reported.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Stafistics, Common Core of Data, Public Elementary/Secondary School Universe Survey, 200001, version Ta,
and Local Education Agency Universe Survey, 200001, version 1a.

APPENDIX B e

NAEP 2002 WRITING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT



Appendix C

Overview of Procedures Used
for the NAEP 2002 Writing Trial Urban
District Assessment

This appendix provides an overview of the NAEP 2002
writing assessment’s primary components—framework,
development, administration, scoring, and analysis. A more
extensive review of the procedures and methods used in the
writing assessment can be found in the forthcoming NAEP
2002 technical report.

The NAEP 2002 Writing Assessment

The NAEP 2002 writing assessment is based on the 1998
writing assessment framework, whose purpose is to provide,
based on the expert opinions of writing educators and
researchers, a definition of writing to guide the NAEP
writing assessment.! The framework development process
involved the critical input of hundreds of individuals across
the country, including representatives of national education
organizations, teachers, parents, policymakers, business
leaders, and the interested general public. The process was
managed by the Center for Research on Evaluation,
Standards, and Student Testing (CRESST) under the
direction of the National Assessment Governing Board
(NAGB); the exercise specifications were developed under
contract by American College Testing (ACT) under the
direction of NAGB.

1 National Assessment Governing Board. (2002). Writing Framework and Specifications for the
1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.
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The writing framework delineates six B Because writing is a dynamic process
major objectives to organize the design of through which the writer constructs
the assessment. meaning, students should develop their
. . own writing processes, including methods
B Students should write for three major nep L ieung
for drafting, evaluating, revising, and

urposes: narrative, informative, and . .
purp ’ ) editing ideas and forms of expression.

persuasive. While other types of writing
could have been included, the developers
of the framework believed that, for the
purpose of monitoring student

Students are to be given planning space in
the test materials to generate ideas for
drafts. In addition, they are given a
pamphlet with suggestions for planning,
revising, and editing, All NAEP student
responses, given assessment time

constraints, are to be evaluated as first
B Students should be able to perform a drafts.

achievement (as opposed to creating
individual diagnostic assessments), three
broad types of writing are appropriate.

variety of writing tasks (letters, essays,

- . . .
storics, reports) addressing different Students should display effective choices

in the organization of their writing,

Further, they should be able to illustrate
and elaborate their ideas and should use
appropriate conventions of English. All

of these characteristics are to be part of

poems, graphics, reports) under varying the evaluation of student writing.
time constraints.

audiences (peers, school or government
officials, business representatives).

B Student writing should be prompted by a
variety of stimulus materials (letters,

B Students should value writing as a
communicative activity.

Figure C.1 gives examples of various
writing tasks similar to those included in the
assessment at grades 4 and 8. Included in
the figure are descriptions of sample tasks
that illustrate how each purpose for writing
is assessed.
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Figure C.1 lllustrative examples of writing tasks, by purpose for writing, grades 4 and 8

P for writi
urpose for writing Grade 4 Grade 8

Narrative

experience related to the season.

Informative

Persuasive

Provide visual stimuli of a season of the year.
Ask students to write a letter fo a grandparent
telling the story of an interesting personal

Provide an appropriate quotation. Ask students
to explain in an essay to their English teacher
how a person (parent, teacher, friend) has
influenced them in an important way.

Provide visual stimuli of an animal. Ask
students to convince their parents/quardians of
an animal that would make the best pet.

Provide visual stimuli. Ask students to write
an article for a sports magazine telling the
story of a time when they participated in a
hobby or skill they enjoyed.

Provide a series of brief journal entries from
another historical time. Ask students to explain
what is revealed about the person who wrote
the entries.

Provide brief reviews, as models, of a film,
TV program, or book. Ask students to write
a review for the school newspaper that will
convince other students fo watch a favorite
film or TV program or read a favorite book.

SOURCE: National Assessment Governing Board. Writing Framework and Specifications for the 1998 National Assessment of Educational Progress. Washington, DC: Author.

In addition to the six objectives, the
framework specifies the percentage of the
writing tasks for student responses in the
assessment that should be devoted to each
of the three writing purposes—narrative,
informative, and persuasive. The actual
percentage distributions of writing tasks in
the assessment are listed in table 1.1 of
chapter 1. The table shows the number of
tasks at each grade level for each purpose.
These target percentages vary by grade level
according to what is deemed
developmentally appropriate for each grade,
as stated in the writing framework.

APPENDIX C

The Assessment Design

Each student who participated in the
writing assessment received a booklet
containing two 25-minute writing tasks. All
student responses to the writing tasks were
rated according to a six-level scoring guide.
In addition, the test booklets contained
general background questions and writing-
specific background questions.

The assessment design allowed for
maximum coverage of the writing domain
at each grade, while minimizing the time
burden for any one student. This was
accomplished through the use of matrix
sampling of tasks, in which each student
was given only 2 of the 20 or more tasks at
each grade level. Representative samples of
students responded to each task, so that the
aggregate results across the entire
assessment allow broad reporting of writing
abilities for the targeted population.
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In addition to matrix sampling, the
assessment design used a procedure for
distributing blocks across booklets that
controlled for position and context effects.
Students received different blocks of tasks
in their booklets according to a procedure
called partially balanced incomplete block
(pBIB) spiraling. The procedure assigned
blocks of questions in a manner that
balanced the positioning of blocks across
booklets and balanced the pairing of blocks
within booklets according to purposes for
writing. Blocks were balanced within each
purpose for writing and were partially
balanced across purposes for writing. (The
spiraling aspect of this procedure cycles the
booklets for administration so that, typically,
only a few students in any assessment
session receive the same booklets.)

In addition to the student assessment
booklets, three other instruments provided
data relating to the assessment—a teacher
questionnaire, a school questionnaire, and a
questionnaire regarding students with
disabilities and limited English proficient
students (SD/LEP). The SD/LEP
questionnaire was completed by a school
staff member knowledgeable about those
students who were selected to participate in
the assessment and who were identified as
having an Individualized Education
Program (IEP) or equivalent plan and/or
being limited English proficient (LEP). An
SD/LEP questionnaire was completed for
each identified student regardless of
whether the student participated in the
assessment. Each SD/LEP questionnaire
asked about the student and the special
programs in which he or she participated.

NAEP Samples

National Sample

The national results presented in the Nazzon's
Report Card: Writing 2002 are based on
nationally representative probability samples
of fourth-, eighth-, and twelfth-grade
students. At grades 4 and 8, the national
sample was a subset of the combined
sample of students assessed in each
participating state and the District of
Columbia, plus an additional sample from
the states that did not participate in the state
assessment, and a private school sample. In
accordance with the NAEP legislation, the
program uses a random selection process in
order to obtain a representative sample of
students for reporting national and state or
jurisdiction results.

Each selected school that participated in
the assessment and each student assessed
represents a portion of the population of
interest. Sampling weights are needed to
make valid inferences between the student
samples and the populations from which
they were drawn. Sampling weights applied
to the national and state samples
compensate for the disproportionate
representation due to oversampling
of students who attend nonpublic schools
and schools with high concentrations of
Black and/or Hispanic students. Among
other uses, sampling weights also
compensate for lower sampling rates for
very small schools and are used to adjust for
school and student nonresponse.?
Appropriate sampling weights were applied
to the Trial Urban District Assessment
samples.

2 Additional details regarding the design and structure of the national and state samples may be found in the technical
documentation section of the NAEP web site at h#p:/ / nces.ed.gov/ nationsreporicard.

APPENDIX C o

NAEP 2002 WRITING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT



Testing accommodations (e.g., extended
time, small group testing) were permitted
for special-needs students selected to
participate in the NAEP writing
assessments. NAEP inclusion rules were
applied, and accommodations were offered
when a student had an Individualized
Education Program (IEP) because of a
disability, was protected under Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973° because
of disability, and/or was identified as being
a limited English proficient student (LEP);
all other students were asked to participate
in the assessment under standard
conditions.

Guideline 1

The publication of NAEP results I

Standards for Sample
Participation and Reporting
of Results

In carrying out the NAEP 2002 state
assessments and Trial Urban District
Assessment, the National Center for
Education Statistics (NCES) established
participation rate standards that jurisdictions
were required to meet in order for their
results to be reported. NCES also
established additional standards that
required the annotation of published results
for jurisdictions whose sample participation
rates were low enough to raise concerns
about their representativeness. The NCES
guidelines used to report results in the state
assessments and Trial Urban District
Assessment, and the guidelines for notation
when there is some risk of nonresponse
bias in the reported results, are presented in
this section.

The conditions that will result in the publication of a jurisdiction’s results are presented below.

Guideline 1 —Publication of Public School Results

A jurisdiction will have its public school results published in the NAEP 2002 writing report card (or in other reports that include all state-
level results) if and only if its weighted parficipation rate for the initial sample of public schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent.
Similarly, a jurisdiction will receive a separate NAEP state report if and only if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public

schools is greater than or equal to 70 percent.

Discussion: If a jurisdiction’s public school participation rate for the initial sample of schools is below 70 percent, there is a substantial
possibility that bias will be introduced into the assessment results. This possibility remains even after making statistical adjustments to
compensate for school nonparticipation. There remains the likelihood that, in aggregate, the substitute schools are sufficiently dissimilar
from the originals they are replacing and represent too great a proportion of the population to discount such a difference. Similarly, the
assumptions underlying the use of statistical adjustments to compensate for nonparticipation are likely to be significantly violated if the
initial response rate falls below the 70 percent level. Guideline 1 takes this into consideration. This guideline is congruent with current

NAGB policy, which requires that data for jurisdictions that do not have a 70 percent before-substitution participation rate be reported “in a
different format,” and with the Education Information Advisory Committee (EIAC) resolution, which calls for data from such jurisdictions not

to be published.

3 Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a civil rights law designed to prohibit discrimination on the basis of
disability in programs and activities, including education, that receive federal financial assistance.

APPENDIX C

NAEP 2002 WRITING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT

63



64

The guidelines concerning school and student nonresponse. Presented on the

student participation rates in the NAEP following pages are the conditions that will
state and Trial Urban District Assessments result in a jurisdiction or district’s receiving a
were established to address four significant notation in the 2002 reports. Note that in
ways in which nonresponse bias could be order for a jurisdiction/district’s results to
introduced into the jurisdiction sample be published with no notations, that
estimates: overall school nonresponse, jurisdiction or district must satisfy all

strata-specific school nonresponse, overall

guidelines.
student nonresponse, and strata-specific

Guideline 2

Reporting school and student participation rates with possible bias due to school nonresponse

Guideline 2— Notation for Overall Public School Participation Rate

A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if its weighted participation rate for the initial sample of public schools was
below 85 percent and the weighted public school participation rate after substitution was below 90 percent.

Discussion: For jurisdictions that did not use substitute schools, the participation rates are based on parficipating schools from the original
sample. In these situations, the NCES standards specify weighted school participation rates of at least 85 percent to guard against potential
bias due to school nonresponse. Thus the first part of these guidelines, referring to the weighted school participation rate for the iniial
sample of schools, is in direct accordance with NCES standards.

To help ensure adequate sample representation for each jurisdiction participating in the NAEP 2002 state assessments, NAEP provided

substitutes for nonparticipating public schools. For jurisdictions that used substitute schools, the assessment results will be based on the
student data from all schools parficipating from both the original sample and the list of substitutes (unless both an initial school and its
substitute eventually participated, in which case only the data from the initial school will be used).

The NCES standards do not explicitly address the use of substitute schools to replace initially selected schools that decide not to participate
in the assessment. However, considerable technical consideration was given to this issue. Even though the characteristics of the substitute
schools were matched as closely as possible to the characteristics of the initially selected schools, substitution does not entirely eliminate
bias due to the nonparticipation of initially selected schools. Thus, for the weighted school participation rates including substitute schools,
the guidelines were set at 90 percent. (NOTE: There was no substitution of schools for the Trial Urban District Assessment)

I a jurisdiction meets either standard (i.e., 85 percent or higher prior to substitution or 90 percent or higher after substitution), there will
be no notation for the relevant overall school participation rate.
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Guideline 3

Important segments of the jurisdiction’s student population that I

must be adequately represented to avoid possible nonresponse bias

Guideline 3— Notation for Strata-Specific Public School Participation Rates

A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 2 will receive a notation if the sample of public schools included a
class of schools with similar characteristics that had a weighted participation rate (after substitution) of below 80 percent, and from which
the nonparticipating schools together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s total weighted sample of public schools. The
classes of schools from each of which a jurisdiction needed minimum school participation levels were determined by degree of urbaniza-
tion, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the school is located.

Discussion: The NCES standards specify that attention should be given to the representativeness of the sample coverage. Thus, if some
important segment of the jurisdiction’s population is not adequately represented, it is of concern, regardless of the overall parficipation rate.

If nonparticipating schools are concentrated within a particular class of schools, the potential for substantial bias remains, even if the
overall level of school parficipation appears to be satisfactory. Nonresponse adjustment cells for public schools have been formed within
each jurisdiction, and the schools within each cell are similar with respect to degree of urbanization, minority enrollment, and/or median
household income, as appropriate for each jurisdiction.

I the weighted response rate, after substitution, for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of
the sampled schools are nonparticipants from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is based on the
NCES standard for stratum-specific school response rates.

Guideline 4

Possible student nonresponse bias I

Guideline 4 — Notation for Overall Student Participation Rate in Public Schools

A jurisdiction that meets Guideline 1 will receive a notation if the weighted student response rate within participating public schools was
below 85 percent.

Discussion: This guideline follows the NCES standard of 85 percent for overall student participation rates. The weighted student
parficipation rate is based on all eligible students from initially selected or substitute schools who participated in the assessment in either an
initial session or a make-up session. If the rate falls below 85 percent, the potential for bias due to students’ nonresponse is oo great.

Guideline 5

Possible nonresponse bias from inadequately represented strata I

Guideline 5— Notation for Strata-Specific Student Participation Rates in Public Schools

A jurisdiction that is not already receiving a notation under Guideline 4 will receive a notation if the sampled students within participating
public schools included a class of students with similar characteristics that had a weighted student response rate of below 80 percent, and
from which the nonresponding students together accounted for more than 5 percent of the jurisdiction’s weighted assessable public school
student sample. Student groups from which a jurisdiction needed minimum levels of parficipation were determined by the age of the
student, whether or not the student was classified as a student with a disability (SD) or limited English proficient (LEP), and the type of
assessment session, as well as school level of urhanization, minority enrollment, and median household income of the area in which the
school is located.

Discussion: This guideline addresses the fact that if nonparticipating students are concentrated within a particular class of students, the
potential for substantial bias remains, even if the overall student participation level appears to be safisfactory. Student nonresponse
adjustment cells have been formed using the school-level nonresponse adjustment cells, together with the student's age and the nature of
the assessment session.

If the weighted response rate for a single adjustment cell falls below 80 percent, and more than 5 percent (weighted) of the invited
students who do not participate in the assessment are from such a cell, the potential for nonresponse bias is too great. This guideline is
based on the NCES standard for stratum-specific student response rates.
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In the 2002 Trial Urban District
Assessment, New York City did not meet
the initial public-school participation rate
standard of 70 percent at the eighth grade.
Consequently the performance results for
this grade were not reported.

At grade 4, New York City also did not
meet the second guideline (i.e., the weighted
participation rate for the initial sample of
schools was below 85 percent and the
weighted school participation rate after
substitution was below 90 percent).

Results for New York City at grade 4 are
shown with a notation indicating possible
bias related to nonresponse.

Trial Urban District Assessment
Samples

Sampling for the Trial Urban District
Assessment was modeled on NAEP’s state
sampling procedures. However, school
substitution, which is used in state
assessments, was not an option in the Trial
Urban District Assessment. Tables C.1 and
C.2 provide a summary of the 2002 urban
district school and student participation
rates for the writing assessment sample.
The first rate in each table is the weighted

percentage of schools participating in the
assessment. This rate is based on the
number of schools that were selected for
the assessment. The numerator of this rate
is the estimated number of students
represented by each selected school that
participated in the assessment. The
denominator is the estimated number of
students represented by each of the selected
schools that had eligible students enrolled.

Also presented in tables C.1 and C.2 are
weighted student participation rates. The
numerator of this rate is the estimated
number of students that each student
represents across all students assessed (in
either an initial session or a makeup
session). The denominator of this rate is the
estimated number of students represented
in the sample, across all e/zgible sampled
students in participating schools. The
number of students that each student
represents is mainly determined by the
probability that a student is included in the
sample, with necessary adjustments made
for other factors. The overall participation
rates take into account the weighted
percentage of student participation after
makeup sessions.
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Table C.1 Weighted school and student participation rates, grade 4: By urban district, 2002

Grade 4 Number Number School Student Overall
of schools of students rafe rate rate
Atlanta 49 1,501 98 93 92
Chicago 76 2,037 95 92 87
District of Columbia 117 2750 100 90 90
Houston 49 1,321 98 95 93
Los Angeles 76 2,005 100 93 93
New York City * 38 924 76 89 67

¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.

Table C.2 Weighted school and student participation rates, grade 8: By urban district, 2002

Grade 8 Number Number School Student Overall
of schools of students rafe rate rate
Atlanta 15 1,296 100 91 91
Chicago 69 1,611 9% 92 86
District of Columbia 36 1,856 100 85 85
Houston 34 1,109 96 89 86
Los Angeles 66 1,778 97 90 87
New York City t 31 683 63 81 51

¥ Indicates that the district did not meet the guideline for 70 percent school participation in 2002.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.

Results from the 2002 writing assess- samples. These samples allow reliable
ments are reported (on a trial basis) here on subgroup reporting in these districts. All
district-level samples of fourth- and eighth- students at “lower”” geographical levels are
grade students in the large urban school assumed to be part of “higher-level”
districts that participated in the Trial Urban samples. For example, Houston is one of
District Assessment. Results for fourth- and ~ the urban districts included in the Trial
eighth-graders in the District of Columbia, Urban District Assessment. Data from
which has been assessed in the past as a students tested in the Houston sample are
jurisdiction, are also reported. The samples used to report results for Houston and also
of students in the urban school districts contribute to the Texas estimates and to the
represent augmentations of students who national calculations.

would normally be selected as part of state
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Tables C.3 and C.4 display the target district had there been no Trial Urban
student and school sample sizes planned for ~ District Assessment. The last column shows

the Trial Urban District Assessment. The the planned student sample size. Note that
first column contains the planned number the District of Columbia is not presented in
of schools for each district. The second the tables because its normal sampling plan

column contains the number of schools that  did not have to be adjusted for the Trial
would have been sampled by NAEP in each ~ Urban District Assessment.

Table C.3 Number of schools and students planned for the Trial Urban District Assessment, grade 4:
By urban district, 2002

Grade 4 Number of schools Number of schools Number of students
for trial assessment normally sampled in NAEP planned for trial assessment
Atlanta 51 6 1250
Chicago 81 24 1900
Houston 51 5 1250
Los Angeles 76 12 1900
New York City * 52 41 1250

¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Writing Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.

Table C.4 Number of schools and students planned for the Trial Urban District Assessment, grade 8:
By urban district, 2002

Grade 8 Number of schools Number of schools Number of students
for trial assessment normally sampled in NAEP planned for frial assessment
Atlanta 17 8 1250
Chicago 79 26 1900
Houston 39 6 1250
Los Angeles 68 13 1900
New York City * 52 37 1250

¥ Indicates that the district did not mest the guideline for 70 percent school participation in 2002.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Writing Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.

Note that the sample sizes vary among Therefore, larger samples were selected in
districts. The study was designed to allow two of the districts (Chicago and Los
the examination of the quality of data that Angeles) and smaller samples were selected
resulted from samples of different sizes. in the remaining three.
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Data Collection and Scoring
The NAEP 2002 writing assessment was
conducted from January to March 2002.
Data collection for the NAEP 2002
assessment at the national, state, and district
levels was conducted by trained field staff
from Westat.

Materials from the NAEP 2002
assessment were shipped to Pearson, where
trained staff evaluated the responses to the
constructed-response questions using
scoring rubrics or guides prepared by
Educational Testing Service (ETS). All the
writing tasks were evaluated according to
six-level scoring guides. At each grade,
scoring guides were developed for each of
the three types of writing purpose:
narrative, informative, and persuasive.

Specialists in writing who are highly
expetienced in teaching and/or assessing
writing trained the professional raters who
evaluated the student responses. The
trainers received intensive training together,
which included reading a manual that
explained how to use the scoring guides and
the processes for training and checking
raters. For each task, or writing problem, the
trainer, in consultation with other trainets or
assessment specialists, chose numerous
sample responses to present to raters and
prepared notes on how the scoring guide
applied. The sample responses helped raters
become accustomed to the variety of
responses the task elicited before they began
rating the student responses. Raters had to
pass a qualifying test before they could

evaluate student responses: they had to
agree with at least 70 percent of the ratings
(to a set of ten student responses) that were
given beforehand by their trainer. In order
to determine interrater reliability of scoring,
a specified percentage of responses was
read twice: 6 percent of the responses at
grades 4 and 8 were read by two raters.

In 2002, raters scored a total of 608,269
student responses to writing tasks for the
national, state, and district assessments. This
number includes rescoring to monitor
interrater reliability. The average percentages
of exact agreement of ratings on the six-
level scoring guides for the 2002 reliability
samples were 83 percent at the fourth grade
and 82 percent at the eighth grade.

Data Analysis and

Item Response Theory (IRT)
Scaling

After the professional scoring, all
information was transcribed into the NAEP
database at ETS. Each processing activity
was conducted with rigorous quality control.
After the assessment information was
compiled in the database, the data were
weighted according to the population
structure. The weighting for the national,
state, and urban district samples reflected
the probability of selection for each student
as a result of the sampling design, adjusted
for nonresponse.*

Analyses were then conducted to
determine the percentages of students
whose responses to each writing task

4 Weighting procedures are described more fully in the “Weighting and Variance Estimation” section in this docu-
ment. Additional information about the use of weighting procedures may be found in the technical documentation
section of the NAEP web site at bip:/ / nces.ed.gov/ nationsreporteard.
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attained each level on the scoring guide,
and who provided various responses to
each background question. In calculating
response percentages for each task, only
students classified as having been presented
with the question were included in the
denominator of the statistic. Students
whose papers were blank or whose
responses were judged to be off-topic were
excluded from the calculation of the scale.

Item Response Theory (IRT) was used to
estimate average writing scale scores for the
nation, for various subgroups of interest
within the nation, for the states, and for
other jurisdictions. IRT models the
probability of answering a question in a
certain way as a mathematical function of
proficiency or skill. NAEP used IRT
analysis to provide a common scale on
which performance can be compared
among groups such as those defined by
characteristics, including gender and race/
ethnicity.

The results for the NAEP 2002 writing
assessments are presented on the NAEP
writing scales. In 2002, a scale ranging from
0 to 300 was created to report performance
at each grade level. The scale summarizes
student performance across all three
purposes for writing (narrative, informative,
and persuasive) in the assessment.

In producing the writing scale, an IRT
model was used. The writing tasks (all rated
according to six-level scoring guides) were

scaled by use of a Generalized Partial-
Credit (GPC) model.® Developed by ETS
and first used in 1992, the GPC model
permits the scaling of questions scored
according to multipoint rating schemes.
The model takes full advantage of the
information available from each of the
student response categories that are used
for more complex constructed-response
questions such as writing tasks.®

Because of the assessment booklet design
used by NAEP, students do not receive
enough writing tasks to provide reliable
information about individual performance.
Traditional test scores for individual
students, even those based on the IRT,
would result in misleading estimates of
population characteristics, such as subgroup
means and percentages of students
performing at or above a certain scale score
level. However, it is NAEP’s goal to
estimate these population characteristics.
NAEP’s objectives can be achieved with
methodologies that produce estimates of
the population-level parameters directly,
without the intermediary computation of
estimates of individuals.” This is
accomplished using marginal estimation
scaling model techniques for latent variables.
Under the assumptions of the scaling
models, these population estimates will be
consistent in the sense that the estimates
approach the model-based population
values as the sample size increases. This
would not be the case for population

> Muraki, E. (1992). A Generalized Partial Credit Model: Application of an EM Algorithm. Applied Psyohological

Measurement, 16(2), 159-176.
6

More detailed information regarding the IRT analyses used in NAEP may be found in the technical documentation

section of the NAEP web site at A#tp:/ / nces.ed.gov/ nationsreporicard.

7 Mislevy, R. J,, and Sheehan, K. M. (1987). Marginal Estimation Procedures. In A. E. Beaton (Ed.) Implementing the
New Design: The NAEP 1983—1984 Technical Report Rep. No. 15-TR-20), pp. 293-260. Princeton, NJ: Educational

Testing Service.
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estimates obtained by aggregating optimal
estimates of individual performance.?

Weighting and Variance
Estimation

A complex sampling design was used to
select the students who were assessed.

The properties of a sample selected through
such a design may be very different from
those of a simple random sample, in which
every student in the target population has an
equal chance of selection and in which the
observations from different sampled
students can be considered to be statistically
independent of one another. Therefore, the
properties of the sample for the data
collection design were taken into account
during the analysis of the assessment data.

One way that the properties of the
sample design were addressed was by using
sampling weights to account for the fact
that the probabilities of selection were not
identical for all students. All population and
subpopulation characteristics based on the
assessment data were estimated using
sampling weights. These weights included
adjustments for school and student
nonresponse.

Not only must appropriate estimates of
population characteristics be derived, but
appropriate measures of the degree of
uncertainty must be obtained for those
statistics. Two components of uncertainty

are accounted for in the variability of
statistics based on student ability: 1) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a relatively
small number of students, and 2) the
uncertainty due to sampling only a portion
of the cognitive domain of interest. The
first component accounts for the variability
associated with the estimated percentages
of students who had certain background
characteristics or who had a certain rating
for their responses to a task.

Because NAEP uses complex sampling
procedures, conventional formulas for
estimating sampling variability that assume
simple random sampling are inappropriate.
NAEDP uses a jackknife replication
procedure to estimate standard errors. The
jackknife standard error provides a
reasonable measure of uncertainty for any
student information that can be observed
without error. However, because each
student typically responds to only two
writing tasks, the scale score for any single
student would be imprecise. In this case,
NAEP’s marginal estimation methodology
can be used to describe the performance of
groups and subgroups of students. The
estimate of the variance of the students’
scale score distributions (which reflect the
imprecision due to lack of measurement
accuracy) is computed. This component of
variability is then included in the standard
errors of NAEP scale scores.”

8 For theoretical and empirical justification of the procedures employed, see Mislevy, R. J. (1988). Randomization-
Based Inferences About Latent Variables from Complex Samples. Psychometrika 56(2), 177-196; Donoghue, J. R.
(1994). An Empirical Examination of the IRT Information of Polytomously Scored Writing Items Under the
Generalized Partial Credit Model. Journal of Educational Measurement 31(4), 295-311.

9 For further details, see Johnson, E. G., and Rust, K. . (1992). Population Inferences and Variance Estimation for
NAEP Data. Journal of Educational Statisties 17(2), 175-190.
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Typically, when the standard error is
based on a small number of students or
when the group of students is enrolled in a
small number of schools, the amount of
uncertainty associated with the estimation
of standard errors may be quite large.
Additional details concerning procedures
for identifying such standard errors will be
found in the technical documentation
section of the NAEP web site at
http:/ | nees.ed.gov/ nationsreportcard.

The reader is reminded that, as with
findings from all surveys, NAEP results are
subject to other kinds of error, including
the effects of imperfect adjustment for
student and school nonresponse and
unknowable effects associated with the
particular instrumentation and data
collection methods. Nonsampling errors can
be attributed to a number of sources—
inability to obtain complete information
about all selected schools in the sample
(some students or schools refused to
participate, or students participated but
answered only certain questions);
ambiguous definitions; differences in
interpreting questions; inability or
unwillingness to give correct background
information; mistakes in recording, coding,
or scoring data; and other errors in
collecting, processing, sampling, and
estimating missing data. The extent of
nonsampling errors is difficult to estimate
and, because of their nature, the impact of
such errors cannot be reflected in the data-
based estimates of uncertainty provided in
NAEP reports.

APPENDIX C o

Drawing Inferences

from the Results

The reported statistics are estimates and
are therefore subject to a measure of
uncertainty. There are two sources of such
uncertainty. First, NAEP uses a sample of
students rather than testing all students.
Second, all assessments have some amount
of uncertainty related to the fact that they
cannot ask all questions that might be asked
in a content area. The magnitude of this
uncertainty is reflected in the estimated
standard error of each of the estimates.
When the percentages or average scale
scores of certain groups are compared, the
estimated standard error should be taken
into account, and observed similarities or
differences should not be relied on solely.
Therefore, the comparisons are based on
statistical tests that consider the estimated
standard errors of those statistics and the
magnitude of the difference among the
averages or percentages.

For the data presented in this report, all
the estimates have corresponding estimated
standard errors. For example, table C.5
shows the average scale score for the NAEP
2002 Trial Urban District Assessments and
percentages of students at or above
proficiency levels by gender for grade 4.
Table C.6 shows the scores and standard
errors for the 25th, 50th, and 75th
percentiles at grades 4 and 8. Estimated
standard errors appear in parentheses next to
each estimated scale score or percentage.
For the estimated standard errors
corresponding to other data in this report,
the reader can consult the NCES web site at
http:] | nees.ed.gov/ nationsreportcard/ naepdata.
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Table C.5 Average writing scale scores, percentage of students at or above each achievement level, and standard
errors, by gender, grade 4 public schools: By urban district, 2002

Grude 4 I
P

ercentage Average At or above At or above
of students scale score Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Male

Nation (Public) 51(0.3) 144(0.6) 20(0.5) 80(0.5) 18(0.4) 1(0.1)
Central city (Public) '~ 51 (0.4) 139(0.7) ** 24(0.9) * 76(0.9) * 15(0.7) ** 1(0.1)
Atlanta 47(1.1) 131(2.2) *** 31(3.1) *** 69 (3.1) *** 8(1.6) ** 1(0.4)
Chicago 50(1.1) 130(1.9) ***  32(2.6) *** 68 (2.6) *** 7(1.2) ** # ()

District of Columbia 49(1.1) 127 (1.1) ** 37 (1.5) *** 63(1.5) *** 7(0.9) ** #(0.2) *
Houston 48(1.7) 141(2.8) 24(3.2) 76(3.2) 17(2.6) 1(0.5)
Los Angeles 51(1.1) 134(2.1) *** 29(2.6) ™ 71(2.6) ** 11 (1.7) *** # ()
New York Gty * 50 (2.0) 145(4.1) 211(3.2) 79(3.2) 21(4.1) 1(0.6)

Female

Nation (Public) 49(0.3) 162(0.4) 10(0.4) 90(0.4) 35(0.6) 3(0.2)

Central city (Public) '~ 49(0.4) 155(0.8) ** 13(0.6) ** 87 (0.6) ** 27(0.9) ** 2(0.3) **
Atlanta 53(1.1) 147 (2.7) *** 17(2.9) = 83(2.9) * 18(2.8) *** 2(0.8)
Chicago 50(1.1) 145(2.0) *** 17(2.0) ** 83(2.0) * 16 (2.6) *** #()

District of Columbia 51(1.1) 143 (1.4) *** 18(1.5) *** 82(1.5) **  15(1.5) ** 1(0.3) ***
Houston 52(1.7) 154(3.3) * 15(2.4) ** 85(2.4) = 28(3.2) 3(0.9)
Los Angeles 49(1.1) 148 (2.5) ***  16(2.3) = 84(2.3) * 21 (2.6) = 1(0.4) ***

New York Gity ¥ 50(2.0) 160 (2.9) 10(3.0) 90(3.0) 33(4.0) 3(1.1)

# Percentage rounds fo zero.

¥ Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.

*Significantly different from central city public schools.

** Significantly different from nation (public schools).

(***) Standard error estimates cannot be accurately determined.

1 For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central ity public
schools and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

NOTE: Standard errors of the estimated percentages and scale scores appear in parentheses. Percentages below and at or above Basic may not add to 100, due to rounding.

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Institute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Wrifing Assessement.
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Table C.6 Selected writing percentiles and estimated standard errors, grade 4 and 8 public schools:
By urban district, 2002

Scale score distribution I

25th percentile 50th percentile 75th percentile
Nation (Public) 128 (0.6) 153(0.5) 178(0.4)
Central city (Public) ' 122(0.7) = 146 (0.7) ** 171(0.9) =
Atlanta 117(1.9) *** 139(2.2) *** 161(2.1) ***
Chicago 116(2.6) *** 137(1.4) *** 160(2.1) ***
District of Columbia 113(1.1) *** 134(1.8) *** 157(1.6) ***
Houston 123(3.7) 147 (3.0) 174(4.4)
Los Angeles 117(3.0) = 141(1.8) *** 165(2.8) **
New York City * 128(3.8) 154(2.5) * 178(4.2)
Nation (Public) 127(0.7) 153(0.6) 178(0.7)
Central city (Public) 2 117(0.8) ** 144(1.1) = 170(1.4) *
Atlanta 107 (2.0) ** 129(2.2) ** 151 (1.6) ***
Chicago 111(3.4) ™ 136 (2.2) ** 160(3.9) ***
District of Columbia 105 (1.7) *** 128 (1.2) *** 152(2.0) ***
Houston 113 (4.3) *** 139(2.3) * 165(3.1) **
Los Angeles 104 (1.7) *** 128 (1.5) *** 152(2.0) ***

# Although deemed sufficient for reporting, the target response rate specified in the NAEP guidelines was not met.
*Significantly different from central city public schools.
** Significantly different from nation (public schools) .

For comparison, at fourth grade 66 percent of students in central city public schools and 40 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 61 percent of students in central city public schools
and 43 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.

For comparison, at eighth grade 61 percent of students in central city public schools and 36 percent in public schools nationally were non-White. Also, 48 percent of students in central city public schools
and 34 percent in public schools nationally were eligible for free/reduced-price lunch.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, Insfitute of Education Sciences, National Center for Education Statistics, National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2002 Trial Urban District Wrifing
Assessment and 2002 Writing Assessement.

Using confidence intervals based on the scale score plus or minus 1.96 standard
standard errors provides a way to take into errors approximates a 95 percent confidence
account the uncertainty associated with interval for the corresponding population
sample estimates and to make inferences quantity. This statement means that one can
about the population averages and conclude with an approximately 95 percent
percentages in a manner that reflects that level of confidence that the average
uncertainty. An estimated sample average performance of the entire population of

APPENDIX C e NAEP 2002 WRITING TRIAL URBAN DISTRICT ASSESSMENT



interest (e.g., all fourth-grade students in
public schools) is within plus or minus 1.96
standard errors of the sample average.

For example, suppose that the average
writing scale score of the students in a
particular group was 156 with an estimated
standard error of 1.2. An approximately 95
percent confidence interval for the
population quantity would be as follows:

Average [plus or minus|1.96 standard errors
156 = 1.96 X 1.2
156 = 2.4
(153.6, 158.4)

Thus, one can conclude with a 95 percent
level of confidence that the average scale
score for the entire population of students
in that group is between153.6 and 158.4. It
should be noted that this example and the
examples in the following sections are
illustrative. More precise estimates carried
out to one or more decimal places are used
in the actual analyses.

Similar confidence intervals can be
constructed for percentages, if the
percentages are not extremely large or
extremely small. Extreme percentages
should be interpreted with caution. Adding
or subtracting the standard errors associated
with extreme percentages could cause the
confidence interval to exceed 100 percent
or fall below 0 percent, resulting in
numbers that are not meaningful. A more
complete discussion of extreme
percentages may be found in the technical
documentation section of the NAEP web
site at A#tp:/ [ nces.ed.gov/ nationsreporteard.

APPENDIX C

Analyzing Group Differences
in Averages and Percentages
Statistical tests determine whether the
evidence based on the data from the groups
in the sample is strong enough to conclude
that the averages or percentages are actually
different for those groups in the population.
If the evidence is strong (i.e., the difference
is statistically significant), the report
describes the group averages or percentages
as being different (e.g., one group
performed higher or lower than another
group), regardless of whether the sample
averages or percentages appear to be
approximately the same. The reader is
cautioned to rely on the results of the
statistical tests rather than on the apparent
magnitude of the difference between
sample averages or percentages when
determining whether the sample differences
are likely to represent actual differences
among the groups in the population.

To determine whether a real difference
exists between the average scale scores (or
percentages of a certain attribute) for two
groups in the population, one needs to
obtain an estimate of the degree of
uncertainty associated with the difference
between the averages (or percentages) of
these groups for the sample. This estimate
of the degree of uncertainty, called the
“standard error of the difference” between
the groups, is obtained by taking the square
of each group’s standard error, summing
the squared standard errors, and taking the
square root of that sum.
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Standard Error of the Difference =

SE,, = /[(SE, +SE,?)

The standard error of the difference, like
the standard error for an individual group
average or percentage, can be used to help
determine whether differences among
groups in the population are real. The
difference between the averages or
percentages of the two groups plus or
minus 1.96 standard errors of the difference
represents an approximately 95 percent
confidence interval. If the resulting interval
includes zero, there is insufficient evidence
to claim a real difference between the
groups in the population. If the interval
does not contain zero, the difference
between the groups is statistically significant
at the 0.05 level.

The following example of comparing
groups addresses the problem of
determining whether the average writing
scale score of group A is higher than that
of group B. The sample estimates of the
average scale scores and estimated standard
errors are as follows:

Group Average Standard
Scale Score Error
A 137 0.9
B 135 1.1

The difference between the estimates of
the average scale scores of groups A and B
is two points (137-135). The estimated
standard error of this difference is

09> +1.1%) =14

11

Thus, an approximately 95 percent
confidence interval for this difference is
plus or minus 1.96 standard errors of the
difference.

2196 X 14
2+27
(—0.7,4.7)
The value zero is within the confidence
interval; therefore, there is insufficient

evidence to claim that group A
outperformed group B.

Conducting Multiple Tests

The procedures in the previous section and
the certainty ascribed to intervals (e.g.,, a 95
percent confidence interval) are based on
statistical theory that assumes that only one
confidence interval or test of statistical
significance is being performed. However,
there are times when many different groups
are being compared (i.e., multiple sets of
confidence intervals are being analyzed). In
sets of confidence intervals, statistical
theory indicates that the certainty associated
with the entire set of intervals is less than
that attributable to each individual
comparison from the set. To hold the
significance level for the set of comparisons
at a particular level (e.g,, 0.05), adjustments
(called “multiple comparison procedures”)!
must be made to the methods described in
the previous section. One such procedure,
the Benjamini-Hochberg False Discovery
Rate (FDR) procedure was used to control
the certainty level."!

10" Miller, R. G. (1981). Simultaneons Statistical Inference (2nd ed.). New York: Springer-Verlag.
Benjamini, Y., and Hochberg, Y. (1995). Controlling the False Discovery Rate: A Practical and Powerful Approach to

Multiple Testing. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B, no. 1, 289-300.
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Unlike the other multiple comparison
procedures that control the familywise error
rate (i.e., the probability of making even one
false rejection in the set of compatrisons), the
FDR procedure controls the expected
proportion of falsely rejected hypotheses.
Furthermore, the FDR procedure used in
NAEP is considered appropriately less
conservative than familywise procedures
for large families of comparisons.'?
Therefore, the FDR procedure is more
suitable for multiple comparisons in NAEP
than other procedures. A detailed
description of the FDR procedure may be
found in the technical documentation

section of the NAEP web site at
http:/ [ nees.ed.gov/ nationsreporteard.

To illustrate how the FDR procedure is
used, consider the comparisons of male and
female average writing scale scores for the
five groups presented in table C.7. Note
that the difference in average scale scores
and the estimated standard error of the
difference are calculated in a way
comparable with that of the example in the
previous section. The test statistic shown is
the difference in average scale scores
divided by the estimated standard error of
the difference.

Table C.7 Example of FDR comparisons of average scale scores for different groups of students

Male Female Male and female
Average Standard Average Standard | Difference Standard Test Percent
scale score error scale score error in averages error of difference  statistic ~ confidence’
Group 1 224 1.3 226 1.0 2.08 1.62 1.29 20
Group 2 187 1.7 193 1.7 6.31 2.36 2.68 ]
Group 3 191 2.6 197 1.7 6.63 3.08 215 4
Group 4 229 44 232 4.6 3.24 6.35 0.51 62
Group 5 201 3.4 196 47 -5.51 5.81 -0.95 35

1 The percent confidence is 2(1-F(x)) where F(x) is the cumulative distribution of the t-distribution with the degrees of freedom adjusted to reflect the complexities of the sample design.

The difference in average scale scores
and the estimated standard error of that
difference can be used to find an
approximately 95 percent confidence
interval, as in the example in the previous
section, or they can be used to identify a
confidence percentage. In the example in
the previous section, because an
approximately 95 percent confidence
interval was desired, the number 1.96 was
used to multiply the estimated standard
error of the difference to create the

approximate confidence interval. In the
current example, the confidence interval
for the test statistics is identified from
statistical tables. Instead of checking to see
if zero is within the 95 percent confidence
interval about the mean, the significance
level from the statistical tables can be
directly compared to 100 — 95 =5
percent.

If the comparison of average scale

scores for males and females were made for
any one of the five groups, there would be

12 Williams, V. S. L., Jones, L. V., and Tukey, J. W. (1999). Controlling Error in Multiple Comparisons with Examples
From State-to-State Differences in Educational Achievement. Journal of Educational and Bebavioral Statistics 24(1), 42—69.
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a significant difference between the average
scale scores for the two gender groups at
the significance level of less than 5
percent. However, because we are
interested in the difference in average scale
scores across genders for all five of the
groups, comparing each of the significance
levels to 5 percent is not adequate. Groups
of students defined by shared
characteristics, such as racial/ethnic
groups, are treated as sets or families when
making comparisons. However,
comparisons of average scale scores for
each male/female pair were treated
separately, so the steps described in this
example would be replicated for the
comparison of other male and female
average scale scores.

Using the FDR procedure to take into
account that all comparisons are of interest
to us, the percentages of confidence in the
example are ordered from largest to
smallest: 62, 35, 20, 4, and 1. In the FDR
procedure, 62 percent confidence for the
group 4 comparison would be compared to
5 percent, 35 percent for the group 5
comparison would be compared to 0.05 X
(5—1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent,’® 20 percent
for the group 1 comparison would be
compared to 0.05 X (5—2)/5 = 0.03 = 3
percent, 4 percent for the group 3
comparison would be compared to 0.05 X
(5—3)/5 = 0.02 = 2 percent, and 1 percent
for the group 2 comparison (actually slightly
smaller than 1 prior to rounding) would be
compared to 0.05 X (5—4)/5=0.01 =1
percent. The procedure stops with the first
contrast found to be significant. If there are
any remaining contrasts, they are all

declared to be significant. The last of these
comparisons is the only one for which the
percent confidence is smaller than the FDR
procedure value. The difference between
the male and female average scale scores for
the group 2 students is significant; for all of
the other groups, average scale scores for
males and females are not significantly
different from one another. In practice, a
very small number of counterintuitive
results occur when the FDR procedures are
used to examine differences in subgroup
results by jurisdiction. In those cases, results
were not included in this report. NCES is
continuing to evaluate the use of FDR and
multiple-comparison procedures for future
reporting,

NAEP Reporting Groups

Results are provided for groups of students
defined by shared characteristics—gender,
race/ethnicity, school’s type of location,
and eligibility for free/reduced-price school
lunch. Based on participation rate criteria,
results are reported for subpopulations only
when sufficient numbers of students and
adequate school representation are present.
The minimum requirement is at least 62
students in a particular subgroup from at
least five primary sampling units (PSUs).!*
The first-stage sampling units in the
selection of Trial Urban District
Assessment samples are schools. However,
the data for all students, regardless of
whether their subgroup was reported
separately, were included in computing
overall results. Definitions of the
subpopulations are presented below. Note
that not all of the reporting groups used for

13 The level of confidence times the number of comparisons minus one divided by the number of compatisons is

0.05 (5—1)/5 = 0.04 = 4 percent.
14

For the NAEP national assessments prior to 2002, a PSU is a selected geographic region (a county, group of

counties, or metropolitan statistical area). In 2002, the first-stage sampling units are schools (public and nonpublic)
in the selection of the combined sample. Further details about the procedure for determining minimum sample size
will appear in technical documentation section of the NAEP web site at b#p:/ / nees.ed.gov/ nationsreporteard.
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the national report card are included in this
report on the urban districts.

Gender
Results are reported separately for males
and females.

Race/Ethnicity

In all NAEP assessments, data about
student race/ethnicity is collected from
two sources: school records and student
self-reports. Previously, NAEP has used
student self-reported race as the primary
race/ethnicity reporting variable. As of
2002, school-recorded race has become the
race/ethnicity variable presented in NAEP
reports. The mutually exclusive racial/
ethnic categories are White, Black,
Hispanic, Asian/Pacific Islander, American
Indian (including Alaska Native), and
Other. When a school reports a student’s
race as “Other,” that category is used. If
the school record for race is missing for the
student, the student’s response to the race/
ethnicity question is then used. If student
data are missing (i.e. the student did not
respond or gave multiple responses), then
the student is coded to the “Other/
missing” category. The combination of
these 2 sets of student categories is used
for the “Othet” category. The race/
ethnicity tables in this report omit the
“Other” category because the percentages
were found to be consistently under one
percent. Information based on student self-
reported race/ethnicity will continue to

be available on the NAEP Data Tool

(http:/ [ nees.ed.gov/ nationsreportcard/ naepdata.

Type of Location

In most NAEP assessments, results are
reported for students attending schools in
three mutually exclusive location types:
central city, urban fringe/large town, and

APPENDIX C

rural/small town. Results for the NAEP
2002 Trial Urban District Assessment are
reported for students attending schools in
one type of location—central city. Follow-
ing standard definitions established by the
Federal Office of Management and Budget,
the U. S. Census Bureau (see htp://
www.census.gov/) defines “central city” as the
largest city of a Metropolitan Statistical
Area (MSA) or a Consolidated Metropolitan
Statistical Area (CMSA). An MSA is an area
defined by the federal government for the
purposes of presenting general-purpose
statistics for metropolitan areas. Typically, an
MSA contains a city with a population of at
least 50,000 and includes its adjacent areas.
An MSA becomes a CMSA if it meets the
requirements to qualify as a metropolitan
statistical area, has a population of
1,000,000 or more, its component parts are
recognized as primary metropolitan statisti-
cal areas, and local opinion favors the
designation.

In the NCES Common Core of Data
(CCD) locale codes are assigned to schools.
For the definition of central city used in
this report, two locale codes of the survey
are combined. The definition of each
school’s type of location is determined by
the size of the place where the school is
located and whether or not it is in an MSA
or CMSA. School locale codes are assigned
by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. For the
definition of central city NAEP reporting
uses data from two CCD locale codes: large
city (a central city of an MSA or CMSA
with the city having a population greater
than or equal to 250,000) and midsize city
(a central city of a MSA or CMSA having a
population less than 250,000). Central city
is a geographical term and is not synony-
mous with “inner city.”
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The boundaries of an urban school
district and a city may not always coincide.
Los Angeles Unified, for example, extends
beyond the city boundaries and includes
urban fringe areas of the MSA, although the
entire district is coded as central city. Most
of the other districts included in this report
have school districts that share the same
boundaries as the city. The interested reader
may view the School District Demographics
website at http:/ [ nees.ed.gov/ surveys/ sdds,
where the school district’s boundaries can
be shown on a map that also has county
boundaries. In the Houston and Los Ange-
les districts, some students attended schools
located in the category of urban fringe/
large town. These included 5 percent and 19
percent of fourth-grade students in Hous-
ton and Los Angeles respectively, as well as
24 percent of grade 8 students in Los
Angeles. Urban fringe/large town is a
NAEP classification that combines three
categories: Urban fringe of large city, urban
fringe of midsize city, and large town. An
urban fringe includes all densely settled
places within MSAs that are classified as
urban by the US. Census Bureau. A large
town is defined as a place outside MSAs
with a population of less than 25,000 but
greater than or equal to 2,500. Across the
total sample for the NAEP writing assess-
ment in 2002, 28 percent of students
attended schools classified as central city, 42
percent attended schools classified as urban
fringe/large town, and 30 percent attended
schools classified as rural.

Eligibility for Free/

Reduced-Price School Lunch

Based on available school records, students
were classified either as currently eligible
for the free/reduced-price school lunch
component of the US. Department of
Agtriculture’s National School Lunch
Program or as not eligible. Eligibility for the
program is determined by a student’s family
income in relation to the federally
established poverty level. Free lunch
qualification is set at 130 percent of the
poverty level, and reduced-price lunch
qualification is set at 170 percent of the
poverty level. The classification applies only
to the school year when the assessment was
administered (i.e., the 2001-02 school year)
and is not based on eligibility in previous
years. If school records were not available,
the student was classified as “Information
not available.” If the school did not
participate in the program, all students in
that school were classified as “Information
not available.”
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