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Executive Summary

The purpose of this study was to provide a rational basis for evaluation of items for the pilot administration of the 2017 NAEP Reading Survey Questionnaire. In particular, items across four issues were administered: Resources for Learning and Instruction, Organization of Instruction, Teacher Preparation, and Student Factors. This included both standalone items as well as indices of items intended to add breadth and depth to future questionnaire reporting. Items were evaluated in 60-90 minute cognitive interviews with all three respondent groups, i.e., students, teachers, and school administrators. The interviewers collected participant responses to the items and probe questions intended to reveal issues of confusion or difficulty with the item content or structure. In addition, the interviewers noted participant body language and tone of voice to allow of identification of negative emotional response to questionnaire items. Participant demographic characteristics were recorded and summarized, and an evaluation and information summary has been provided in the results section of this report.

Key Findings


A primary goal of this cognitive interview study was to identify problems with proposed survey questionnaire items. Items administered in the cognitive interviews were generally understood with little confusion by participants, who collectively described the majority of the items as very easy or easy to answer. In some instances, participants noted confusion with item content, including the meaning of the terms “outside of school”,  “thinking abilities”, “forum”, and “commercially developed programs”. 

Another goal of this study was to identify points of confusion in the cognitive interview items. Based on the comments provided by participants, there were some instances where additional examples would alleviate some of the expressed confusion. A specific instance of confusion includes “computer software for reading instruction” which elicited confusion in participants because it was too broad and presented without examples. In other instances, however, not having a variety of examples resulted in participants limiting their scope of item. For example, responses to probe questions about digital devices indicated that teachers only thought of devices that were similar to the example provided, that is a smart board. Teachers mentioned that they would have thought of different kinds of technology if the item did not included an example or if a variety of examples were provided. Suggestions of example content have been provided in cases where such a need was observed. Existing examples contained in the cognitive interview items functioned as needed and were not observed to require improvement.


Observations from the cognitive interviews also indicate that some of the wording and terminology was confusing to participants. In the case of younger students, there were also issues with understanding phrases like “thinking abilities” and “figures of speech”. This type of issue was also observed in interviews with adult participants. Some school administrators, for example, were confused by the term “audio-visual”, which could be interpreted in more than one way when read as a part of a questionnaire item. Simplification of wording and terminology has been suggested in cases were confusion of this type was observed.


Another goal of the cognitive interview study was to compare alternate versions of items and response options to identify the best choice.  Regarding alternate versions of items, there was no clear preference. However, many student and teacher participants noted that the phrase “describe someone like you” could be simplified to “you”. Regarding multiple response options, there were two teacher items that were presented as a free response and as a multiple choice item. Teachers administered the free response version reported no difficulties, and when probed stated it was “easy” to recall the correct number. In several other instances no specific option set was clearly preferred. Inclusion of more than one version of these response options in the NAEP 2017 Reading pilot administration and comparison of resulting data in terms of consistency and correlations with other variables would allow for further investigation. 

Lastly, this cognitive interview study was executed to examine new Reading contextual questionnaire content for the Resources for Learning and Instruction, Organization of Instruction, Teacher Preparation, and Student Factors issues. These issues are important factors for understanding student achievement, and multiple item sets were read and reacted to by participants in this study. For all issues, there were items that functioned well with minor or no issues. That is, as a result of this cognitive interview effort there is a possibility to move forward with items for all issues for pilot testing.

Figures 1-3 give a high-level overview of the evaluation results for all items tested in cognitive interviews for the three respondent groups. Detailed evaluations of each item can be found in the full report and in the Appendix.


Figure 1
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Figure 2
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Figure 3
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Study Rationale


The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is a federally authorized survey of student achievement at grades 4, 8, and 12 in various subject areas, such as mathematics, reading, writing, science, U.S. history, civics, geography, economics, and the arts. NAEP is administered by NCES, part of the Institute for Education Sciences in the U.S. Department of Education. NAEP’s primary purpose is to assess student achievement in the various subject areas and to also collect survey questionnaire data from students, teachers, and school administrators to provide context for the reporting and interpretation of assessment results. 


The NAEP Reading Survey Questionnaires aim to capture data related to Reading subject-specific contextual factors for student achievement. This includes the Student Questionnaire, the Teacher Questionnaire, and the School Questionnaire. Currently, the NAEP Reading Survey Questionnaires (NAEP Reading SQ) for students, teachers, and school administrators are comprised primarily of single questions, and questionnaire results have subsequently been reported as single questions. Table 1 summarizes the specific areas of focus in the current NAEP 2015 Reading SQ. 


Table 1. Areas of Focus in Current NAEP 2015 Reading Survey Questionnaires.

		Respondent

		Issues

		Sub-issues

		Number of Items




		

		

		

		Grade 4

		Grade 8



		Student

		Availability and Use of Instructional Resources

		-

		1

		1



		

		

		People

		1

		1



		

		Organization of Instruction

		-

		12

		5



		

		 

		Instructional Strategies

		12

		5



		

		Role of Technology

		-

		1

		1



		

		 

		Use of Computers and New Technologies

		1

		1



		

		Student Engagement 

		-

		6

		6



		

		

		Self-Concept/Self-Efficacy

		4

		5



		

		

		Learning Activities Outside of School

		2

		1



		 

		 

		Total Items

		20

		13



		Teacher

		Availability and Use of Instructional Resources

		-

		4

		4



		

		

		People

		1

		1



		

		

		Time

		1

		1



		

		

		Facilities

		2

		2



		

		Organization of Instruction

		-

		7

		7



		

		

		Instructional Strategies

		6

		6



		

		

		Curriculum Content

		1

		1



		

		Role of Technology

		-

		3

		3



		

		

		Use of Computers and New Technologies

		3

		3



		 

		 

		Total Items

		14

		14



		School

		Availability and Use of Instructional Resources

		 -

		6

		6



		

		

		People

		6

		6



		

		Organization of Instruction

		-

		2

		2



		

		

		Curriculum Content

		2

		2



		

		Teacher Preparation

		-

		1

		1



		

		

		Professional Development

		1

		1



		 

		 

		Total Items

		9

		9





For the upcoming NAEP Reading SQ, item development efforts have implemented a revised approach, which aimed to use both single questions and modules of questions (“indices”) on the same topic in order to add breadth and depth to questionnaire reporting. These development efforts started with a review of the existing Reading questionnaire item pool and an identification of key issues and sub-issues of focus for new item development. These areas of focus (e.g., self-efficacy, interest, desire for learning) were identified in the Reading Issues Paper as important factors directly related to the appraisal of Reading academic achievement. New items were then developed to capture these issues and sub-issues. 


As part of NAEP’s item development process for the student, teacher, and school survey questionnaires, all newly developed survey items were pretested in cognitive interviews with a small sample of students, teachers, and school administrators. The main objectives of the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews for all subject areas were:

1. To identify problems with survey questionnaire items (i.e., ensure the item is understood by the participant at all grade levels, and confirm items are not sensitive in nature or make the participant uncomfortable);


2. To explore ways to improve examples used within items;


3. To find ways to simplify wording in items where possible; 

4. To compare alternative versions of items in order to identify appropriate version(s) for NAEP;


5. To compare different response options in order to identify appropriate sets of response options and replace vague response options with more quantifiable and specific response options, if feasible; and

The results from the current study will be used to inform which survey questionnaire items can be administered during the upcoming NAEP 2017 Reading pilot administration (administered in 2016). See Tables 2 through 4 for a summary of the specific items and indices administered in this cognitive interview study. An overview of the cognitive interview study procedures and its main results is documented in the remainder of this report.

Table 2. Areas of Focus for NAEP Reading Student Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.
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INDEX 


(YES/NO)


NUMBER OF ITEMS 


IN COGLABS


RESOURCES FOR LEARNING AND 


INSTRUCTION


People No 2


Product Resources No 4


ORGANIZATION OF INSTRUCTIONInstructional Strategies No 6


STUDENT FACTORS


Reading Activities Outside of 


School


No 2


Reading Activities Outside of 


School (not school-specific)


Yes 11


Interest Yes 11


Self-efficacy Yes 18


Performance oriented 


achievement goals


Yes 5


Mastery oriented achievement 


goals


Yes 6


IN-SCHOOL ACTIVITIESReading activities in school Yes 8


READING GENRESFormal Reading Yes 4


Informal Reading Yes 5


TECHNOLOGY USETechnology use for ELA No 3


Availability/Use of Technology 


in ELA


No 4


GRITGrit for Reading Yes 5


Self-control for Reading Yes 7


DESIRE FOR LEARNINGCuriosity Yes 5


Need for Cognition Yes 7


DEBRIEF ― No 9


Total Items 122




Table 3. Areas of Focus for NAEP Reading Teacher Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.
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INDEX 


(YES/NO)


NUMBER OF ITEMS 


IN COGLABS


RESOURCES FOR LEARNING AND 


INSTRUCTION


People No 1


Technology Resources No 5


Limited Teacher Resources Yes 9


Time No 2


ORGANIZATION OF INSTRUCTIONInstructional Strategies No 48


Use of Print and Online 


Resources


Yes 14


TEACHER PREPARATIONEducation and Training No 8


Types of Assessments Used No 7


Use of Assessments No 4


NONCOGNITIVE TEACHER 


FACTORS


Self-Efficacy Yes 24


Attribution Yes 15


DESIRE FOR LEARNINGCuriosity Yes 7


Total Items 144




Table 4. Areas of Focus for NAEP Reading School Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.
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Methodology

Sampling and Recruitment


NCES contracted ETS to develop the NAEP Survey Questionnaires and carry out the cognitive interview activity for Reading as described in this report. 


EurekaFacts, a subcontractor for ETS on survey questionnaire development projects, recruited the study participants and conducted the cognitive interviews. EurekaFacts is a research and consulting firm in Rockville, Maryland that offers facilities, tools, and staff to collect and analyze both qualitative and quantitative data.


Various resources were employed to recruit participants. For students
, these included:


· existing participant databases;


· targeted telephone and mail contact lists;


· school system research/assessment directors;


· NAEP State Coordinators when possible to recruit in schools;


· community resources (e.g., Boys/Girls clubs, Parent-Teacher Associations, community centers, and limited on-site location-based and mass media recruiting); and


· out-reach/contact methods and resources (e.g., internet ads, flyers/bookmarks, canvassing, and having representatives available to talk to parents, educators, and community organizers throughout the community at appropriate local events, school fairs, etc.).


Teachers and school administrators were recruited using the following recruitment resources, in addition to those mentioned above: 


· national organizations’ databases of administrators and faculty;

· NCES school database;


· contacts within organizations and groups that serve as recruitment partners; and when needed


· targeted contact lists.


The contractors recruited 4th and 8th students (i.e., a mix of gender, race/ethnicity, urban/suburban/rural, and socioeconomic background), teachers (i.e., a mix of school sizes, and a mix of school socioeconomic demographics), and school administrators (i.e., a mix of school sizes, and a mix of school socioeconomic demographics) so that a diverse sample was achieved. SES (socio-economic status) characteristics were given a higher priority than other respondent characteristics when recruiting while also ensuring sufficient balance of other criteria.

Participants were recruited in urban areas such as Washington, D.C. and Baltimore, MD, as well as suburban and rural areas in Maryland and Virginia. To minimize the travel burden of students, parents/guardians, teachers, and school administrators, cognitive interviews were conducted in nearby venues that were convenient for the participants, such as EurekaFacts offices in Rockville, MD, community centers, facilities of community-based organizations, and school building sites (after school only). Before conducting any interviews in school building sites, ETS, the school principal, and the NAEP State Coordinators were notified to confirm approval. 


More specifically, the recruitment process proceeded as follows:


1) Contractors sent an email of introduction about the cognitive interview research to (a) various elementary, middle school, and high school principals, (b) individuals in the subcontractors’ existing databases, (c) community centers and research/assessment directors, (d) targeted telephone and mail contact lists, (e) parents/guardians, and (f) teachers and school administrators. The email of introduction included flyers, an information brochure, and informational bookmarks.

2) EurekaFacts (subcontractor) discussed recruitment with those community centers/youth centers that contacted EurekaFacts upon receiving the email of introduction, flyers, information brochure, and informational bookmarks. 


3) After receiving a contact of interest, a EurekaFacts staff member followed up with the parent/guardian, teacher, and school administrator via phone, and asked them to provide demographic information to ensure that a diverse sample was selected as per preliminary criteria.


4) If the parent/guardian allowed their student to participate, and the teacher and school administrator agreed to participate, the subcontractor followed up to confirm participation and the date and time of the cognitive interview session.


5) Parents/guardians (on behalf of the students under 18), students age 18 or older, teachers, and school administrators were required to sign informed consent forms prior to the cognitive interview session.


6) Students, teachers, and school administrators with a signed consent were asked to participate in cognitive interviews that lasted up to 90 minutes. After participating in the cognitive interview, students, parents/guardians (only if they provided transportation to and from the cognitive interview), teachers, and school administrators received their incentive (see Section 9) and were sent a thank you letter/email. 


In total, 30 students, 10 teachers, and 10 school administrators participated in this study. See Tables 5 through 7 for details about the demographic composition of each respondent group. These sample sizes are in line with recommended sample sizes in the relevant research literature. A minimum number of five respondents per subgroup is recommended to identify major problems with an item, and for a meaningful analysis of data from exploratory cognitive interviews that is targeted at testing the usability of developed prototype questions.
 

Table 5.Composition of Student Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Total



		Female

		9

		4

		13



		Male

		6

		11

		17



		African American

		6

		7

		13



		Asian American

		1

		0

		4



		Caucasian

		5

		8

		13



		Hispanic/Latino

		2

		0

		2



		Other


		1

		0

		1



		Low SES

		7

		7

		14



		High SES

		8

		7

		15



		Not available

		0

		1

		1



		Urban

		5

		4

		9



		Suburban

		6

		8

		14



		Rural

		4

		3

		7





Table 6. Composition of Teacher Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Total



		Female

		4

		5

		9



		Male

		1

		0

		1



		African American

		0

		1

		1



		Asian American

		0

		0

		0



		Caucasian

		5

		4

		9



		Hispanic/Latino

		0

		0

		0



		Low School SES

		3

		1

		4



		High School SES

		2

		4

		6



		Public

		5

		5

		10



		Private

		0

		0

		0



		Charter

		0

		0

		0



		Urban

		0

		1

		1



		Suburban

		4

		3

		7



		Rural

		1

		1

		1





Table 7. Composition of School Administrator Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.


		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Grade 12

		Total



		Female

		5

		7

		1

		13



		Male

		4

		9

		4

		17



		African American

		6

		4

		1

		11



		Asian American

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Caucasian

		3

		11

		4

		18



		Hispanic/Latino

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Not available

		0

		1

		0

		1



		Low School SES

		3

		3

		0

		6



		Middle School SES

		0

		1

		0

		1



		High School SES

		6

		12

		5

		23



		Public

		9

		12

		3

		24



		Private

		0

		3

		2

		5



		Charter

		0

		1

		0

		1



		Urban

		2

		4

		3

		9



		Suburban

		5

		6

		2

		13



		Rural

		2

		6

		0

		8





The NAEP SQ Cognitive Interview Approach

One-and-a-half-hour (90 minutes)
 cognitive interviews were conducted with all students, teachers, and school administrators (specifically principals). The majority of cognitive interviews were conducted in-person and a select few were conducted via phone/WebEx. Specifically 2 out of 10 teacher interviews, and 2 out of 10 school administrator interviews were conducted via phone/WebEx. 

In NAEP, all newly developed student, teacher, and school administrator survey questionnaire items go through rigorous reviews and are pre-tested in cognitive interviews before any pilot and operational administrations. In cognitive interviews (often referred to as a cognitive laboratory study or cog lab), an interviewer uses a structured protocol in a one-on-one interview drawing on methods from cognitive science. The objective is to explore how participants are thinking and what reasoning processes they are using to work through tasks. A verbal probing technique is used for this cognitive interview activity. With verbal probing techniques, the interviewer asks probing questions, as necessary, or to explore additional issues that have been identified a priori as being of particular interest. This interview technique has proven to be productive in previous NAEP pretesting and is the primary approach of the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews.


The NAEP cognitive interviews were conducted as one-on-one sessions led by trained interviewers. Participants were first welcomed, introduced to the interviewer and an observer (if an in-room observer was present), and told that they were there to help ensure that students/teachers/administrators like them understand the newly developed Core, Writing, Reading, and Mathematics items. Participants were reassured that their participation was voluntary and that their responses would be used for research purposes only (see section on Assurance of Confidentiality below). As part of the introduction process, the interviewer explained to participants that their responses would be audio recorded. For phone or web-based student, teacher, and school administrator cognitive interviews, the interviewer explained the technology and described the tools the participants could use, such as muting their phone and asking questions.

The verbal probing used in the NAEP SQ cognitive interview approach keeps cognitive complexity and burden for the respondents low, and allows for the collection of targeted information directly relevant to the quality and functioning of the survey questions. The general procedure is conducted as follows. Respondents first read and answer the question being tested. While the respondent is completing a given question, the interviewer (and observer, if present) takes note of any nonverbal or verbal signs that might indicate difficulties or unease with answering the question (e.g., if the participant’s facial expressions indicate they might be confused, frustrated, or disengaged; ineffectual or repeated actions suggesting misunderstanding or usability issues), and if extra time is needed to answer certain questions. After the respondent provides a response, the interviewer follows up with a set of probes aimed at capturing the respondent’s interpretation of what the question is asking, any possible difficulties with understanding the intent of the question or specific words and phrases used, and the respondent’s overall subjective perception of how difficult or easy the question was. Additionally, specific probes are used to discern which of several alternative versions of a question a respondent prefers, and whether respondents have suggestions for how the clarity of an item might be improved (e.g., by adding examples that they can relate to). The interviewer is tasked not only with keeping participants engaged by asking the probe questions, but also soliciting responses from less talkative participants and asking follow-up questions where appropriate (e.g., “That’s interesting, could you tell me a little bit more about that?”). Tables 8 through 10 give an overview of the generic probes used for all discrete, matrix, and free response items, respectively. 


Given the firm 90-minute interview length and the large number of items being pre-tested in this study, a varying number of question sequences were administered across each respondent group. These sequences were comprised of select subsets of items asked in a specific order, which allowed for coverage of all items in the time allotted while simultaneously avoiding order effects. Table 11 summarizes the number of sequences used for each respondent group and the item counts therein. All subject-specific cognitive interview protocols and item probes can be found in the cognitive interview results section.


In sum, the cognitive interview studies produce largely qualitative data in the form of verbalizations made by participants in response to the interviewer probes, and some informal observations of behavior. These cognitive interviews are important given that they help to identify potential problems with items, as well as help inform how to improve items. 

Table 8. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for All Discrete Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question (preferably to him/herself) and ask him/her to select an answer. Once he/she has read and answered the question, ask the following probes: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what the question is asking?



		2

		Why did you select this choice? How did you know what answer to select?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult? 





Table 9. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for All Matrix Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question stem (preferably to him/herself). Please note, the participant should only read the stem and not the options (i.e., sub-items). Once he/she has read the question stem, ask the following probe: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what you think this question is asking you to do?



		2

		The interviewer should then ask the participant to read each option/sub-item and to describe each option/sub-item and his/her response to that option/sub-item. The probes in this cell should be asked for each option/sub-item. 


a) Can you tell me, in your own words, what [option a., b., c., etc.] means to you?

b) Why did you select this choice? How did you know what answer to select?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult?





Table 10. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for Free Response Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question (preferably to him/herself) and ask him/her to write in his/her answer. Once he/she has read and answered the question ask the following probes: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what the question is asking?



		2

		Why did you give this answer? How did you know to give this answer?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult?





Table 11. Summary of Sequences Used Across Respondent Groups.

		Respondent Group

		Grade

		Sequence/Form Number

		Number of Items in Sequence



		Student

		4

		1

		12



		

		

		2

		10



		

		

		3

		9



		

		8

		1

		13



		

		

		2

		10



		

		

		3

		10



		Teacher

		4

		1

		22



		

		

		2

		22



		

		8

		1

		22



		

		

		2

		22



		School Administrator

		4

		1

		21



		

		

		2

		21



		

		8

		1

		26



		

		

		2

		26





Assurance of Confidentiality


Participants were notified that their participation was voluntary and that their answers would be used only for research purposes and would not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose except as required by law [Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 (20 U.S.C. §9573)]. 


Written consent was obtained from participants and from parents or legal guardians of students. Participants were assigned a unique identifier (ID), which was created solely for data file management and used to keep all participant materials together. The participant ID is not linked to the participant name in any way or form. The consent forms, which include the participant name, were separated from the participant interview files and secured for the duration of the study and will be destroyed after the final report is completed. The interviews were audio recorded. The only identification included on the files was the participant ID. The recorded files were secured for the duration of the study and will be destroyed after the final report is submitted.


Compensation


To encourage participation and thank participants for their time and effort, a $25 VISA gift card was offered to each participating student. If a parent or legal guardian brought their student to and from the testing site they also received a $25 VISA gift card along with a thank you letter for allowing the child to participate in the study. Teacher and school administrator participants were offered a $25 VISA gift card for interviews conducted remotely (via telephone/WebEx) or a $40 VISA gift card for interviews conducted in person, and a thank you letter for taking part in the study.


Results

Participant responses to the items and both generic and item-specific probes were compiled and evaluated for each item. Additional information, including behavioral notes recorded during the cognitive interview and audio recordings of the interviews were considered as a part of the item evaluations. Responses to the probes inquiring about participant confusion and item difficulty were quantified as tallies that fed into the evaluation of each item. Based upon the results of the evaluation, each item was classified as having no issues, minor issues, some issues, or many issues. Each of these categories is summarized below.

No issues. Items that have no issues are those that have passed through the coglab process without any indication that the item needs to be revised or reconsidered in any way. In this case, all participants were able to interpret and respond to the item in the way intended. All participants to these items did not find any part of the item confusing. Responses to item-specific probes did not indicate any additional issues within the item or sub-items. Additionally, all participants to items with no issues found the items either “very easy” or “easy” to answer.

Minor issues. Items that have minor issues are those that have passed through the coglab process with very little indication that the item needs to be revised or reconsidered. These items have the same characteristics as the items with no issues except one or two participants note that he/she had some confusion or difficulty. Items that have minor issues do not need to be revised, but notes have been recorded in the Record of Development regarding the source of the trouble to allow for future discussion of the item.

Some issues. Items that have some issues are those that do function well but either require changes to some aspect of the item, such as clarification to item wording, concepts, or some particular wording within the item or the response options. When items have some issues, less than half of participants express difficulty in answering and had trouble interpreting the item in the way that was intended. Items in this category are those where less than half of the participants have indicated that they found the item confusing and/or indicated that the item was “difficult” or “very difficult” to answer. Items identified as having some issues do not require substantial revisions to item wording.

Many issues. Items that have many issues are those that do not function well and are not recommended for use. When items have many issues, half or more participants express serious confusion or misunderstanding in one or more item probes or select a difficulty rating of “difficult” or “very difficult”. Items have many issues when there is a need to rewrite a substantial amount of the item content due to respondent feedback or when a rewriting of the item would result in a substantial change to the intended meaning of the item. 

Note, the four categories aim at evaluating the items as administered in cognitive interviews. At this stage, no final recommendation as to whether an item should be included in the Pilot assessment is made. Final recommendations will be made after having reviewed cognitive interview findings with the Questionnaire Standing Committee and NCES, resulting in further prioritizations of items. While the cognitive interview evaluations are based on item performance only, recommendations for pilot will also consider relative priorities of items and potentially revised items.


The following tables summarize evaluations for each item in the pool organized by module. The tables included in this document include a summary evaluation along with a rationale for each item. An Excel spreadsheet provided as an appendix includes additional information, including more detailed information on respondents’ answers to item-specific probes and charts illustrating the overall perceived difficulty of each item. 

Click here to access Excel spreadsheet with more detailed item evaluations.


Topic: Resources for Learning and Instruction – Student Items

Table 12

[image: image7.emf]Topic Index/Facet


2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionPeopleStudentD4VE659013


How often do you receive help from a 


tutor, family member, or friend with 


English/language arts outside of school 


or after school?


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 7 students reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer. 2 out of 7 students reported confusion with the phrase 


"outside of school" (i.e., does this include activities that take 


place on school grounds, and does this include weekends). 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Product 


Resources


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionProduct ResourcesStudentSL4, 8


TechUse_4


For school this year, how often do you 


use the following to read a story, 


article, or book? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


11 out of 13 grade 4 students reported this item was "very 


easy" or "easy" to answer. 2 out of the 7 students reported 


difficulty with answering the matrix item because of the 


structure, not the content. All 6 grade 8 students reported this 


item as "very easy" or "easy" to answer. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Product 


Resources


Resources for Learning and 


Product ResourcesStudent


SM


4, 8


TechUse_4_01


a Desktop computer Never / Once or twice this year / Once 


or twice a month / At least once a week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 4 or grade 8 students reported difficulty 


understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Product 


Resources


Resources for Learning and 


Product ResourcesStudent


SM


4, 8


TechUse_4_02


b Laptop computer Never / Once or twice this year / Once 


or twice a month / At least once a week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 4 or grade 8 students reported difficulty 


understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Product 


Resources


Resources for Learning and 


Product ResourcesStudent


SM


4, 8


TechUse_4_03


c Tablet computer Never / Once or twice this year / Once 


or twice a month / At least once a week


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 of 13 grade 4 students reported confusion with the phrase 


"tablet computer"; this same student reported in the item-


specific probe that they use the term "tablet" not "tablet 


computer". No grade 8 student reported difficulty 


understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionPeopleStudentD8


VF174671 


How often do you receive help from a 


tutor, family member, or friend with 


English/language arts outside of school 


or after school?


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All students reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer. 1 out of 7 students reported confusion with the phrase 


"language arts". 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Product 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Instruction


Product ResourcesStudentD4, 8


BookRes_1


How often do you borrow books from 


your school or local library?





OR





In this school year, how often have you 


borrowed reading materials (such as 


books or magazines) from your school 


library or media resource center?


Never or almost never/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/At least 


once a week





OR


Never or hardly ever/Once every few 


weeks/About once a week/Two or 


three times a week/Every day or almost 


every day





OR


Never/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/Every day or almost every 


day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


The majority of students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 3 out of 10 grade 4 students had trouble 


with the phrase "media resource center".





There was no clear preference for response options. Consider 


further exploring response options for this item in the 2016 


pilot.  




Topic: Organization of Instruction – Student Items

Table 13
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instruction


Instructional StrategiesStudentSL8VC504022


In your English/language arts class this 


year, when reading a story, article, or 


other passage, how often does your 


teacher ask you to do the following? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


4 out of 6 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 1 out of 6 students reported trouble with the 


word "interpret" in sub-item b, and 1 out of 6 students 


reported trouble with the word "analyze" in sub-item e.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


StrategiesStudent


SM


8VC504023


a Summarize the passage Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


StrategiesStudent


SM


8VC504024


b Interpret the meaning of the passage Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 6 students reported trouble with the word "interpret".


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


StrategiesStudent


SM


8VC504025


c Question the motives or feelings of the 


characters


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


StrategiesStudent


SM


8VE589611


d Identify the main themes or main ideas 


of the passage


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


StrategiesStudent


SM


8


StuActInClas_05


e Analyze two or more texts on the same 


topic and identify which texts are 


accurate and which are not


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 6 students reported trouble with the word "analyze" in 


sub-item e.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instruction


Instructional StrategiesStudentSL8VF009272


In your English/language arts class this 


year, when reading a story, article, or 


other passage, how often does your 


teacher ask you to do the following? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


4 out of 7 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 3 out of 7 students reported difficulty 


answering this item. This difficulty was due to the fact that the 


students did not understand why the item was presented as a 


matrix when it could have been a MCSS. No difficulty with the 


content was reported. We will take this into consideration for 


future cognitive interviews.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


StrategiesStudent


SM


8VF009274_versionb


a Evaluate the main evidence in a 


persuasive/argument passage


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / I don’t 


know.


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.




Topic: Student Factors – Student Items

Table 14
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


StudentSL4, 8ReaInt_1


How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.





OR 





How much do you agree with each of 


the following statements? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


17 out of 20 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 3 out of 20 students (all grade 4) reported 


this item was "difficult" to answer. 





1 grade 4 student reported that the word "express" in sub-item 


could be interpreted two ways (i.e., express how they felt 


about the book or describe what the book was about) and 1 


grade 4 student reported that the item was too long, there 


were too many choices, and they had "a lot to think about". 





Regarding response options, grade 4 students preferred the 


following response option: Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me /Very much like me. 


There was no clear preference for among grade 8 students, 


that is both versions worked well.


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_01


a I read only if I have to. Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 20 students (grade 4 student) reported difficulty 


understanding this item. They were able to accurately describe 


the intent of the sub-item, but their explanation for their 


answer selection and the actual response did not match.


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_02


b Reading is one of my favorite activities.  Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_03


c I like talking about books with other 


people.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 15
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale Item-Specific Probes Response to Item-Specific Probes 


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_04


d I find it difficult to finish books. Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 20 students (grade 4 student) reported difficulty 


understanding this item. They asked whether the item was 


asking whether they had "trouble reading it" or "if you want to 


avoid finishing a book you like".


n/a n/a


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_05


e I feel happy if I receive a book as a 


present.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 20 students (grade 4 student) reported difficulty 


understanding this item. They were able to accurately describe 


the intent of the sub-item, and noted that they did not like 


receiving books as a gift but answered "strongly agree".


n/a n/a


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_06


f For me, reading is not important.  Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item. n/a n/a


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_07


g I enjoy going to a bookstore or a 


library. 


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item. 1) In option g, did you consider online bookstores and 


online libraries when answering this item?


1) 6 out of 8 grade 4 students did not consider 


online bookstores or online libraries. 7 out of 8 


grade 8 students did not consider online 


bookstores or online libraries.


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_08


h I read only to get information that I 


need. 


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item. n/a n/a


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_09


i I can't sit still and read for more than a 


few minutes.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 20 students (grade 4 student) had difficulty with the 


phrase "can't sit still". 


2) In option i, what does the phrase "a few minutes" mean 


to you?


2) All grade 4 students consistently reported "a 


few minutes" was 5 minutes or less. Grade 8 


student responses varied greatly; 6 out of 10 


students reported "a few minutes" was five 


minutes or less, and 4 out of 10 grade 8 students 


reported "a few minutes" was anywhere from 10 


minutes  to less than 60  minutes. 


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_10


j I like to express my opinions about 


books I have read. 


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


2 out of 20 students (grade 4 student) had difficulty with the 


word "express". One student suggested saying "I like to share 


my opinion…" instead of "express".  


n/a n/a


Student Factors Interest (not 


school-specific)


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8ReaInt_1_11


k I like to exchange books with my 


friends. 


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 20 students (grade 4 student) had trouble reading the 


word "exchange" aloud, but understood and was able to define 


the word "exchange".


3) In option k, what does the phrase “exchange books” 


mean to you?





If the student has trouble explaining what the phrase 


“exchange books” means or gives an inaccurate description 


ask the following probes: 





What does the phrase “trade books” mean to you? Which 


phrase is easier for you to understand, “exchange books” or 


“trade books”?


3) All grade 4 and grade 8 students understood 


what the phrase "exchange books" means 


(example response: "trade them"). The majority 


of grade 4 students said they "trade" and 


"exchange" were synonymous and both were 


easy to understand, but preferred "trade". The 


majority of grade 8 students used the word 


"trade" to describe exchange. 




Table 16
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors n/a


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


StudentSL4, 8AchGoal_1


Thinking about you English/language 


arts class, how much does each of the 


following statements describe a person 


like you? Select one answer choice on 


each row.





OR 





Thinking about you English/language 


arts class, how much do you agree with 


each of the following statements? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


2 out of 25 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. Approximately 4 out of 25 students were not 


able to accurately describe the intent of the stem.





Further, 2 out of the 25 students misunderstood the phrase 


"language arts" (e.g., sometimes referred to "art") therefore 


their responses to the sub-items may not be accurate. 





We suggest moving forward with the following response 


option: Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ Agree/Strongly agree. This was the 


only response option where no grade 4 or grade 8 students 


reported difficulty answering the item. 


Student Factors Performance 


oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_02


a I want to show others that I am good at 


my English/language arts schoolwork.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 25 students understood the intent of the item but 


mentioned that "others" included students in English and art 


class.


Student Factors Performance 


oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_03


b I want to show others that my 


schoolwork is easy for me. 


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 25 students reported difficulty understanding the word 


"comparison".


Student Factors Performance 


oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_04


c I want to look smart in comparison to 


the other students in my class.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Mastery oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_07


d In this class I want to learn as much as I 


can.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 25 students reported difficulty understanding the word 


"skills".


Student Factors Mastery oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_08


e I want to master new reading skills this 


year.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 17
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors Mastery oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_09


f It is important to me that I understand 


my schoolwork.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Mastery oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_10


g It is important to me that I improve my 


reading skills this year.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Performance 


oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_11


h In this class I want to get a better grade 


than most of the other students.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Performance 


oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_13


i It is important for me to do better than 


other students.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Mastery oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_14


j I want to master the material presented 


in this class.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Mastery oriented 


achievement 


goals


Student Factors


Interest and Motivation


Student


SM


4, 8AchGoal_1_16


k It is important for me to understand 


everything I learn in this class.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me





OR





Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


4 out of 25 students reported difficulty with the words and 


phrases "material", "presented", and "master the material 


presented".
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


StudentD4, 8


TimeRea_1 How much time do you spend reading 


outside of school on a normal school 


day?


Less than 30 minutes/30 minutes up to 


1 hour/From 1 hour up to 2 hours/ 2 


hours or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Reading pilot: briefly defining 


what is meant by "outside of school", for 


example "outside of normal school hours not 


including the weekends". If we want to be 


more clear we could further say "the activity 


can happen on school grounds or somewhere 


else" but this may increase reading burden. 


All 16 students reported this item was "very easy" or "easy to 


answer". 





3 out of 16 students (2 grade 4 students and 1 grade 8 


students) reported difficulty with the phrase "outside of 


school". They were not sure if the reading could take place on 


school grounds and whether this included weekends when they 


do also work on schoolwork.


Student Factors Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of 


school


StudentD4, 8


TechUse_1


On a typical school day, about how 


many hours do you use a computer 


(desktop, laptop, or tablet) to do your 


English/language arts schoolwork, 


including homework?





None / Less than an hour / 1-2 hours / 


3-4 hours / More than 4 hours


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


The majority of students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 1 out of 13 students had trouble with the 


duration specified in this item; they felt "a week" would be a 


better time frame and would make the item easier to answer. 1 


out of 13 students had trouble with the word "typical".


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


StudentSL4, 8OutSch_1


In this school year, have you done the 


following things outside of the 


classroom? Select one answer choice 


on each row.





OR





In this school year, how often have you 


done the following things outside of the 


classroom? Select one answer choice 


on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


24 out 30 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 3 out of 30 students reported difficulty 


understanding the phrase "outside of school".





We suggest moving forward with the following response 


option: Never or rarely/ Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always. This was the only response option where no grade 4 or 


grade 8 students reported difficulty answering the item.


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_01


a I talked about books (print or online) 


with other people.


Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 30 students reported difficulty understanding whether 


"talking" meant talking in-person or talking over the internet.


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_02


b I was part of a book club.  Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_03


c I participated in a spelling bee 


competition. 


Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_04


d I participated in a summer reading 


program. 


Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Reading pilot: Adding more context by 


adding the phrase "at school or at my local library". We could 


also consider dropping this sub-item given he large number of 


items that did work well.


6 out of 30 students reported difficulty understanding the 


phrase "summer reading programs".


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_05


e I went to my local library to borrow 


books (print or online). 


Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


3 out of 30 students (grade 4 students) reported difficulty 


with the words and phrases "print or online", "local", and 


"borrow".


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_07


f I read text messages.  Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 30 students misunderstood this item and thought it 


was asking about text messages in books.


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_08


g I read blogs, forums, or social media.  Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot. If we want to retain this 


item we could consider removing the word "forums" and 


providing examples of "social media" such as "Facebook, 


Twitter, and Instagram".


14 out of 30 students reported difficulty with the words 


"forums", "blogs", and/or "social media".
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_09


h I read emails.  Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 30 students misunderstood the word "email".


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_10


i I attended help sessions after school to 


improve my reading. 


Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


2 out of 30 students reported difficulty with the word 


"session".


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8OutSch_1_11


j I helped friends with reading 


homework. 


Yes/No





OR                                                                                                                                                        


Never or rarely/ 


Sometimes/Often/Always or almost 


always





OR                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            


Never/ A few times /  Once every few 


weeks/ About once a week / More than 


once a week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Reading activities 


outside of school 


(not school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of 


school


StudentD4, 8OutSch_2


Please note: The item below is a follow-


up item for students that responded 


"Yes" to OutSch_1_04.





Was the summer reading program you 


participated in required by your school?


Yes/No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Reading pilot: Revising the item so that it 


reads "Were any of the summer reading programs you 


participated in required by your school?". 


4 out of 6 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 3 out of 6 students reported being confused 


about answering this item because they participated in more 


than 1 summer reading program, and they were a mix of 


voluntary and required summer reading programs. 
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


StudentSL4, 8SelfEff_1


Do you think you would be able to do 


each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row.





OR 





How confident do you feel that you 


could do each of the following? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


n/a


Some issues


This item performed well in coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Reading pilot: Include no more than 5-7 sub-items in the 


matrix, and drop sub-items were "some issues" or "many 


issues" were identified.


6 out of 10 grade 4 students reported this item was "very 


easy" or "easy" to answer. 7 out of 10 grade 8 students 


reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to answer.





There was no clear preference for a particular response 


option. Consider further exploring response options for this 


item in the 2016 pilot. 


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4, 8SelfEff_1_01


a, 


a


Figure out the meaning of a word you 


don't know by using other words in the 


text


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 10 grade 4 students and 1 out of 10 grade 8 students 


reported having difficulty with this item. The grade 4 student 


could not explain in their own words what the item was 


asking. The grade 8 student  noted this item was too long and 


forgot what he was being asked after reading the entire sub-


item


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4, 8SelfEff_1_02


b, 


b


Explain the meaning of something you 


have read to your teacher


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 10 grade 4 students and 2 out of 10 grade 8 students 


reported having difficulty with this item. The grade 4 student 


was unsure what the item was asking. 1 grade 8 student said 


the item was too long, and the other grade 8 students was 


confused by the word "meaning".


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4, 8SelfEff_1_03


c, 


c


Understand the feelings of characters in 


a story


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 20 students (grade 4 student) misunderstood the 


intent of the item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4SelfEff_1_04_a


d Figure out the main idea of a text I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_04_b


d Figure out the main theme of a text I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 10 grade 8 students reported difficulty understanding 


the word "text" in this item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4, 8SelfEff_1_05


e, 


e


Tell your teacher your ideas about 


something you have read


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 20 students (grade 4 student) reported the word 


"something" was too vague and "could be anything".
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4, 8SelfEff_1_07


f, 


f


Understand figures of speech (for 


example, similes and metaphors)


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


would not consider revisions to this item given the large 


number of sub-items that did work well.


3 out of 10 grade 4 students, and 1 out of 10 grade 8 students 


reported difficulty with the phrase "figures of speech".


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_08


g Recognize when punctuation is used for 


effect (for example, "I'm hungry!")


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


would not consider revisions to this item given the large 


number of sub-items that did work well.


2 out of the 10 grade 8 students misunderstood the item and 


thought it was asking whether they could recognize when 


punctuation was being used properly. 


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_10


h Understand how specific word choices 


affect the meaning of a sentence (for 


example, "my friend was happy" versus 


"my friend was ecstatic")





I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_11


i Judge the reliability of sources (for 


example, how a website might be 


biased or inaccurate)


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_12


j Credit others for their ideas (for 


example, citing sources, using endnotes 


and footnotes in reports)


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 10 grade students misunderstood the item and 


thought it asked about judging the quality of others' work and 


not citing others' work.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4, 8SelfEff_1_13


g, 


k


Find text in a reading passage to help 


you answer a question on a test


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 10 grade 4 students reported difficulty with the word 


"text". No grade 8 students reported difficulty with this item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4, 8SelfEff_1_14


h, 


l


Recognize when you don't understand 


something you are reading


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 10 grade 4 students reported difficulty with the word 


"recognize". No grade 8 students reported difficulty with this 


item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


4, 8SelfEff_1_15


i, 


m


Recognize the difference between fact 


and opinion in a text


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 10 grade 4 students reported difficulty with the 


phrase "fact and opinion" and had to re-read to understand 


the item. No grade 8 students reported difficulty with this 


item.
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_16


n Analyze the author’s organization of 


information in a passage


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot


5 out of 10 grade 8 students reported difficulty with this item. 


Students noted the item was "wordy", unclear, and/or very 


long.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_17


o Critique the author’s craft or technique I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 10 grade 8 students reported difficulty understanding 


the word "critique" in this item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_18


p Evaluate the evidence presented in a 


text


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


would not consider revisions to this item given the large 


number of sub-items that did work well.


2 out of 10 grade 8 students misunderstood the intent of this 


item.


Student Factors Self-efficacy


Student Factors


Self-Related Beliefs


Student


SM


8SelfEff_1_19


q Identify the author's perspective in a 


persuasive text


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident/Not very 


confident/Confident/Very confident                                                               


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.




Topic: In-School Activities – Student Items
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific stem)


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of 


school


StudentSL4, 8LeaAct_1


In this school year, how often were you 


involved in the following reading 


activities? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


12 out of 13 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to understand.


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8LeaAct__01


a Reading emails Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8LeaAct__02


b Chatting online Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 13 students reported difficulty understanding the 


word "chatting". Further, 1 out of 13 students was confused 


as to whether this activity would take place at school.


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8LeaAct__03


c Reading online news Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8LeaAct__04


d Use an online dictionary or 


encyclopedia


Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 13 students reported difficulty understanding the 


word "encyclopedia".


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8LeaAct__05


e Searching online information to learn 


about a particular topic


Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8LeaAct__06


f Taking part in online group discussions 


or forums


Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Reading pilot: Removing the phrase "or 


forums".


3 out of 13 students reported difficulty understanding the 


word "forum".


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8LeaAct__07


g Searching for information online (for 


example, schedules, events, tips, 


recipes)


Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


In-school 


Activities


Reading activities 


in school (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Reading Activities 


outside of school


Student


SM


4, 8LeaAct__08


h Text messaging Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.




Topic: Reading Genres – Student Items
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Reading Genres n/a


Student Factors


Reading Activities outside of 


school


StudentSL4, 8


InfForRea_1 How often do you read these things 


outside of the school day (print or 


online)? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


8 out of 9 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 1 out of 9 students reported difficulty with 


the phrase "outside of school".


Reading Genres Formal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_01


a Stories or novels Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Reading Genres Formal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_02


b Poems Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Reading Genres Formal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_03


c Plays Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Reading Genres Formal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_04


d Autobiographies Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 9 students reported difficulty with the word 


"autobiographies".


Reading Genres Informal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_05


e Comic books Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 9 students had difficulty describing "comic books".


Reading Genres Informal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_06


f Magazines Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Reading Genres Informal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_07


g Blogs or personal web pages Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 9 students reported difficulty understanding the item, 


and 1 out of 9 students reported difficultly understanding the 


specific phrase "personal web pages".


Reading Genres Informal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_08


h E-mails Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Reading Genres Informal Reading


Student 


Factors


Reading Activities 


Student


SM


4, 8


InfForRea_


1_09


i Text messages Never or hardly ever/Once or twice a 


month/Once or twice a week/Every day 


or almost every day


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Technology Use Technology use 


for ELA


Organization of Instruction


Instructional StrategiesStudentSL4, 8


TechUse_2


Were you taught any of the following at 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.





n/a


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. If 


we considered this item for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Reading pilot we would not suggest revisions to this item given 


that it was adapted from CAFS, and changing the response 


options to a frequency scale is not intuitive and may increase 


cognitive burden.


10 out of 13 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. The 3 students that reported this item was 


"difficult" to answer indicated that their confusion was related 


to the response options and not the item content.


Technology Use Technology use 


for ELA


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


StrategiesStudent


SM


4, 8


TechUse_2_01


a How to search for information on the 


Internet


Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 13 students reported having difficulty answering this 


item, not difficulty with the item content. They felt they 


needed more answer choices.


Technology Use Technology use 


for ELA


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


StrategiesStudent


SM


4, 8


TechUse_2_02


b How to look up the meaning of a word 


using a computer


Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 13 students reported having difficulty answering this 


item, not difficulty with the item content. They felt they 


needed more answer choices. 1 out of 13 students could not 


accurately describe the intent of this sub-item.


Technology Use Technology use 


for ELA


Organization of 


InstructionInstructional StrategiesStudent


SM


4, 8


TechUse_2_03


c How to look up online resources to 


practice things in reading that you were 


having trouble learning


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. If 


we considered this item for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Reading pilot we would not suggest revisions to this item. 


Please see TechUse_2 for more details.


2 out of 13 students reported having difficulty answering this 


item, not difficulty with the item content. They felt they 


needed more answer choices. 1 out of 13 students reported 


having to re-read the item to understand what was being 


asked. 1 out of 13 students reported that sub-item c was not 


like the other sub-items.


Technology Use Availability/Use 


of technology in 


ELA


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionProduct ResourcesStudentSL4, 8


TechUse_3


Which of the following are true about 


the ways in which you and your 


teachers use computers or other digital 


devices in your English/language arts 


class? Select one answer choice on 


each row.





n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


All students reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer. 1 out of 12 students (grade 8 student) noted that it 


would be better to have 4 single questions instead of a matrix.


Technology Use Availability/Use 


of technology in 


ELA


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


Student


SM


4, 8


TechUse3_01


a There are laptop, desktop, or tablet 


computers that I can use for my 


English/language arts schoolwork.





Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Technology Use Availability/Use 


of technology in 


ELA


Resources for Learning and 


Product ResourcesStudent


SM


4, 8


TechUse3_02


b There is Wi-Fi or some other Internet 


connection that I can use for my 


English/language arts schoolwork.





Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 12 students reported they did not know what Wi-Fi 


meant, but when further probed was able to accurately 


describe what was meant by sub-item b. 1 out of 12 students 


felt this sub-item could be clarified if asked as a question 


instead of a statement.


Technology Use Availability/Use 


of technology in 


ELA


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


Student


SM


4, 8


TechUse3_03


c My English/language arts teacher uses 


computers or other digital devices 


when teaching my class.


Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Technology Use Availability/Use 


of technology in 


ELA


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


Student


SM


4, 8


TechUse3_04


d My English/language arts teacher 


requires us to use computers or other 


digital devices to complete 


assignments.


Yes / No


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 12 students misunderstood this item and thought the 


sub-item asked if the teacher was required to use computers 


or other digital devices.




Topic: Grit – Student Items
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Grit Grit for Reading 


(school-specific 


stem)


Student Factors


Grit


StudentSL4, 8


Grit_1 Thinking about your English/language 


arts class this school year, how much 


does each of the following statements 


describe a person like you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


2 out of 16 students (1 grade 4 and 1 grade 8 student) 


reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to answer.


Grit Grit for Reading 


(school-specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_01a I finished whatever I began in reading. Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Grit Grit for Reading 


(school-specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_04b I stayed committed to my reading 


goals, even if they took a long time to 


complete.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


3 out of 16 students (2 grade 4 and 1 grade 8 student) 


reported difficulty with the word "committed".


Grit Grit for Reading 


(school-specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_05c I kept working hard even when I felt 


like quitting.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Grit Grit for Reading 


(school-specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_06d I continued working on what I set out 


to do, even if it took a long time to 


complete.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Grit Grit for Reading 


(school-specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_07e I kept trying to improve myself, even if 


it took a long time to get there.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 16 students misunderstood the intent of item and 


thought it referred to improving moral character.


Grit Self-control for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_08f I came to class prepared. Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Grit Self-control for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_09g I remembered and followed directions 


for my reading assignments.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Grit Self-control for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_10h I started working on assignments right 


away rather than waiting until the last 


minute.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Grit Self-control for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_11i I paid attention and resisted 


distractions.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


2 out of 16 students (1 grade 4 and 1 grade 8 student) 


reported difficulty understanding the word "resisted".


Grit Self-control for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_12j I worked independently with focus on 


reading assignments.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Grit Self-control for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_13k I stayed on task without reminders 


from my teacher.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 16 students reported difficulty understanding this 


item. They were able to accurately describe the intent of the 


sub-item, but their explanation for their answer selection and 


the actual response did not match.


Grit Self-control for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student 


Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4, 8


Grit_1_14l I paid attention in class even when I 


was bored.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity for 


Reading (school-


specific stem)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


StudentSL4, 8


Curi_1 Thinking about your English/language 


arts class this school year, how much 


does each of the following statements 


describe a person like you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Reading pilot: Removing the phrase 


"someone like you" and replacing it with "you". 


9 out of 14 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 1 out of 14 students misunderstood the 


intent of the stem. Further, 1 student felt the items were very 


similar to each other. 3 out of the 5 students who reported 


this item was "difficult" indicated they were confused by the 


phrase "someone like you".


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


Curi_1_01a I wanted to explore new reading texts. Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


2 out of 14 students reported difficulty with the word 


"explore" in this context.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


Curi_1_02b I asked questions to help me learn 


reading skills better.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 14 students reported difficulty understanding this 


item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


Curi_1_03c I showed interest in learning reading 


skills.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 14 students reported difficulty understanding this 


item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


Curi_1_04d I was curious to learn more reading 


skills.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 14 students reported difficulty understanding this 


item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


Curi_1_05e I looked for opportunities to improve 


my reading skills.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Reading pilot: replacing "opportunities" 


with "ways".


3 out of 14 students reported difficulty with the word 


"opportunities".
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Desire for 


Learning


Need for 


Cognition for 


Reading (school-


specific stem)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


StudentSL4, 8


NFCM_1 Thinking about your English/language 


arts class this school year, how much 


does each of the following statements 


describe a person like you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


5 out of 6 grade 4 students and 6 out of 7 grade 4 students 


reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to answer. 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for 


Cognition for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


8


NFCM_1_01a I  prefer complex reading texts.  Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 7 grade 8 students reported difficultly understanding 


the word "complex".


Desire for 


Learning


Need for 


Cognition for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


NFCM_1_02a, 


b


Thinking about reading is not my idea of 


fun.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 6 grade 4 students reported difficulty understanding 


this item. No grade 8 students reported difficulty 


understanding this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for 


Cognition for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


NFCM_1_03b, 


c


I like reading things that challenge my 


thinking abilities. 


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Some issues


This item performed well in coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Reading pilot: Replacing the phrase "my thinking abilities" with 


"me".


2 out of 6 grade 4 students reported difficulty understanding 


the word "abilities". The other grade 4 students found it 


difficult to describe the phrase "thinking abilities" when 


probed.





2 out of 7 grade 8 students reported difficulty understanding 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for 


Cognition for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


NFCM_1_04c, 


d


I don't like thinking really hard about 


something I have read.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 6 grade 4 students could not describe the intent of 


this item. 1 out of 6 grade 4 students may not have 


understood this item given that they provided the same 


response for c and d.





1 out of 7 grade 8 students reported difficulty understanding 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for 


Cognition for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


4, 8


NFCM_1_05d, 


e


I like thinking hard about something I 


have read.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 6 grade 4 students may not have understood this item 


given that they provided the same response for c and d. No 


grade 8 students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for 


Cognition for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


8


NFCM_1_06f I like reading assignments that require 


little effort.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for 


Cognition for 


Reading (school-


specific)


Student Factors


Desire for Learning


Student


SM


8


NFCM_1_07g Learning new ways to think in 


English/language arts class doesn’t 


excite me very much.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


StudentDn/a


Debrief_01 How easy or difficult was this test? Very difficult/ Difficult/ Somewhat 


difficult/ Somewhat easy / Easy/ Very 


easy No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


All 10 students reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" 


to answer and did not indicate any part of the item was 


confusing.


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


StudentDn/a


Debrief_02 What percentage of items do you think 


you answered correctly on this test?





OR 


How many items do you think you 


answered correctly on this test?





10-20-30-40-50-60-70-80-90-100 %





OR





Less than half/ Half/ More than half/ 


Almost all


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


All 13 students  reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" 


to answer and did not indicate any part of the item was 


confusing. 





There was no clear preference for a particular response 


option. Consider further exploring response options for this 


item in the 2016 pilot. 


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


StudentDn/a


Debrief_03 How similar were the questions on this 


test to the questions on your reading 


quizzes and tests? 


Not at all similar/ Not similar/ 


Somewhat similar/ Similar/ Very similar


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


7 out of 8 students reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer and did not indicate any part of the item was 


confusing. The 1 student who reported confusion was able to 


accurately describe the intent of the item, but was uncertain 


about their response given that they did not take an 


assessment as part of the cognitive interview.


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


StudentSLn/a


Debrief_04 How much do you agree with each of 


the following statements? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


All 9 students reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer. 


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


Student


SM


n/a


Debrief_04_


01


a Taking this test was fun. Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


Student


SM


n/a


Debrief_04_


02


b I applied a lot of effort to succeed on 


this test.


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 9 students (grade 4 student) reported difficulty 


understanding the words "applied", "succeed", and "effort".


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


Student


SM


n/a


Debrief_04_


03


c Taking this test was stressful. Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


Student


SM


n/a


Debrief_04_


04


d Taking this test was challenging. Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


Student


SM


n/a


Debrief_04_


05


e I liked taking this test. Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


No 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


No students reported difficulty understanding this item.


n/a n/a DebriefDebrief


Student


SM


n/a


Debrief_04_


06


f I felt time pressure when taking this 


test.


Strongly disagree/Disagree/Somewhat 


disagree/Somewhat agree/ 


Agree/Strongly agree


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot.


1 out of 9 students (grade 4 student) reported difficulty 


understanding the word "pressure".




Topic: Resources for Learning and Instruction – Teacher Items


Table 31
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionPeople


Teacher


D4, 8VF017603


How many students are in this class? 


Enter the number of students.


FREE RESPONSE


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


8 out of 10 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 2 teachers reported this item was "difficult" 


to answer because they taught multiple classes and did not 


know which one to choose. The 6 teachers who reported 


"some confusion" also stated not knowing what class to pick. 


Such confusion would be addressed in the teachers directions 


block. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Technology 


Resources


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionProduct Resources


Teacher


SL4, 8CompRes_1


Follow-up if teacher answers A or B to 


item VE013702 or VC976514:





At your school, does your student have 


any of the following? Select one answer 


choice on each row.





Yes/No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Reading pilot: 1) provide 


examples such as (e.g., in the classroom, in the 


library, in the media resource center) after 


"school". 2) make "student" plural in the stem.


6 out of 8 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 1 teacher reported difficulty with this item 


because they were unsure whether the items asked if students 


had general access to technology or access to the technology in 


the classroom. The other teacher reported difficulty with this 


item because the word "student" was used instead of 


"students" to refer to the class.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Technology 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8CompRes_1_01


a A laptop or desktop computer that is 


only for the student


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Technology 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8CompRes_1_02


b A laptop or desktop computer that is 


shared between other students


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Technology 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8CompRes_1_03


c A tablet computer that is only for the 


student


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Technology 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8CompRes_1_04


d A tablet computer that is shared 


between other students


Yes/No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item. 


The teacher suggested specifying a location, for example "in 


your class" or "in your school" (which is specified in the stem).


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Technology 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8CompRes_1_05


e Wi-Fi or some other Internet 


connection


Yes/No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item. 


The teacher was not sure whether the item refers to internet 


connection on the students' own devices or the devices that are 


school property.




Table 32
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Time Resources for Learning and InstructionTimeTeacher


D4VB608498


In a typical week, about how much time 


in total do you spend with this class on 


English/language arts instruction? 


Language arts refers to reading, 


writing, literature, and related topics.





OR





In a typical week, about how much time 


in total do you spend with this class on 


English/language arts instruction? 


Language arts refers to reading, 


writing, literature, and related topics. 


Enter the hours and minutes.





Less than 3 hours / 3–6 hours / 7–9 


hours / 10–13 hours / 14 or more 


hours





OR





________ hours and ________ minutes 


per week


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 5 grade 4 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 1 teacher reported difficulty understanding 


the phrase "language arts".





There was no clear preference for a particular response option. 


We suggest moving forward with the free response to collect 


more accurate data. Ranges can be created post-hoc if needed.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Time Resources for Learning and InstructionTimeTeacher


D8VB345730


In a typical week, about how much time 


in total do you spend with one of your 


eighth-grade English/language arts 


classes?





OR





In a typical week, about how much time 


in total do you spend with one of your 


eighth-grade English/language arts 


classes? Enter the hours and minutes.


Less than 3 hours / 3–6 hours / 7–9 


hours / 10–13 hours / 14 or more 


hours





OR


________ hours and ________ minutes 


per week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 5 grade 8 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer.





There was no clear preference for a particular response option. 


We suggest moving forward with the free response to collect 


more accurate data. Ranges can be created post-hoc if needed.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


Teacher


SL4, 8LimRes_1


In your view, to what extent do the 


following limit how you teach this 


class? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 6 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_1_01


a Students lacking prerequisite 


knowledge or skills


Not applicable/Not at all/Same/A lot


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_1_04


b Students with special needs (e.g., 


physical disabilities, mental or 


emotional/psychological impairment)


Not applicable/Not at all/Same/A lot


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_1_05


c Disruptive students Not applicable/Not at all/Same/A lot


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_1_06


d Uninterested students Not applicable/Not at all/Same/A lot


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 33
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


Teacher


SL4, 8LimRes_2


In your school, how severe is each 


problem? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


Not a problem/Minor 


problem/Moderate problem/Serious 


problem


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 6 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_2_01


a The school building needs significant 


repair.


Not a problem/Minor 


problem/Moderate problem/Serious 


problem


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_2_02


b Classrooms are overcrowded. Not a problem/Minor 


problem/Moderate problem/Serious 


problem


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_2_03


c Teachers have too many teaching 


hours.


Not a problem/Minor 


problem/Moderate problem/Serious 


problem


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 6 teachers misunderstood the intent of this item. They 


thought this item referred to whether teachers had other 


obligations outside of the classroom. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_2_04


d Teachers do not have adequate 


workspace (e.g., for preparation, 


collaboration, or meeting with 


students).


Not a problem/Minor 


problem/Moderate problem/Serious 


problem


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


2 out of 6 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item. 


1 teacher noted this item was not relevant because "there are 


always places to collaborate and prepare". The other teacher 


mentioned that she was unclear as to whether this item 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Teacher 


Resources


Resources for Learning and Product 


Resources


TeacherSM


4, 8LimRes_2_05


e Teachers do not have adequate 


instructional materials and supplies.


Not a problem/Minor 


problem/Moderate problem/Serious 


problem


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Topic: Organization of Instruction – Teacher Items

Table 34
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instruction


Instructional Strategies


Teacher


SL4, 8VC976477


When reading a story with your 


students, how often do you ask your 


students to do the following? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


7 out of 8 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer and were able to describe the intent of this 


item. 1 teacher reported difficulty with the response options 


because they felt the response options did not match the stem.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8VC976480


a Summarize the passage Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8VC976481


b Interpret the meaning of the passage Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8VC976482


c Question the motives or feelings of the 


characters


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8VC976484


d Identify the main themes or main ideas 


of the passage


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8


ActInClas_05


e Analyze two or more texts on the same 


topic and identify which texts are 


accurate and which are not


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 8 teachers (grade 4) reported difficulty with this item, 


and suggested making the sub-item more specific. They were 


unsure whether this item means "children are comparing texts 


on fact vs. opinions".
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Teacher


SL4, 8VC310622


This school year, to what extent have 


you emphasized the following cognitive 


processes when teaching informational 


and literary texts in class? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


6 out of 8 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 2 teachers were unsure what the intent of 


the item was, but after reading all of the sub-items to get a 


sense of the context they were able to answer the item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8VC310623


a Locate and recall (e.g., identify main 


ideas, or focus on specific elements of a 


story)


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 8 teachers reported this item was too broad and 


suggested adding more examples for literary texts, such as 


"tone, mood, structure".


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8VC310625


b Integrate and interpret (e.g., make 


comparisons, explain character 


motivation, or examine relations of 


ideas across the text)


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8VC310627


c Critique and evaluate (e.g., evaluate 


text critically from many perspectives, 


or evaluate overall text quality)


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding the 


phrase "many perspectives". When describing the item 1 out of 


8 teachers focused specifically on the examples provided in the 


item and not "critique and evaluate" as a whole.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


InstructionInstructional Strategies


Teacher


D4, 8VE658908


Excluding preparation for class, how 


often do you use a computer (desktop, 


laptop, or tablet) or other technological 


resources (e.g., smartboard) in school 


for English/language arts instruction 


and/or English/language arts activities?


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Almost 


everyday


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item. 


However, 1 out of 8 teachers did mention they would have 


liked if this item included preparation because they use the 


computer "a lot for prep".


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instruction


Instructional Strategies


Teacher


SL4VC976533


In your fourth-grade English/language 


arts class this year, how often do your 


students use a desktop computer to do 


each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 4 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer, and were able to describe the intent of the item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976534


a Build and practice vocabulary Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976535


b Increase reading fluency and 


comprehension


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976536


c Practice spelling and grammar Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976539


d Access reading-related websites Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instruction


Instructional Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976540


e Conduct research for reading projects Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 4 teachers reported difficulty understanding the 


phrase "reading project" because their class only does research 


projects for other subjects. This teacher reported this difficulty 


for VC976540_1_5, but not VC976540_2_5, and 


VC976540_3_5. However, we assume that the participant did 


not want to repeat themselves and that this comment applies 


for all VC976540_2_5, and VC976540_3_5.




Table 36
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instruction


Instructional Strategies


Teacher


SL4VC976533_1_0


In your fourth-grade English/language 


arts class this year, how often do your 


students use a laptop computer to do 


each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 4 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer, and were able to describe the intent of the item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976534_1_1


a Build and practice vocabulary Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976535_1_2


b Increase reading fluency and 


comprehension


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976536_1_3


c Practice spelling and grammar Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976539_1_4


d Access reading-related websites Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976540_1_5


e Conduct research for reading projects Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


See rationale for VC976540.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instruction


Instructional Strategies


Teacher


SL4VC976533_2_0


In your fourth-grade English/language 


arts class this year, how often do your 


students use a tablet computer to do 


each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 4 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer, and were able to describe the intent of the item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976534_2_1


a Build and practice vocabulary Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976535_2_2


b Increase reading fluency and 


comprehension


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976536_2_3


c Practice spelling and grammar Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976539_2_4


d Access reading-related websites Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976540_2_5


e Conduct research for reading projects Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


See rationale for VC976540.




Table 37
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of Instruction


Instructional Strategies


Teacher


SL4VC976533_3_0


In your fourth-grade English/language 


arts class this year, how often do your 


students use other digital devices (e.g., 


a smartboard) to do each of the 


following? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 4 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer, and were able to describe the intent of the item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976534_3_1


a Build and practice vocabulary Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976535_3_2


b Increase reading fluency and 


comprehension


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976536_3_3


c Practice spelling and grammar Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976539_3_4


d Access reading-related websites Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4VC976540_3_5


e Conduct research for reading projects Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


See rationale for VC976540.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VE658924


f Evaluate the main evidence in a 


persuasive/argument passage


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VE658925


g Analyze the author’s organization of 


information in a passage


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VE658926


h Critique the author’s craft or technique Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Teacher


SL8VC976571


In your eighth-grade English/language 


arts class this year, how often do your 


students use a desktop computer to do 


each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 4 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer, and were able to describe the intent of the item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976572


a Build and practice vocabulary Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976573


b Increase reading fluency and 


comprehension


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976577


c Access reading-related websites Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization 


of Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976578


d Conduct research for reading projects Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Teacher


SL8VC976571_1_0


In your eighth-grade English/language 


arts class this year, how often do your 


students use a laptop computer to do 


each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 4 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer, and were able to describe the intent of the item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976572_1_1


a Build and practice vocabulary Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976573_1_2


b Increase reading fluency and 


comprehension


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976577_1_4


c Access reading-related websites Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976578_1_5


d Conduct research for reading projects Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Teacher


SL8VC976571_2_0


In your eighth-grade English/language 


arts class this year, how often do your 


students use a tablet computer to do 


each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 3 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer, and were able to describe the intent of the item. 1 


teacher's interview ended and there was not sufficient time to 


respond to this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976572_2_1


a Build and practice vocabulary Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976573_2_2


b Increase reading fluency and 


comprehension


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976577_2_4


c Access reading-related websites Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976578_2_5


d Conduct research for reading projects Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 39

[image: image34.emf]Topic Index/Facet


2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


InstructionInstructional Strategies


Teacher


SL8VC976571_3_0


In your eighth-grade English/language 


arts class this year, how often do your 


students use other digital devices (e.g., 


a smartboard) to do each of the 


following? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 3 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer, and were able to describe the intent of the item. 1 


teacher's interview ended and there was not sufficient time to 


respond to this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976572_3_1


a Build and practice vocabulary Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976573_3_2


b Increase reading fluency and 


comprehension


Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976577_3_4


c Access reading-related websites Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8VC976578_3_5


d Conduct research for reading projects Never or hardly ever / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of Instruction


Instructional Strategies


Teacher


SL4, 8PriOnlRes_1


When you have English/language arts 


instruction and/or do English/language 


arts activities with the students, how do 


you use the following resources? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All grade 4 and grade 8 teachers (total 7) reported this item was 


"very easy" or "easy" to answer, and could accurately describe 


the intent of the item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_01


a Hardback Textbooks Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_02


b Electronic Textbooks Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_03


c Reading series (e.g., basal readers, 


graded readers)


Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 4 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item. 


1 out of 3 grade 8 teacher indicated she was unsure what this 


item was asking.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_04


d Workbooks or worksheets Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4PriOnlRes_1_05a


e A variety of children's books (e.g., 


novels, collections of stories, 


nonfiction)


Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8PriOnlRes_1_05b


e A variety of books (e.g., novels, 


collections of stories, nonfiction)


Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_06


f Materials from different curricular 


areas


Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4PriOnlRes_1_07a


g Children's newspapers and/or 


magazines


Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


8PriOnlRes_1_07b


g Newspapers and/or magazines Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_08


h Computer software for reading 


instruction


Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 4 grade 4 teachers reported difficultly understanding 


the word "software"; they suggested adding examples of 


software. 1 out of 3 grade 8 teachers reported difficulty 


understanding this item because they do not have programs 


related to English.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_09


i Reading-related websites Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_10


j Reading-related apps Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_11


k Reference materials (e.g., encyclopedia, 


dictionary)


Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Use of Print and 


Online Resources


Organization of 


Instruction


Instructional 


Strategies


TeacherSM


4, 8PriOnlRes_1_12


l Reading-related educational games Not used/Supplement/Basis for 


instruction


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 4 grade teachers reported difficulty understanding this 


item because they have never seen a reading related 


educational game.
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher Preparation


Educational and TrainingTeacher


SL4, 8


Train_1 As part of your formal education 


and/or training, to what extent did you 


study the following areas? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


6 out of 7 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 1 teacher reported they were unsure about 


what type of "training" should be included in their responses. 1 


teacher also noted that they "did not know where the line is 


between 'introduction' and 'area of emphasis'", and to consider 


defining the categories by the number of courses. 1 teacher 


further noted that they were unclear what training to included 


(i.e.,  all training from when they became a teacher or training 


completed this past year should be considered.) 


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher PreparationEducation 


and TrainingTeacherSM


4, 8


Train_1_01a English Not at all/Overview or Introduction to 


topic/It was an area of emphasis


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher PreparationEducation 


and TrainingTeacherSM


4, 8


Train_1_02b Pedagogy/teaching reading Not at all/Overview or Introduction to 


topic/It was an area of emphasis


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher PreparationEducation 


and TrainingTeacherSM


4, 8


Train_1_03c Educational psychology Not at all/Overview or Introduction to 


topic/It was an area of emphasis


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher PreparationEducation 


and TrainingTeacherSM


4, 8


Train_1_04d Remedial reading Not at all/Overview or Introduction to 


topic/It was an area of emphasis


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 7 teachers was not able to put this phrase into her own 


words because it was too generic.


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher PreparationEducation 


and TrainingTeacherSM


4, 8


Train_1_05e Reading theory Not at all/Overview or Introduction to 


topic/It was an area of emphasis


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 7 teachers reported they were unfamiliar with the 


phrase "reading theory".


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher PreparationEducation 


and TrainingTeacherSM


4, 8


Train_1_06f Special education Not at all/Overview or Introduction to 


topic/It was an area of emphasis


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher PreparationEducation 


and TrainingTeacherSM


4, 8


Train_1_07g Second language learning Not at all/Overview or Introduction to 


topic/It was an area of emphasis


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Education and 


Training


Teacher PreparationEducation 


and TrainingTeacherSM


4, 8


Train_1_08h Assessment methods in reading Not at all/Overview or Introduction to 


topic/It was an area of emphasis


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 42
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Teacher 


Preparation


Types of 


assessments used


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


Teacher


SL4, 8


Assess_1


How often do you do use each of the 


following to assess student progress in 


English/language arts? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 7 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer and were able to describe the intent of this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Types of 


assessments used


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_1_01


a Multiple-choice tests Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Types of 


assessments used


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_1_02


b Short written responses (e.g., a phrase 


or sentence)


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Types of 


assessments used


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_1_03


c Long written responses (e.g., several 


sentences or paragraphs)


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Types of 


assessments used


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_1_05


d Group projects or presentations Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Types of 


assessments used


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_1_06


e Individual projects or presentations Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Types of 


assessments used


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_1_07


f Observation checklists Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


2 out of 7 teachers reported they did not know what an 


"observation checklist" is. 


Teacher 


Preparation


Types of 


assessments used


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_1_08


g Exit cards or exit slips Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 43
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Teacher 


Preparation


Use of 


assessments


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


Teacher


SL4, 8


Assess_2


How often do you use assessments to 


do each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row. 


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


7 out of 8 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 1 teacher reported this item was "difficult" to 


answer because they could not connect what the stem was 


asking and what the sub-items were asking.


Teacher 


Preparation


Use of 


assessments


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_2_01


a Determine the student's current level of 


performance


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 7 teachers indicated they misunderstood this item 


because they only included formal assessments (e.g., 


"standardized score once a month")


Teacher 


Preparation


Use of 


assessments


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_2_02


b Set goals for specific progress the 


student would like to make


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 7 teachers indicated they were unsure what the intent 


of this item was. 


Teacher 


Preparation


Use of 


assessments


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_2_03


c Monitor progress the student has made 


toward goals previously set


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Reading pilot: 


1 out of 7 teachers indicated they were unsure what the intent 


of this item was. 


Teacher 


Preparation


Use of 


assessments


Teacher Preparation


Use of Assessment


TeacherSM


4, 8


Assess_2_04


d Adjust your teaching strategies to meet 


the student's current learning needs 


and to reflect the student's future goals 


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once or 


twice a week/ Every day or almost 


every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Topic: Noncognitive Teacher Factors – Teacher Items
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher Preparation


Noncognitive teacher factorsTeacher


SL4, 8SelfEff_2


Do you think you would be able to 


support students in learning each of the 


following? Select one answer choice on 


each row.





OR





How confident do you feel you can 


support students in learning the 


following? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All grade 4 and grade 8 teachers (total 8) reported this item was 


"very easy" or "easy" to answer and understood the intent of 


this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_2_01


a, 


a


Figure out the meaning of a word they 


don't know by using other words in the 


text


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_2_02


b, 


b


Explain the meaning of something they 


have read to their teacher


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_2_03


c, 


c


Understand the feelings of characters in 


a story


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4SelfEff_2_04a


d Figure out the main idea of a text I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 4 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_04b


d Figure out the main theme of a text I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_2_05


e, 


e


Express their ideas about something 


they have read


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 45
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_2_07


f, 


f


Understand figures of speech (e.g., 


similes and metaphors)


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_08


g Recognize when punctuation is used for 


effect (e.g., "I'm hungry!")


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_10


h Understand how specific word choices 


affect the meaning of a sentence (e.g., 


"my friend was happy" versus "my 


friend was ecstatic")





I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_11


i Judge the reliability of sources (e.g., 


how a website might be biased or 


inaccurate)


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_12


j Credit others for their ideas (e.g., citing 


sources, using endnotes and footnotes 


in reports)


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_2_13


g, 


k


Find text in a reading passage to help 


them answer a question on a test


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_2_14


h, 


l


Recognize when they don't understand 


something they are reading


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_2_15


I, 


m


Recognize the difference between fact 


and opinion in a text


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_16


n Analyze the author’s organization of 


information in a passage


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 46
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_17


o Critique the author’s craft or technique I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_18


p Evaluate the evidence presented in a 


text


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 4 grade 8 teachers reported difficulty describing the 


intent of this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


8SelfEff_2_19


q Identify the author's perspective in a 


persuasive text


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can   





OR


Not at all confident / Not very confident 


/ Confident / Very confident


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No grade 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


Teacher


SL4, 8SelfEff_3


Do you think you would be able to do 


each of the following? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


7 out of 8 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. The 1 teacher who reported this item was 


"difficult" to answer did not clarify why. 





One another teacher noted this item was "easy" to answer, but 


that sometimes they were unsure how to distinguish between 


"I probably can" and "I definitely can".


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_3_01


a Prepare lessons that are appropriate 


for students with varying reading 


abilities


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can  


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_3_02


b Select relevant and challenging reading 


materials for students


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can  


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_3_03


c Provide students with concrete and 


actionable feedback 


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can  


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_3_04


d Provide support to students who are 


struggling with reading


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can  


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_3_05


e Help students understand the meaning 


of challenging reading texts


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can  


Minor 


issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 8 teachers reported difficulty understanding the 


phrase "challenging texts".


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Self-efficacy


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


TeacherSM


4, 8SelfEff_3_06


f Help students make connections 


between their thinking and the reading 


material


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe/ I probably can / I definitely can  


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 47
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher Preparation


Noncognitive teacher factorsTeacher


SL4, 8


Attri_1 Suppose that your students did badly 


on a quiz you gave this week. How 


likely are you to consider each of the 


following reasons in this situation? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 7 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer and were able to describe the intent of this item.





There was no clear preference for a particular response option. 


Consider further exploring response options for this item in the 


2016 pilot. 


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_1_01a The topic is new and my students are 


still learning. 


Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_1_02b This is a challenging topic and my 


students may need more time to learn 


the concepts. 


Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_1_03c I have little support from my school to 


teach the material.


Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_1_04d I have little support from my district to 


teach the material.


Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_1_05e I may not have explained the concepts 


well this week.


Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_1_07f Sometimes my students are unlucky. Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 7 teachers reported difficulty understanding the word 


"unlucky" in this context.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_1_08g My students did not study enough.  Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 48
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher Preparation


Noncognitive teacher factorsTeacher


SL4, 8


Attri_2 Suppose you start reading a new book 


in your English/language arts class and 


your students find it difficult to 


understand at first. How likely are you 


to consider each of the following 


reasons in this situation? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 7 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer and were able to describe the intent of this item. 1 


teacher repeatedly noted that it was not clear whether the 


responses "1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second likely reason / 3 


= Likely reason" should be ranked or not. 





There was no clear preference for a particular response option. 


Only 1 out of 6 teachers mentioned not liking the response 


options "Not at all likely / Unlikely / Somewhat likely / Likely / 


Very likely". Consider further exploring response options for 


this item in the 2016 pilot. 


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_2_01a I selected a challenging book. Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_2_02b My students were not fully paying 


attention when reading. 


Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_2_03c The words are challenging. Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher Preparation


Noncognitive teacher factorsTeacher


SL4, 8


Attri_3 Suppose your students really did well 


on their last English/language arts test. 


How likely are you to consider each of 


the following reasons in this situation? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


5 out of 6 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer and were able to describe the intent of this 


item. The 1 teacher who reported this item was "difficult" to 


answer did not clarify why.





There was no clear preference for a particular response option. 


Consider further exploring response options for this item in the 


2016 pilot. 


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_3_01a They were lucky. Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Table 49
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_3_02b They studied and were prepared.  Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_3_03c They put a lot of effort. Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_3_04d They always do well on 


English/language arts tests.


Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Noncognitive 


Teacher Factors


Attribution


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Attri_3_05e I taught the concepts well.  Not at all likely/Unlikely/Somewhat 


likely/Likely/Very likely





OR                                                                                                                                          


1 = Least likely reason / 2 = Second 


likely reason / 3 = Likely reason


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.




Topic: Desire for Learning – Teacher Items


Table 50
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity


Teacher Preparation


Noncognitive teacher factorsTeacher


SL4, 8


Curi_1 Thinking about your English/language 


arts class this school year, how much 


does each of the following statements 


describe a person like you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Reading pilot: "How much 


does this describe you". Students and 


teachers both suggested such a revision.


6 out of 9 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or 


"easy" to answer. 3 teachers reported difficulty with the 


wording used in the stem and describing the intent of the item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive teacher 


factors


TeacherSM


4, 8


Curi_1_01a I was eager to explore new reading 


texts.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 9 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item 


because they did not have any new reading texts. This teacher 


understood the intent of the item but was not sure how she 


should respond. This teacher suggested dropping this item 


because English teachers are not likely to introduce new texts 


every year.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive 


teacher factorsTeacherSM


4, 8


Curi_1_02b I collaborated with other teachers to 


help me improve my reading lessons.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive 


teacher factorsTeacherSM


4, 8


Curi_1_03c I showed interest in teaching reading 


skills.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive 


teacher factorsTeacherSM


4, 8


Curi_1_04d I was eager to find new reading 


material to incorporate into my lessons.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive 


teacher factorsTeacherSM


4, 8


Curi_1_05e I looked for opportunities to extend my 


teaching skills.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No teachers reported difficulty understanding this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive 


teacher factorsTeacherSM


4, 8


Curi_1_06f I was curious about my students 


understanding of reading skills.


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot


2 out of 9 teachers reported difficulty understanding the word 


"curious" and phrase "reading skills" in this context. 2 other 


teachers mentioned this item was ambiguous and the intent 


was not clear. 


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity


Teacher PreparationNoncognitive 


teacher factorsTeacherSM


4, 8


Curi_1_07g I was curious about how my students 


think about reading skills. 


Not at all like me/Not much like 


me/Somewhat like me/Mostly like me 


/Very much like me


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot


2 out of 9 teachers reported difficulty understanding the word 


"curious" and phrase "reading skills" in this context. 1 other 


teacher mentioned this item was ambiguous and the intent was 


not clear. 




Topic: Resources for Learning and Instruction – School Administrator Items


Table 51
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning and 


PeopleSchoolSL4VE659100


To what extent are each of the 


following a responsibility of the reading 


specialist(s) available to fourth-grade 


students at your school? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 10 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer and were able to describe the intent of this item. 1 out 


of 10 teachers indicated the stem was "clumsy" or poorly 


worded.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning and 


PeopleSchool


SM


4VE658962


a Provide one-on-one help to students on 


various reading topics


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 10 school administrators indicated that the stem was 


"clumsy" or poorly worded, and therefore found this item 


confusion. This confusion resulted in the school administrator 


inaccurately describing the intent of the item (i.e., this item asks 


"how available is a reading specialist and to what extent..."). 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionPeopleSchool


SM


4VE659111


b Provide one-on-one help to students at 


various achievement levels


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 10 school administrators reported difficulty 


understanding the phrase "various achievement levels". They 


were unsure whether the phrase referred to "above"/"below" 


achievement level classifications or "students who are not at 


the same level".





Another school administrator indicated that the stem was 


"clumsy" or poorly worded, and therefore found this item 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning 


and InstructionPeopleSchoolSL8VE659230


To what extent are each of the 


following a responsibility of the reading 


specialist(s) available to eighth-grade 


students at your school? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


All 12 teachers reported this item was "very easy" or "easy" to 


answer and were able to describe the intent of this item. 1 


teacher noted that a skip logic should be included for this item 


that first asks the school administrator if there are reading 


specialists in there school. If they yes, then we should 


administer this item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning and 


PeopleSchool


SM


8VF009700


a Provide one-on-one help to students on 


various reading topics


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No school administrators reported difficulty understanding this 


item.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


People


Resources for Learning and 


PeopleSchool


SM


8VF009703


b Provide one-on-one help to students at 


various achievement levels


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No school administrators reported difficulty understanding this 


item.




Table 52
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Reading 


Resources


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionProduct ResourcesSchoolSL4, 8


ReaRes_1


How much is your school's capacity to 


provide instruction affected by a 


shortage or inadequacy of the 


following? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Reading pilot: Rephrasing the 


stem so that it reads "How much is your 


school's ability to provide instruction affected 


by a lack of the following resources?


20 out of 25 school administrators reported this item was "very 


easy" or "easy" to answer. The 5 school administrators who 


reported this item was "very difficult" or "difficult" indicated 


the phrases "school's capacity" and "shortage or inadequacy" 


were confusing. These same school administrators did not 


accurately describe the intent of the item which likely had some 


effect on the responses they provided to the sub-items.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Reading 


Resources


Resources for Learning 


and InstructionProduct ResourcesSchool


SM


4, 8


ReaRes_1_01


a Teachers with a specialization in 


reading


Not at all/A little/Some/A lot


Some issues


This item performed well in coglabs, but the 


stem did not. Consider this item for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot, and 


consider the revision for ReaRes_1 if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


8 out of 25 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item 


because they were confused by the stem and had to re-read 


the stem and sub-item multiple times to understand what was 


being asked.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Reading 


Resources


Resources for Learning 


and InstructionProduct ResourcesSchool


SM


4, 8


ReaRes_1_02


b Computer software for reading 


instruction


Not at all/A little/Some/A lot


Some issues


This item performed well in coglabs, but the 


stem did not. Consider this item for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot, and 


consider the revision for ReaRes_1 if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


6 out of 25 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item 


because they were confused by the stem and had to re-read 


the stem and sub-item multiple times to understand what was 


being asked.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Reading 


Resources


Resources for Learning 


and InstructionProduct ResourcesSchool


SM


4, 8


ReaRes_1_03


c Library books Not at all/A little/Some/A lot


Some issues


This item performed well in coglabs, but the 


stem did not. Consider this item for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot, and 


consider the revision for ReaRes_1 if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


5 out of 25 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item 


because they were confused by the stem and had to re-read 


the stem and sub-item multiple times to understand what was 


being asked.


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


Limited Reading 


Resources


Resources for Learning and 


InstructionProduct ResourcesSchool


SM


4, 8


ReaRes_1_04


d Audio-visual resources for reading 


instruction


Not at all/A little/Some/A lot


Some issues


This item performed well in coglabs, but the 


stem did not. Consider this item for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Reading pilot, and 


consider the revision for ReaRes_1 if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


5 out of 25 teachers reported difficulty understanding this item 


because they were confused by the stem and had to re-read 


the stem and sub-item multiple times to understand what was 


being asked.





2 out of 25 teachers reported difficulty with the phrase "audio-


visual" and suggested including examples of audio-visual 


resources.




Topic: Organization of Instruction – School Administrator Items


Table 53
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2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


Curriculum 


Content


Organization of Instruction


Curriculum Content


SchoolSL4VC190984


To what extent is your school’s 


English/language arts program 


structured according to the following 


resources? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


9 out of 10 school administrators found this item "very easy" 


or "easy" to answer and were able to describe the intent of this 


item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


Curriculum 


Content


Organization of Instruction


Curriculum Content


School


SM


4VC190995


a Commercially developed programs Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Reading pilot: Adding 


examples provided by school administrators 


such as "Hooked on Phonics, the National 


Geographic program".


4 out of 10 school administrators reported difficulty 


undestanding this item. 1 school administrator suggested that 


examples or a definition be provided. 




Topic: Teacher Preparation – School Administrator Items


Table 54

[image: image49.emf]Topic Index/Facet


2013 Issue


2013 Sub-Issue


Respondent


SetType


Grade


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Teacher 


Preparation


Professional 


Development


Teacher Preparation


Professional DevelopmentSchoolSL4, 8VB380370


During the last two years, to what 


extent have professional development 


activities offered to teachers in your 


school focused on the following? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


23 out of 25 school administrators reported this item was "very 


easy" or "easy" to understand and were able to describe the 


intent of this item. The 2 school administrators who reported 


this item was "difficult" to answer did not clarify why. 


Teacher 


Preparation


Professional 


Development


Teacher PreparationProfessional 


Development


School


SM


4, 8VB380371


a Use of English/language arts across the 


curriculum


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No school administrators reported difficulty understanding this 


item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Professional 


Development


Teacher PreparationProfessional 


Development


School


SM


4, 8VB380372


b Interpreting and analyzing literature Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


3 out of 25 school administrators reported difficulty 


understanding this item. They explained the wording was 


confusing because they were unsure if this item was about the 


entire school or specific departments. Further, they were 


unsure if this item referred to interpreting and analyzing 


"somebody else's writing rather than our own".


Teacher 


Preparation


Professional 


Development


Teacher PreparationProfessional 


Development


School


SM


4, 8VE634273


c Interpreting and analyzing 


informational texts


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No school administrators reported difficulty understanding this 


item.


Teacher 


Preparation


Professional 


Development


Teacher PreparationProfessional 


Development


School


SM


4, 8VB380373


d Understanding the cognitive process of 


an individual when they are reading or 


writing


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


No school administrators reported difficulty understanding this 


item. However, 1 out of 25 school administrators suggested 


that the phrase "cognitive process" be revised to "reading 


process".


Teacher 


Preparation


Professional 


Development


Teacher PreparationProfessional 


Development


School


SM


4, 8VE634274


e Use of scoring guides to evaluate 


student work


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


1 out of 25 school administrators reported difficulty 


understanding the phrase "scoring guide" because they are 


unfamiliar with the term.


Teacher 


Preparation


Professional 


Development


Teacher Preparation


Professional DevelopmentSchool


SM


4, 8VB380374


f Instructional strategies for teaching 


English/language arts


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 Reading 


pilot.


3 out of 25 school administrators reported difficulty 


understanding this item. One school administrator explained 


the wording was confusing because they were unsure if this 


item was about the faculty's skills or the student's skills. 


Another teacher was unsure if this item referred to the entire 


school or specific departments. Another school administrator 


misunderstood the intent of this item and thought it asked 


whether specialists help teachers "where they felt they needed 
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� These are counts at the item level. Some of these are matrix items that include more than one sub-item.



� For students under age 18, parents/guardians received the various contact information.



� Roach, A. T., & Sato, E. (2009). White paper: Cognitive interview methods in reading test design and development for alternate assessments based on modified academic achievement standards (AA-MAS). Dover, NH: Measured Progress and Menlo Park, CA: SRI International.



� Participants who identify as biracial are included in the “other” category.



� School administrator totals include Reading, Mathematics, and Writing interviews because school administrators were administered all subject-specific items.



� Please note that the 90 minutes included time for introductions (maximum 15 minutes), conducting the interview (60 minutes), and debriefing and/or time for additional questions/feedback from the participants (maximum 15 minutes). 
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this study was to provide a rational basis for evaluation of items for the pilot administration of the 2017 NAEP Mathematics Survey Questionnaire. In particular, new and revised items across four content Topics were administered: Resources for Learning and Instruction, Organization of Instruction (including Technology in Mathematics), Teacher Preparation and Student Factors including (Grit, and Desire for Learning). This included both standalone items as well as indices of items intended to add breadth and depth to future questionnaire reporting. Items were evaluated in 60-90 minute cognitive interviews with all three respondent groups, i.e., students, teachers, and school administrators. The interviewers collected participant responses to the items and probe questions intended to reveal issues of confusion or difficulty with the item content or structure. In addition, the interviewers noted participant body language and tone of voice to allow of identification of negative emotional response to questionnaire items. Participant demographic characteristics were recorded and summarized, and an evaluation and information summary has been provided in the results section of this report.

Key Findings


A primary goal of this cognitive interview study was to identify problems with proposed survey questionnaire items. Items administered in the cognitive interviews were generally understood with little confusion by participants, who collectively described the majority of the items as very easy or easy to answer. In some instances, participants noted confusion with item content, including the meaning of the terms “tablet computer” “Wi-Fi”. 

Another goal of this study was to identify points of confusion in the cognitive interview items. Based on the comments provided by participants, there were instances where additional examples would alleviate some of the expressed confusion. Specific instances of confusion included broad mathematics concepts such as “odds and probabilities” and instances where students were asked to reflect on broader mathematics skills such as reading problems carefully, relating mathematical knowledge to the real world, and or using different steps to solve a problem all of which elicited confusion in participants when presented without examples. Suggestions of example content have been provided in cases where such a need was observed. 


Observations from the cognitive interviews also indicated instances were the wording and terminology were confusing to participants. In the case of all students, there were issues with understanding deeper metacognitive concepts having to do with students thinking about their thinking as it relates to their beliefs about their approach to mathematical challenges. This issue occurred in items were students were asked to consider thoughts about challenging mathematics problems or thoughts related to avoiding mathematical solutions where they will have to think about math “in depth”. Simplification of wording and terminology has been suggested in cases were confusion of this type was observed.


Another goal of the cognitive interview study was to compare alternate versions of items and response options to identify the best choice. For items that asked students to consider the frequency of participating in specific mathematics activities, students preferred answer options that were less quantifiable such as “never or almost never” to “always or almost always” options. This occurrence was also observed for the use of technology items as one student noted “it’s easier to answer this one because I can’t count how many times I did this” when referring to frequency of using specific types of technology.  When answering the achievement goal items students preferred to answer these items in terms of their agreement with the statement. For all other response option comparisons, students preferred each option equally. Inclusion of more than one version of these response options in the NAEP 2017 Mathematics pilot administration and comparison of resulting data in terms of consistency and correlations with other variables will allow for further investigation. 

Concerning the implementation of new item-types, the cognitive interviews utilized free response items for instances where students were asked how many times they participated in a specific activity during a specified time period (e.g. past seven days). Overall, free response options seemed to work well in these cases with students commenting that “more choices would make this harder”.  Findings confirm that students can answer these items without larger difficulties across grades.


This cognitive interview study also sought to examine new student factor Topics that included achievement goals, self-efficacy, grit, curiosity, and need for cognition, all developed for mathematics specifically.  These Topics are important factors for understanding student achievement, and multiple item sets were read and reacted to by participants in this study. In all Topics, there were items that functioned well with minor or no issues except for some need for cognition matrix items that contained sub-items that students found difficult to respond to. Notwithstanding the result of this cognitive interview effort, there is a possibility to move forward with each of these facets for pilot.

Figures 1-3 give a high-level overview of the evaluation results for all items tested in cognitive interviews for the three respondent groups. Detailed evaluations of each item can be found in the full report and in the Appendix.
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Figure 1
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Figure 3

Study Rationale


The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is a federally authorized survey of student achievement at grades 4, 8, and 12 in various subject areas, such as mathematics, reading, writing, science, U.S. history, civics, geography, economics, and the arts. NAEP is administered by NCES, part of the Institute for Education Sciences in the U.S. Department of Education. NAEP’s primary purpose is to assess student achievement in the various subject areas and to also collect survey questionnaire data from students, teachers, and school administrators to provide context for the reporting and interpretation of assessment results. 


The NAEP Mathematics
 Survey Questionnaire aims to capture data related to domain-specific contextual factors for student achievement. This includes the Student Questionnaire; the Teacher Background, Education, and Training Questionnaire (BET); and the School Characteristics and Policies Questionnaire (SCP). Currently, the NAEP Mathematics Survey Questionnaires (NAEP Core SQ) for students, teachers, and school administrators are comprised primarily of single questions, and questionnaire results have subsequently been reported as single questions. Table 1 summarizes the specific areas of focus in the current NAEP 2014 Core SQ. 


Table 1. Areas of Focus in Current NAEP 2014 Mathematics Survey Questionnaires.

		Respondent

		Item Topic

		Topic Facets

		Number of Items




		

		

		

		Grade 4

		Grade 8



		Student

		Resources for Learning and Instruction

		Product Resource

		2

		9



		

		

		People Resource

		1

		4



		

		 

		Use of Calculators

		1

		10



		

		Organization of Instruction

		Curriculum Content

		1

		1



		

		Student Factors

		Self-Related Beliefs

		15

		13



		 

		 

		Total Items

		20

		37



		Teacher (BET)

		Organization of Instruction

		Organization of Instruction

		1

		1



		

		

		Curriculum Content

		1

		1



		

		

		Instructional Strategies

		3

		3



		

		

		Use of Calculators

		3

		3



		

		

		Use of Calculators

		3

		3



		

		Resources for Learning and Instruction

		Time

		1

		1



		

		

		Facilities

		1

		1



		

		

		People

		1

		1



		

		

		Use of Calculators

		2

		2



		

		

		Use of Computers and New Technology

		1

		1



		

		

		

		

		



		 

		 

		Total Items

		17

		17



		School (SCP)

		Organization of Instruction

		Instructional Strategies 

		-

		3



		

		

		 Curriculum Content

		16

		10



		 

		 

		Total Items

		16

		13





For the upcoming NAEP Mathematics SQ, item development efforts have implemented a revised approach, which aimed to use both single questions and Topics of questions (“indices”) on the same topic in order to add breadth and depth to questionnaire reporting. These development efforts started with a review of the existing Core questionnaire item pool and an identification of key areas of focus for new item development. These areas of focus (i.e., SES, technology use, school climate, grit, and desire for learning) were identified in prior work as important factors directly related to the appraisal of academic achievement. New items were then developed to capture these five Topics. 


As part of NAEP’s item development process for the student, teacher, and school survey questionnaires, all newly developed survey items were pretested in cognitive interviews with a small sample of students, teachers, and school administrators. The main objectives of the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews for all subject areas were:

1. To identify problems with survey questionnaire items (i.e., ensure the item is understood by the participant at all grade levels, and confirm items are not sensitive in nature or make the participant uncomfortable);


2. To explore ways to improve examples used within items;


3. To find ways to simplify wording in items where possible; 

4. To compare alternative versions of items in order to identify appropriate version(s) for NAEP;


5. To compare different response options in order to identify appropriate sets of response options and replace vague response options with more quantifiable and specific response options, if feasible; and

The results from the current study will be used to inform which survey questionnaire items can be administered during the upcoming NAEP 2017 Mathematics pilot administration (administered in 2016). See Tables 2 through 4 for a summary of the specific items and indices administered in this cognitive interview study. An overview of the cognitive interview study procedures and its main results is documented in the remainder of this report.

Table 2. Areas of Focus for NAEP Mathematics Student Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		TOPIC

		FACET

		Index (Yes/No)

		Number of Items in Coglabs



		Resources for Learning and Instruction

		Calculator Use 

		Yes

		6



		Organization of Instruction

		Technology Use

		No

		15



		Student Factors

		Interest

		Yes

		6



		 

		Interest

		No

		8



		

		Self-Efficacy (Computational)

		No

		15



		 

		Self-Efficacy (Applied)

		No

		10



		

		Self-Efficacy (General Applied Math Skills)

		No

		11



		 

		Achievement Goals

		Yes

		8



		

		Grit

		Yes

		12



		Need for Cognition

		Need for Cognition

		Yes

		9



		

		Curiosity

		Yes

		12



		Outside of School Learning

		--

		No

		11



		

		

		

		



		 

		Total Items

		 

		124



		

		 

		

		240





Table 3. Areas of Focus for NAEP Mathematics Teacher Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		Topic

		Facet

		Index (Yes/No)

		Number of Items in Coglabs



		Instructional Strategies

		Instructional Strategies

		No

		15



		Organization of Instruction

		

		No

		19



		Use of Computers and New Technologies

		Use of Computers and New Technologies

		No

		3



		Noncognitive Teacher Factors

		Teacher Practices

		No

		14



		 

		Teacher Attitudes

		Yes

		6



		 

		Teacher Curiosity

		Yes

		7



		Resources for Teaching and Learning

		Resources for Learning

		No

		5



		 

		Total Items

		 

		69





Table 4. Areas of Focus for NAEP Mathematics School Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX (YES/NO)

		Number of Items in Coglabs



		Resources for Learning and Instruction

		--

		No

		57



		Organization of Instruction

		--

		No

		3



		 

		Total Items

		 

		60





Methodology

Sampling and Recruitment


NCES contracted ETS to develop the NAEP Survey Questionnaires and carry out the cognitive interview activity for Core described in this report. 


EurekaFacts, a subcontractor for ETS on survey questionnaire development projects, recruited the study participants and conducted the cognitive interviews. EurekaFacts is a research and consulting firm in Silver Spring, Maryland that offers facilities, tools, and staff to collect and analyze both qualitative and quantitative data.


Various resources were employed to recruit participants. For students
, these included:


· existing participant databases;


· targeted telephone and mail contact lists;


· school system research/assessment directors;


· NAEP State Coordinators when possible to recruit in schools;


· community resources (e.g., Boys/Girls clubs, Parent-Teacher Associations, community centers, and limited on-site location-based and mass media recruiting); and


· out-reach/contact methods and resources (e.g., internet ads, flyers/bookmarks, canvassing, and having representatives available to talk to parents, educators, and community organizers throughout the community at appropriate local events, school fairs, etc.).


Teachers and school administrators were recruited using the following recruitment resources, in addition to those mentioned above: 


· National organizations’ databases of administrators and faculty;

· NCES school database;


· contacts within organizations and groups that serve as recruitment partners; and when needed


· Targeted contact lists.


The contractors recruited 4th and 8th grade students (i.e., a mix of gender, race/ethnicity, urban/suburban/rural, and socioeconomic background), teachers (i.e., a mix of school sizes, and a mix of school socioeconomic demographics), and school administrators (i.e., a mix of school sizes, and a mix of school socioeconomic demographics) so that a diverse sample was achieved. SES (socio-economic status) characteristics were given a higher priority than other respondent characteristics when recruiting while also ensuring sufficient balance of other criteria.

Participants were recruited in urban areas such as Washington, D.C. and Baltimore, MD, as well as suburban and rural areas in Maryland and Virginia. In addition to the aforementioned areas, EurekaFacts will also recruit teachers and school administrators in up to 12 other states represented in their database. To minimize the travel burden of students, parents/guardians, teachers, and school administrators, cognitive interviews were conducted in nearby venues that were convenient for the participants, such as EurekaFacts offices, community centers, facilities of community-based organizations, and school building sites (after school only). Before conducting any interviews in school building sites, ETS, the school principal, and the NAEP State Coordinators were notified to confirm approval. 


More specifically, the recruitment process proceeded as follows:


1) Contractors sent an email of introduction about the cognitive interview research to (a) various elementary, middle school, and high school principals, (b) individuals in the subcontractors’ existing databases, (c) community centers and research/assessment directors, (d) targeted telephone and mail contact lists, (e) parents/guardians, and (f) teachers and school administrators. The email of introduction included flyers, an information brochure, and informational bookmarks
. 


2) EurekaFacts (subcontractor) discussed recruitment with those community centers/youth centers that contacted EurekaFacts upon receiving the email of introduction, flyers, information brochure, and informational bookmarks. 


3) After receiving a contact of interest, a EurekaFacts staff member followed up with the parent/guardian, teacher, and school administrator via phone, and asked them to provide demographic information to ensure that a diverse sample was selected as per preliminary criteria.


4) If the parent/guardian allowed their student to participate, and the teacher and school administrator agreed to participate, the subcontractor followed up to confirm participation and the date and time of the cognitive interview session.


5) Parents/guardians (on behalf of the students under 18), students age 18 or older, teachers, and school administrators were required to sign informed consent forms prior to the cognitive interview session.


6) Students, teachers, and school administrators with a signed consent were asked to participate in cognitive interviews that lasted up to 90 minutes. After participating in the cognitive interview, students, parents/guardians (only if they provided transportation to and from the cognitive interview), teachers, and school administrators received their incentive (see Section 9) and were sent a thank you letter/email. 


In total, 22 students, 9 teachers, and 30 school administrators participated in this study. See Tables 5 through 7 for details about the demographic composition of each respondent group. These sample sizes are in line with recommended sample sizes in the relevant research literature. A minimum number of five respondents per subgroup is recommended to identify major problems with an item, and for a meaningful analysis of data from exploratory cognitive interviews that is targeted at testing the usability of developed prototype questions.4

Table 5.Composition of Student Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Grade 12

		

Total



		Female

		4

		7

		1

		12



		Male

		4

		9

		4

		17



		African American

		6

		4

		1

		11



		Asian American

		-

		3

		-

		3



		Caucasian

		3

		11

		4

		18



		Hispanic/Latino

		-

		1

		-

		1



		Low SES

		3

		3

		-

		6



		Low-Medium SES

		-

		5

		-

		5



		Medium SES

		-

		1

		-

		1



		Medium-High SES

		-

		2

		-

		2



		High SES

		6

		12

		5

		23



		Urban

		2

		4

		3

		9



		Suburban

		5

		6

		2

		13



		Rural

		2

		6

		-

		8





Table 6. Composition of School Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Total



		Female

		7

		5

		12



		Male

		1

		3

		4



		African American

		4

		5

		9



		Asian American

		0

		0

		0



		Caucasian

		3

		3

		6



		Hispanic/Latino

		0

		0

		0



		Other


		1

		0

		1



		Low SES

		2

		1

		3



		Low-Medium SES

		4

		6

		10



		Medium SES

		1

		0

		1



		Medium-High SES

		1

		0

		1



		High SES

		0

		0

		0



		Public

		5

		5

		10



		Private

		0

		0

		0



		Charter

		3

		3

		6



		Urban

		7

		7

		14



		Suburban

		1

		1

		2



		Rural

		0

		0

		0





Table 7. Composition of Teacher Administrator Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Total



		Female

		4

		5

		9



		Male

		-

		-

		-



		African American

		1

		1

		2



		Asian American

		1

		1

		2



		Caucasian

		3

		3

		6



		Hispanic/Latino

		-

		-

		-



		Low School SES

		3

		2

		5



		Low-Medium SES

		-

		-

		-



		Medium School SES

		-

		-

		-



		Medium-High SES

		-

		-

		-



		High School SES

		1

		2

		3



		Public

		4

		4

		8



		Private

		-

		-

		-



		Charter

		-

		5

		5



		Urban

		4

		2

		6



		Suburban

		-

		1

		1



		Rural

		-

		2

		2





The NAEP SQ Cognitive Interview Approach

One-and-a-half-hour (90 minutes)
 cognitive interviews were conducted with all students, teachers, and school administrators (specifically principals) and a select few were conducted via phone/WebEx. Specifically two teacher interviews and two school administrator interviews were conducted via phone/WebEx. 

In NAEP, all newly developed student, teacher, and school administrator survey questionnaire items go through rigorous reviews and are pre-tested in cognitive interviews before any pilot and operational administrations. In cognitive interviews (often referred to as a cognitive laboratory study or cog lab), an interviewer uses a structured protocol in a one-on-one interview drawing on methods from cognitive science. The objective is to explore how participants are thinking and what reasoning processes they are using to work through tasks. A verbal probing technique is used for this cognitive interview activity. With verbal probing techniques, the interviewer asks probing questions, as necessary, or to explore additional issues that have been identified a priori as being of particular interest. This interview technique has proven to be productive in previous NAEP pretesting and is the primary approach of the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews.


The NAEP cognitive interviews were conducted as one-on-one sessions led by trained interviewers. Participants were first welcomed, introduced to the interviewer and an observer (if an in-room observer was present), and told that they were there to help ensure that students/teachers/administrators like them understand the newly developed Core, Writing, Reading, and Mathematics items. Participants were reassured that their participation was voluntary and that their responses would be used for research purposes only (see section on Assurance of Confidentiality below). As part of the introduction process, the interviewer explained to participants that their responses would be audio recorded. For phone or web-based student, teacher, and school administrator cognitive interviews, the interviewer explained the technology and described the tools the participants could use, such as muting their phone and asking questions.

The verbal probing used in the NAEP SQ cognitive interview approach keeps cognitive complexity and burden for the respondents low, and allows for the collection of targeted information directly relevant to the quality and functioning of the survey questions. The general procedure is conducted as follows. Respondents first read and answer the question being tested. While the respondent is completing a given question, the interviewer (and observer, if present) takes note of any nonverbal or verbal signs that might indicate difficulties or unease with answering the question (e.g., if the participant’s facial expressions indicate they might be confused, frustrated, or disengaged; ineffectual or repeated actions suggesting misunderstanding or usability issues), and if extra time is needed to answer certain questions. After the respondent provides a response, the interviewer follows up with a set of probes aimed at capturing the respondent’s interpretation of what the question is asking, any possible difficulties with understanding the intent of the question or specific words and phrases used, and the respondent’s overall subjective perception of how difficult or easy the question was. Additionally, specific probes are used to discern which of several alternative versions of a question a respondent prefers, and whether respondents have suggestions for how the clarity of an item might be improved (e.g., by adding examples that they can relate to). The interviewer is tasked not only with keeping participants engaged by asking the probe questions, but also soliciting responses from less talkative participants and asking follow-up questions where appropriate (e.g., “That’s interesting, could you tell me a little bit more about that?”). Tables 8 through 10 give an overview of the generic probes used for all discrete, matrix, and free response items, respectively. 


Given the firm 90-minute interview length and the large number of items being pre-tested in this study, a varying number of question sequences were administered across each respondent group. These sequences were comprised of select subsets of items asked in a specific order, which allowed for coverage of all items in the time allotted while simultaneously avoiding order effects. Table 11 summarizes the number of sequences used for each respondent group and the item counts therein. All subject-specific cognitive interview protocols and item probes can be found in the cognitive interview results section.


In sum, the cognitive interview studies produce largely qualitative data in the form of verbalizations made by participants in response to the interviewer probes, and some informal observations of behavior. These cognitive interviews are important given that they help to identify potential problems with items, as well as help inform how to improve items. 

Table 8. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for All Discrete Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question (preferably to him/herself) and ask him/her to select an answer. Once he/she has read and answered the question, ask the following probes: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what the question is asking?



		2

		Why did you select this choice? How did you know what answer to select?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult? 





Table 9. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for All Matrix Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question stem (preferably to him/herself). Please note, the participant should only read the stem and not the options (i.e., sub-items). Once he/she has read the question stem, ask the following probe: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what you think this question is asking you to do?



		2

		The interviewer should then ask the participant to read each option/sub-item and to describe each option/sub-item and his/her response to that option/sub-item. The probes in this cell should be asked for each option/sub-item. 


a) Can you tell me, in your own words, what [option a., b., c., etc.] means to you?

b) Why did you select this choice? How did you know what answer to select?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult?





Table 10. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for Free Response Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question (preferably to him/herself) and ask him/her to write in his/her answer. Once he/she has read and answered the question ask the following probes: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what the question is asking?



		2

		Why did you give this answer? How did you know to give this answer?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult?





Table 11. Summary of Sequences Used Across Respondent Groups.

		Respondent Group

		Grade

		Sequence/Form Number

		Number of Items in Sequence



		Student

		4

		1

		9



		

		

		2

		8



		

		

		3

		8



		

		8

		1

		9



		

		

		2

		8



		

		

		3

		9



		Teacher

		4

		1

		11



		

		

		2

		11



		

		8

		1

		11



		

		

		2

		11



		School Administrator

		4

		1

		21



		

		

		2

		21



		

		8

		1

		26



		

		

		2

		26





Assurance of Confidentiality


Participants were notified that their participation was voluntary and that their answers would be used only for research purposes and would not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose except as required by law [Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 (20 U.S.C. §9573)]. 


Written consent was obtained from participants and from parents or legal guardians of students. Participants were assigned a unique identifier (ID), which was created solely for data file management and used to keep all participant materials together. The participant ID is not linked to the participant name in any way or form. The consent forms, which include the participant name, were separated from the participant interview files and secured for the duration of the study and will be destroyed after the final report is completed. The interviews were audio recorded. The only identification included on the files was the participant ID. The recorded files were secured for the duration of the study and will be destroyed after the final report is submitted.


Compensation


To encourage participation and thank participants for their time and effort, a $25 VISA gift card was offered to each participating student. If a parent or legal guardian brought their student to and from the testing site they also received a $25 VISA gift card along with a thank you letter for allowing the child to participate in the study. Teacher and school administrator participants were offered $25 VISA gift card for interviews conducted remotely (via telephone/WebEx) or $40 VISA gift card for interviews conducted in person, and a thank you letter for taking part in the study.

Results

Participant responses to the items and both generic and item-specific probes were compiled and evaluated for each item. Additional information, including behavioral notes recorded during the cognitive interview and audio recordings of the interviews were considered as a part of the item evaluations. Responses to the probes inquiring about participant confusion and item difficulty were quantified as tallies that fed into the evaluation of each item. Based upon the results of the evaluation, each item was classified as having no issues, minor issues, some issues, or many issues. Each of these categories is summarized below.

No issues. Items that have no issues are those that have passed through the coglab process without any indication that the item needs to be revised or reconsidered in any way. In this case, all participants were able to interpret and respond to the item in the way intended. All participants to these items did not find any part of the item confusing. Responses to item-specific probes did not indicate any additional issues within the item or sub-items. Additionally, all participants to items with no issues found the items either “very easy” or “easy” to answer.

Minor issues. Items that have minor issues are those that have passed through the coglab process with very little indication that the item needs to be revised or reconsidered. These items have the same characteristics as the items with no issues except one or two participants note that he/she had some confusion or difficulty. Items that have minor issues do not need to be revised, but notes have been recorded in the Record of Development regarding the source of the trouble to allow for future discussion of the item.

Some issues. Items that have some issues are those that do function well but either require changes to some aspect of the item, such as clarification to item wording, concepts, or some particular wording within the item or the response options. When items have some issues, less than half of participants express difficulty in answering and had trouble interpreting the item in the way that was intended. Items in this category are those where less than half of the participants have indicated that they found the item confusing and/or indicated that the item was “difficult” or “very difficult” to answer. Items identified as having some issues do not require substantial revisions to item wording.

Many issues. Items that have many issues are those that do not function well and are not recommended for use. When items have many issues, half or more participants express serious confusion or misunderstanding in one or more item probes or select a difficulty rating of “difficult” or “very difficult”. Items have many issues when there is a need to rewrite a substantial amount of the item content due to respondent feedback or when a rewriting of the item would result in a substantial change to the intended meaning of the item. 

Note, the four categories aim at evaluating the items as administered in cognitive interviews. At this stage, no final recommendation as to whether an item should be included in the Pilot assessment is made. Final recommendations will be made after having reviewed cognitive interview findings with the Questionnaire Standing Committee and NCES, resulting in further prioritizations of items. While the cognitive interview evaluations are based on item performance only, recommendations for pilot will also consider relative priorities of items and potentially revised items.


The following tables summarize evaluations for each item in the pool organized by Topic. The tables included in this document include a summary evaluation along with a rationale for each item. An Excel spreadsheet provided as an appendix includes additional information, including more detailed information on respondents’ answers to item-specific probes and charts illustrating the overall perceived difficulty of each item. 

Click here to access Excel spreadsheet with more detailed item evaluations.

Topic: Resources for Learning and Instruction – Student Items

Table 12

[image: image4.emf]Topic                               


Respondent


Type


Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                          Response Options                                                                      


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


Student


SL


4,8


Calc1_1


a


In your math class this year, how 


often have you used the following 


types of calculators? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Minor Issues for Gr 4


Minor issues for Gr 4 because students reported not 


having access to many of the calculators being referred. 


This item may only be good for Gr 8.


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


Student


SM


4,8


Calc1_2  


b


Basic four-function calculator  Never or almost never / Rarely / 


Sometimes / Often / Always or 


almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Some Issues for Gr 4


Minor issues for Gr 4 because students reported not 


having access to many of the calculators being referred 


to. This item may only be good for Gr 8.


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


Student


SM


8


Calc1_3


c


Graphing calculator  Never or almost never / Rarely / 


Sometimes / Often / Always or 


almost always


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


Student


SM


4,8


Calc1_4    


d


Calculator app on a smartphone  Never or almost never / Rarely / 


Sometimes / Often / Always or 


almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Some issues for Gr 4 because 75% of Gr 4 Students 


indicated difficulty providing an answer to this 


item.students reported not having access to many of 


the calculators being referred to. This item may only be 


good for Gr 8.





Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


Student


SM


4,8


Calc1_5    


e


Calculator on a tablet computer Never or almost never / Rarely / 


Sometimes / Often / Always or 


almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Some issues for Gr 4 because 75% of Gr 4 Students 


indicated difficulty providing an answer to this 


item.students reported not having access to many of 


the calculators being referred to. This item may only be 


good for Gr 8.





Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


Student


SM


4,8


Calc1_6


f


Calculator on a desktop or laptop 


computer


Never or almost never / Rarely / 


Sometimes / Often / Always or 


almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Some issues for Gr 4 because 75% of Gr 4 Students 


indicated difficulty providing an answer to this 


item.students reported not having access to many of 


the calculators being referred to. This item may only be 


good for Gr 8.





Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


Student


SM


4,8


Calc1_7


g


I preferred not to use a calculator. Never or almost never / Rarely / 


Sometimes / Often / Always or 


almost always


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Some issues for Gr 4 because 75% of Gr 4 Students 


indicated difficulty providing an answer to this 


item..Students reported not having access to many of 


the calculators being referred to. This item may only 


work for Gr 8.




Topic: Resources for Learning and Instruction – Teacher Items


Table 13 

[image: image5.emf]Topic Facet 


Respondent


Type





Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                         Response Option 


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher


SL


4,8


NewOrg1_0


Where do your instructional 


materials come from? Select 


one answer choice on each 


row. 


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher


SM


4,8


NewOrg1_1


a


Text books provided by your 


district or school


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher


SM


4,8


NewOrg1_2


b


Materials provided by your 


district 


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher


SM


4,8


NewOrg1_3


c


Materials found on the 


Internet


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher


SM


4,8


NewOrg1_4


d


Other materials: (Please 


specify) ____________


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 




Topic: Resources for Learning and Instruction – School Administrator Items

Table 14

[image: image6.emf]Topic


Respondent


Type





Grades 


Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item or Stem                    Response Options


Coglab Evaluation 


 Summary Evaluation





Rationale 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


D


4


VB525182


In your school, are fourth-grade students from 


different classes typically grouped for 


mathematics instruction by achievement levels 


(so that some instruction groups are higher in 


average mathematics achievement levels than 


others)?


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


D


4


VB525183


In your school, how often are fourth-grade 


students’ mathematics placements evaluated?


Once a year / Once a 


marking period 


(semester, trimester) / 


More than once a 


marking period / 


Students are not 


grouped by 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SL


4,8


VE659419


In this school year, to what extent are each of 


the following a responsibility of the 


mathematics resource teacher(s) available to 


fourth-grade students at your school? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE659422


a


Provide mathematics 


remediation/intervention to individual 


students 


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE659423


b


Provide mathematics 


remediation/intervention to groups of 


students


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE659424


c


Provide mathematics enrichment to individual 


students


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Table 15

[image: image7.emf]Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE659425


d


Provide mathematics enrichment to groups of 


students


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


ResInst1_0


e


Provide extra help sessions for students during 


regular school hours


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


ResInst1_1


f


Provide after-school tutoring for students Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SL


4


VE013351


Approximately what percentage of your 


school’s classrooms has the following 


technological resources for fourth-grade 


mathematics instruction? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013352


a


Cable/satellite/closed-circuit television 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013353


b


Videodisc player/VCR/DVD player 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013354


c


Digital/video camera 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Table 16

[image: image8.emf]Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013355


d


Video conferencing equipment 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013356


e


Scanner for images or text 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013357


f


Device for projecting images directly from a 


computer


0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013359


g


Computer 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013360


h


Internet 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE013362


i


Printer 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4


VE509167


j


Handheld devices (e.g., personal digital 


assistants)


0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Table 17

[image: image9.emf]Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


Res1_1


k


Interactive white board 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


Res1_3


l


Document reader  0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


Res1_4


m


Document camera 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


D


4,8


Res2_0


This year, how many teachers are teaching 


mathematics in your school? Enter the 


number of teachers.


Fill in the blank


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Table 18

[image: image10.emf]Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SL


8


VE659430


In this school year, to what extent are each of 


the following a responsibility of the 


mathematics resource teacher(s) available to 


eighth-grade students at your school? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


N/A


Some Issues 


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions if 


we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-We will need to revise the term "resource teachers" 


and/or provide examples of the role or duties of a 


"resource teacher". 


-A potential revision might also include replacing 


"resource" with "Mathematics".


Coglab data indicated that many administrators 


had trouble understanding and answering the item. 


More than half of the administrators expressed 


confusion with the term "resource" and stated this 


term as "broad" and confusing. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE659436


a


Provide mathematics 


remediation/intervention to individual 


students


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


Some Issues 


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions if 


we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-We will need to revise the term "resource teachers" 


and/or provide examples of the role or duties of a 


"resource teacher". 


Coglab data indicated that many administrators 


had trouble understanding and answering the item. 


More than half of the administrators expressed 


confusion with the term "resource" and stated this 


term as "broad" and confusing. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE659434


b


Provide mathematics 


remediation/intervention to groups of 


students


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


Some Issues 


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions if 


we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-We will need to revise the term "resource teachers" 


and/or provide examples of the role or duties of a 


"resource teacher". 


Coglab data indicated that many administrators 


had trouble understanding and answering the item. 


More than half of the administrators expressed 


confusion with the term "resource" and stated this 


term as "broad" and confusing. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE659435


c


Provide mathematics enrichment to individual 


students


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


Some Issues 


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions if 


we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-We will need to revise the term "resource teachers" 


and/or provide examples of the role or duties of a 


"resource teacher". 


Coglab data indicated that many administrators 


had trouble understanding and answering the item. 


More than half of the administrators expressed 


confusion with the term "resource" and stated this 


term as "broad" and confusing. 




Table 19

[image: image11.emf]Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE659433


d


Provide mathematics enrichment to groups of 


students


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


Some Issues 


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions if 


we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-We will need to revise the term "resource teachers" 


and/or provide examples of the role or duties of a 


"resource teacher". 


Coglab data indicated that many administrators 


had trouble understanding and answering the item. 


More than half of the administrators expressed 


confusion with the term "resource" and stated this 


term as "broad" and confusing. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


4,8


ResInst1_0


e


Provide extra help sessions for students during 


regular school hours


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


Some Issues 


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions if 


we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-We will need to revise the term "resource teachers" 


and/or provide examples of the role or duties of a 


"resource teacher". 


Coglab data indicated that many administrators 


had trouble understanding and answering the item. 


More than half of the administrators expressed 


confusion with the term "resource" and stated this 


term as "broad" and confusing. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


4,8


ResInst1_1


f


Provide after-school tutoring for students Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


Some Issues 


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions if 


we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-We will need to revise the term "resource teachers" 


and/or provide examples of the role or duties of a 


"resource teacher". 


Coglab data indicated that many administrators 


had trouble understanding and answering the item. 


More than half of the administrators expressed 


confusion with the term "resource" and stated this 


term as "broad" and confusing. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SL


8


VE013906


Approximately what percentage of your 


school’s classrooms has the following 


technological resources for eighth-grade 


mathematics instruction? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


Minor Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions if 


we decide to include this item in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-Revise the stem to " at all times" or "during instruction 


you have access to". 


Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One administrator 


commented that they did not know if this question 


referred to "each individual class at all times" 


-A suggestion was also made by one of the 


administrators that this question might be easier 


with the inclusion of examples or images for each 


of the devices, "maybe a graphic".


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE013908


a


Cable/satellite/closed-circuit television 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Table 20

[image: image12.emf]Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE013909


b


Videodisc player/VCR/DVD player 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE013910


c


Digital/video camera 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE013914


d


Video conferencing equipment 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE013916


e


Scanner for images or text 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE013917


f


Device for projecting images directly from a 


computer


0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources for 


Learning and 


Instruction


School Administrator


SM


8


VE013919


g


Computer 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Table 21

[image: image13.emf]Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


8


VE013922


h


Internet 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


8


VE013923


i


Printer 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


8


VE509176


j


Handheld devices (e.g., personal digital 


assistants)


0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100% 


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


TechRes1_2


k


Interactive white board 0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


TechRes1_4


l


Document reader  0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. 


Do not consider for 2017 pilot


Coglab data gave some  indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. More than half of the 


administrators stated that they did not know what 


a document reader was.


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


TechRes1_5


m


Document camera  0% / 1–25% / 26–50% / 


51–75% / 76–99% / 


100%


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Table 22

[image: image14.emf]Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SL


4,8


OutSchoolS3_0


In this school year, did your school provide the 


following out of school activities? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_1


a


Opportunities for students to discuss math 


work and math homework with their teachers





Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_2


b


Peer tutoring Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_3


c


Math competitions Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_4


d


Chess clubs Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_5


e


Computer programming classes Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Table 23

[image: image15.emf]Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_6


f


Mathematics clubs Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_7


g


Mathematics study groups  Yes / No


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. 


Do not consider for inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Almost half of the administrators indicated 


interpreting this item in the same way as sub-item 


b.


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_8


h


Teacher led tutoring sessions for groups of 


students


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_9


i


Teacher led extra help sessions Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


4,8


OutSchoolS3_1


0


j


Family mathematics night Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 
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[image: image16.emf]Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


D


8


OutsideMath1_


0


In this school year, what percentage of 


students has gone to other schools 


(neighboring  middle school, high school, or 


college)  to receive mathematics instruction?


0-10% / 11-20% / 21-


30%  / 31-40% / 41-


50%  / More than 50%





No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SL


8


Outsidemath2_


0


Below are some sentences about students who 


may have to go to other schools for 


mathematics instruction. Please indicate which 


statements apply to your students. Select one 


answer choice on each row.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


8


Outsidemath2_


1


a


There are students in my school who take high 


school classes for mathematics


Yes/No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


8


Outsidemath2_


2


b


My school provides credit for students who 


take high school or college mathematics 


classes 


Yes/No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


8


Outsidemath2_


3


c


My school provides credit for mathematics 


classes taken by students outside of your 


school


Yes/No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


8


Outsidemath2_


4


d


Students at my school who take high school 


mathematics classes also take the same tests 


as high school students taking the same course


Yes/No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Resources 


for Learning 


and 


Instruction


School 


SM


8


Outsidemath2_


5


e


Algebra I courses offered in my school contain 


the same material as algebra I courses offered 


at the high school level


Yes/No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 




Topic: Student Factors– Student Items

Table 25

[image: image17.emf]Topic                               


 Facet 


Respondent


Type


Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                          Response Options                                                                      


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SL


4,8


Interest1_0


How much does each of the 


following statements describe a 


person like you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


                                                                                                                                       


OR  





How much do you agree that each 


of the following statements 


describe a person like you? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





For the response options studetns preferrd 


each response option equally.





Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest1_1


a


I enjoy doing math. Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest1_2


b


I look forward to my math class. Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 
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[image: image18.emf]Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest1_4


c


I am interested in the things I 


learned in math.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest1_6


d


I think making an effort in math is 


worthwhile. 


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


Minor issues for with this item were identified 


for Gr 4  during cog labs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Simplify the word "worthwhile" to "important 


to me"


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Two of the students indicated struggling to interpret the 


word "worthwhile". One of the students suggested 


revising this term to "worth my time".


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest1_8


e


I think math will help me in my 


daily life.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified for 


Gr 4 during cog labs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Simplify "daily life" to "times when not in 


school"


At least half of Gr 4 students struggled with the term 


"daily life". 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest1_9


f


I think it is important to do well in 


math.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SL


4,8


Interest2_0


In your math class this year, how 


much do you enjoy solving the 


following types of math 


problems? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


No Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during cog labs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Revise answer options to include "does not 


apply"


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest2_1


a


Addition, subtraction, 


multiplication, and division


Not at all / Not very much / 


Somewhat / Mostly /  Very much


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


8


Interest2_2


b


Finding areas of shapes and 


figures


Not at all / Not very much / 


Somewhat / Mostly /  Very much


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


8


Interest2_3


c


Solving odds and probabilities 


problems 


Not at all / Not very much / 


Somewhat / Mostly /  Very much


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during cog labs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Revise to chances and probabilities


-Provide example, "chances of finding a 


specific card in a deck or the chances of pulling 


out a certain color of a marble"


Cog lab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the students 


reported issues with this wording.
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[image: image19.emf]Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


8


Interest2_4


d


Solving equations or simplifying 


expressions


Not at all / Not very much / 


Somewhat / Mostly /  Very much


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


8


Interest2_5


e


Constructing and building different 


types of graphs (e.g. bar graph, 


line graph, or box and whisker 


plots)


Not at all / Not very much / 


Somewhat / Mostly /  Very much


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest2_6


f


Working with geometric figures 


like rectangles and squares


Not at all / Not very much / 


Somewhat / Mostly /  Very much


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest2_7


g


Finding the area and parameter of 


different shapes


Not at all / Not very much / 


Somewhat / Mostly /  Very much


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs for Gr 4. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Student suggestion to revise to "Finding the 


area and the sides of different shapes"


-The word parameter should can also be 


revised to "perimeter"


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. At least half of the  students 


reported having trouble with this wording. 


Student Factors


Interest


Student


SM


4,8


Interest2_9


h


Looking at patterns, graphs, and 


charts


Not at all / Not very much / 


Somewhat / Mostly /  Very much


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 
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[image: image20.emf]Student Factors


Self-Efficacy


Student


SL


4,8


SelfEff1_0


Thinking about math, do you think 


you would be able to do the 


following with a calculator? Do 


not actually solve the problems.  


Select one answer choice on each 


row.                                                  


OR  


How confident do you feel that 


you could do each of the following 


with a calculator? Do not try to 


solve them. Select one answer 


choice on each row.





N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


For the response options both grades 


preffered Not at all confident / Not very 


confident/ Confident/ Very confident.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff1_1


a


Solve 4 x 50 x 9 =?  I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff1_4


b


Solve 1,000,000 – 513,462 = ? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 
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[image: image21.emf]Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff1_5


c


Solve 301 – 75 = ?  I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff1_7


d


Solve 65 x 21 = ? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff1_8


e


Solve 125 ÷ 6 = ? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff1_9


f


Solve 24 + 14 = ? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 
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[image: image22.emf]Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff1_14


g


Solve 3x + 5 = 17? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy


Student


SL


4,8


SelfEff2_0


Thinking about math, do you think 


that you would be able to do each 


of the following? Do not actually 


solve the problems. Select one 


answer choice on each row.


OR   


How confident do you feel that 


you could do each of the following 


without a calculator? Do not try 


to solve them. Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


-Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework.





For the response options, both grades 


prefered 


Not at all confident / Not very confident/ 


Confident/ Very confident. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff2_1


a


Solve 4 x 50 x 9 =?  I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff2_3


b


Solve 1,000,000 – 513,462 = ? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.
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[image: image23.emf]Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff2_4


c


Solve 301 – 75 = ?  I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff2_6


d


Solve 65 x 21 = ? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff2_7


e


Solve 125 ÷ 6 = ? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff1_14


f


Solve 3x + 5 = 17? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.
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[image: image24.emf]Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff2_12


g


Solve for h if,  h = 73 + 2.5 (400)? I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(computational)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff2_13


h


Solve 3 x ( __ + 5) = 30?                                                         I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Clarify context for this set of items e.g. if you 


received these items on a test or for 


homework. 


Coglab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this 


item.Students who struggled with this item did so 


because  there was no context being refferred to in this 


item.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy


Student


SL


4,8


SelfEff2_0


Thinking about math, do you think 


that you would be able to do each 


of the following? Do not actually 


solve the problems. Select one 


answer choice on each row.


OR   


How confident do you feel that 


you could do each of the following 


without a calculator? Do not try 


to solve them. Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 
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[image: image25.emf]Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff3_17


a


Estimate the weight of 5 apples 


using pounds (lbs)


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff3_18


b


Divide 42 stickers by 6 students I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff3_1


c


Calculate how many square feet 


of tile you need to cover your 


classroom floor


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff3_4


d


Find the actual distance between 


two places  on a map with a 


1:10,000 scale


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff3_6


e


Calculate the gas mileage of a car I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 
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[image: image26.emf]Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff3_9


f


Determine a 20% tip of a $67 


restaurant dinner bill. 


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff3_11


g


Estimate the area of  your 


classroom floor using square feet


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff3_12


h


Describe the properties shared by 


every isosceles right triangle


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff3_15


i


Find the amount of carpet needed 


to cover a rectangular floor if you 


know its length and width


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(applied)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff3_16


j


Know when to take a turkey out of 


the oven if, the time is 10:00 a.m. 


and it takes 3 hours and 45 


minutes to cook 


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, more than half of all students indicated that 


this item was difficult to answer. 




Table 35

[image: image27.emf]Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(General applied 


math skills)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff4_5


f


Use different tools like a ruler or 


calculator to solve problems


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


Provide Examples of an equation or problem.


Coglab results gave some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. At 


least 50% of the students found this item diffficult to 


answer.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(General applied 


math skills)


Student


SM


4,8


SelfEff4_6


g


Use charts, lists, or drawings to 


solve math problems


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


Provide Examples of an equation or problem.


Coglab results gave some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. At 


least 50% of the students found this item diffficult to 


answer.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(General applied 


math skills)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff4_7


h


Use the correct math terms when 


describing and solving math 


problems


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


Provide Examples of an equation or problem.


Coglab results gave some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. At 


least 50% of the students found this item diffficult to 


answer.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(General applied 


math skills)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff4_8


i


Look at patterns in tables and 


graphs to describe relationships.


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


Provide Examples of an equation or problem.


Coglab results gave some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. At 


least 50% of the students found this item diffficult to 


answer.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(General applied 


math skills)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff4_9


j


Discover patterns and make 


statements about them


I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


Provide Examples of an equation or problem.


Coglab results gave some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. At 


least 50% of the students found this item diffficult to 


answer.


Student Factors


Self-Efficacy 


(General applied 


math skills)


Student


SM


8


SelfEff4_11


k


Create equations I definitely can't / I probably can't 


/ Maybe /  I probably can / I 


definitely can   


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


Provide Examples of an equation or problem.


Coglab results gave some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. At 


least 50% of the students found this item diffficult to 


answer.




Table 36

[image: image28.emf]Student Factors


Mathematics 


Activities Outside 


of School


Student


D


4,8


Outschool1_9


Over the past seven days, how 


many days did you help your 


friends with their math 


homework? Enter the number of 


days.


FREE RESPONSE


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Motivation


Student


D


4,8


Outschool1_10


Over the past seven days, how 


many days did you participate in a 


math study group? Enter the 


number of days.


FREE RESPONSE


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Motivation


Student


SL


4,8


AchGoal1_0


Thinking about your math class 


this year, how much does each of 


the following statements describe 


a person like you? Select one 


answer choice on each row. 


 Or           


 Thinking about your math class 


this year, how much do you agree 


with each of the following 


statements? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Minor 


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Achievement 


Goals 


(Performance)


Student


SM


4,8


AchGoal1_1


a


I want other students to think I am 


good at math. 


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





For the response optilons, slightly more 


students preferred the Strongly disagree / 


Disagree / Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree/ Strongly agree.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Achievement 


Goals 


(Performance)


Student


SM


4,8


AchGoal1_2


b


I want to show others that math 


schoolwork is easy for me. 


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Achievement 


Goals 


(Performance)


Student


SM


4,8


AchGoal1_4


c


I want to look smart compared to 


other students in my math class. 


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 
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[image: image29.emf]Student Factors


Achievement 


Goals (Mastery)


Student


SM


4,8


AchGoal1_7


d


I want to master a lot of new skills 


in my math class.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Achievement 


Goals (Mastery)


Student


SM


4,8


AchGoal1_10


e


 I want to improve my math skills 


this year. 


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Achievement 


Goals 


(Performance)


Student


SM


4,8


AchGoal1_11


f


I want to get better grades than 


the other students in my math 


class.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Achievement 


Goals (Mastery)


Student


SM


4,8


AchGoal1_15


g


I want to learn as much as 


possible in my math class. 


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Student Factors


Achievement 


Goals (Mastery)


Student


SM


4,8


AchGoal1_16


h


I want to understand as much as I 


can in my math class.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 
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[image: image30.emf]Student Factors


Grit


Student


SL


4,8


Grit1_0


Thinking about your math class 


this school year, how much does 


each of the following statements 


describe a person like you? Select 


one answer choice on each row.





N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_1


a


I finished whatever I began in 


math.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_4


b


I stayed committed to my math 


goals, even if they took a long 


time to complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_5


c


I kept working even when I felt like 


quitting in my math class.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_6


d


I continued working on what I set 


out to do, even if it took a long 


time to complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_7


e


I kept trying to improve myself in 


math, even if it took a long time to 


get there.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_8


f


I came to math class prepared. Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_9


g


I remembered and followed 


directions for my math 


assignments.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 
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[image: image31.emf]Student Factors


Grit


Student


SL


4,8


Grit2_0


Thinking about your math class 


this school year, how much does 


each of the following statements 


describe a person like you? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_10


a


I started working on my math 


assignments right away rather 


than waiting until the last minute.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_11


b


I paid attention and resisted 


distractions during math class.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_12


c


I worked independently with focus 


on math assignments.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_13


d


I stayed on task without reminders 


from my math teacher.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 


Student Factors


Grit


Student


SM


4,8


Grit1_14


e


I paid attention in my math class 


even when I was bored.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Gr 


4 seemed to struggle with the cognitive complexity of 


these items. 




Topic: Non-Cognitive Teacher Factors—Teacher Items

Table 40

[image: image32.emf]Topic Facet 


Respondent


Type





Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                         Response Option 


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SL


8


TeachEff4_0


e


Thinking about your eighth-


grade, mathematics classes 


this year, how much emphasis 


did you place on the following? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SL


4


TeachEff1_0


Thinking about your fourth-


grade mathematics classes this 


year, how much emphasis did 


you place on the following? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


4


TeachEff3_0


a


How to determine what the 


problem is asking and the best 


way to solve it 


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


4


TeachEff3_1


b


How to use alternate methods 


to solve problems when the 


first method does not work 


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


Minor issues 


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. One Gr 8 Teacher reported this item 


as being confusing. She stated that this item can 


be interpreted in a multiple ways.  


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


4


TeachEff3_2


c


Ways to explain ones thinking 


and make connections 


between models and 


equations


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachEff3_3


d


How to make assumptions and 


approximations 


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 
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[image: image33.emf]Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


4


TeachEff3_4


e


How to represent a problem 


situation with numbers, words, 


pictures, or charts 


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. However, One Gr 8 Teacher reported 


this item as being confusing. Specifically 


whether the question referred to "Evaluating 


the procedure or knowing the steps or knowing 


the term for the steps".


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


4


TeachEff3_6


f


Understanding of  tools for 


problem solving and 


limitations of use


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


4


TeachEff3_7


g


How to use clear and precise 


language when students are 


discussing their problem 


solving and reasoning


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


8


TeachEff3_8


h


Ways to use models to explain 


calculations


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


8


TeachEff3_9


i


How to represent a problem 


situation in multiple ways 


including numbers, words, 


pictures, and charts. 


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 
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[image: image34.emf]Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


8


TeachEff3_10


j


How to evaluate a problem-


solving process


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


8


TeachEff3_11


k


How to create equations Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


8


TeachEff3_12


l


Ways for students to relate 


what they know to the real 


world and make sense of it 


mathematically


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


8


TeachEff3_13


m


How to use appropriate 


terminology when referring to 


the number system, functions, 


geometric figures, and data 


displays


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Practices


Teacher


SM


8


TeachEff3_14


n


Ways to examine patterns in 


tables and graphs to generate 


equations and describe 


relationships


Little to no emphais / Not much 


emphasis / Some emphasis / A lot of 


emphasis


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Attributions


Teacher


SL


4,8


TeachAttr9_0


Suppose your students really 


did well on their last 


mathematics test. How likely 


are the following to be reasons 


for the student's success? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


Minor issues 


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


-


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 4 Teachers indicated that e and f 


sound similar


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Attitudes


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachAttr9_2


a


Students studied and were 


prepared. 


Not at all likely / Not likely / 


Somewhat likely / Likely / Very likely


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


-


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Attitudes


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachAttr9_3


b


Students put in a lot of effort. Not at all likely / Not likely / 


Somewhat likely / Likely / Very likely


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


-


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 
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Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Attitudes


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachAttr9_4


c


Students always do well on 


tests.


Not at all likely / Not likely / 


Somewhat likely / Likely / Very likely


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


-


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Attitudes


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachAttr9_5


d


I taught the concepts well.  Not at all likely / Not likely / 


Somewhat likely / Likely / Very likely


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


-


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Attributions


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachAttr9_7


e


The students guessed well on 


the quiz.


Not at all likely / Not likely / 


Somewhat likely / Most likely / Very 


likely


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


--However we may need to drop e or f as teachers 


indicated that the two sound similar.


Coglab data gave some indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 4 Teachers indicated that e and f 


sound similar


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Attributions


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachAttr9_8


f


Sometimes students are just 


lucky.


Not at all likely / Not likely / 


Somewhat likely / Most likely / Very 


likely


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


--However we may need to drop e or f as teachers 


indicated that the two sound similar.


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 4 Teachers indicated that e and f 


sound similar


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Attributions


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachAttr9_9


g


Many of the students are just 


good at math.


Not at all likely / Not likely / 


Somewhat likely / Most likely / Very 


likely


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


-


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Curiosity


Teacher


SL


4,8


TeachCur1_0


During your mathematics class 


this year, how much does each 


of the following statements 


describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


Some Issues


Overall, there were some issues with this item and 


revisions are needed for inclusion into pilot. 


Overall 3 of the 8 teachers found this item to be 


confusing and reported having confusion when 


answering. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Curiosity


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachCur1_1


a


I was eager to explore new 


concepts in mathematics with 


my students.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Clarify if this item refers to multiple or a single class


Differentiate this item from C as 1 teacher stated that 


the two items "sound the same"


Overall 3 of the 8 teachers found this item to be 


confusing and reported having confusion when 


answering. 
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Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Curiosity


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachCur1_2


b


I collaborated with other 


teachers to improve my 


mathematics lessons.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor issues 


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


-


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Curiosity


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachCur1_3


c


I took an active interest in 


learning new mathematics 


concepts to share with my 


students.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Revise "curious" to "interested".


Overall 3 of the 8 teachers found this item to be 


confusing and reported having confusion when 


answering. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Curiosity


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachCur1_4


d


I was curious to learn more 


mathematics concepts to 


incorporate into my lessons.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Revise to "expand" to "differentiate". 


Overall 3 of the 8 teachers found this item to be 


confusing and reported having confusion when 


answering. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Curiosity


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachCur1_5


e


I looked for opportunities to 


extend my approach to 


teaching mathematics.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Revise to "new ways to present topics"


Overall 3 of the 8 teachers found this item to be 


confusing and reported having confusion when 


answering. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Curiosity


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachCur1_6


f


I was curious about my 


students understanding of 


mathematical concepts.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Revise to "curious" to "interested"


-Revise "understanding" to "mastery"


Overall 3 of the 8 teachers found this item to be 


confusing and reported having confusion when 


answering. 


Non-


Cognitive 


Teacher 


factors


Teacher 


Curiosity


Teacher


SM


4,8


TeachCur1_7


g


I was curious about the ways 


my students think about 


mathematical concepts.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Revise to "curious" to "interested"





Overall 3 of the 8 teachers found this item to be 


confusing and reported having confusion when 


answering. 




Topic: Need For Cognition—Student Items

Table 45

[image: image37.emf]Topic                               


 Facet 


Respondent


Type


Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                          Response Options                                                                      


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale 


Need for 


Cognition


Curiosity


Student


SL


4,8


Curiosity0_0


Thinking about your math class 


this school year, how much does 


each of the following statements 


describe a person like you? Select 


one answer choice on each row.


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. The 


item-specific probe indicates that this item may only 


work for Gr 8


Need for 


Cognition


Curiosity


Student


SM


4,8


Curiosity1_0


a


I wanted to explore new math 


concepts.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. All 


of the Gr 4 students struggled with the word concepts.


Need for 


Cognition


Curiosity


Student


SM


4,8


Curiosity1_1


b


I asked questions so that I could 


better learn math concepts.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well with the exception of 


minor issues in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.  


Sub-item A and Sub-Item B interpreted by 1 student as 


being similar


Need for 


Cognition


Curiosity


Student


SM


4,8


Curiosity1_2


c


I showed interest in learning how 


to solve math problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well with the exception of 


minor issues in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 
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[image: image38.emf]Need for 


Cognition


Curiosity


Student


SM


4,8


Curiosity1_3


d


I was curious to learn to solve 


different types of math problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well with the exception of 


minor issues in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Need for 


Cognition


Curiosity


Student


SM


4,8


Curiosity1_4


e


I looked for opportunities to 


improve my math skills.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well with the exception of 


minor issues in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: -


Simplify "opportunities" to "other ways".


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However, around half of the students struggled with 


the word "opportunities"..


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SL


4,8


NFCM1_0


Thinking about your math class 


this year, how much does each of 


the following statements describe 


a person like you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 : See following cells.


Overall, there were multiple instances of students 


misinterpreting or having trouble rephrasing the sub-


items as well as problematic words within items. 


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


8


NFCM1_1


a


In math class, I  prefer complex to 


simple problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


4,8


NFCM1_2


b


Thinking about math is my idea of 


fun.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


- Revise to something along the lines of 


student suggestion, "I try to ignore hard 


solutions when I have to think about Math."


Coglab data indicates that students had problems 


understanding and responding to this item. Almost half 


of the students found this item difficult to interpret.


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


4,8


NFCM1_3


c


I like math problems that 


challenge my thinking abilities. 


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Coglab data indicates that students had problems 


understanding and responding to this item. Almost half 


of the students found this item difficult to interpret. 


Almost half of the students found this item difficult to 


interpret
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Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


4,8


NFCM1_4


d


I try to avoid situations where I 


will have to think about math in 


depth.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


- Revise to something along the lines of 


student suggestion, "I try to ignore hard 


solutions when completing my math 


homework", (student reccomended revision).


Coglab data indicates that students had problems 


understanding and responding to this item. Almost half 


of the students found this item difficult to interpret. 


Almost half of the students found this item difficult to 


interpret.


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


8


NFCM1_5


e


I like to think about challenging 


math questions 


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Revise challenging to "hard" or "difficult"


Coglab data indicates that students had problems 


understanding and responding to this item. Almost half 


of the students found this item difficult to interpret. 


Almost half of the students were unsure about what 


this word.


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


8


NFCM1_6


f


I like math tasks that require little 


thought once I have learned them.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Student suggestion to revise to "I like math 


tasks that are easier to understand"


This item may benefit from easier to understand 


wording. 


One Student provided a good suggestions for 


simplifying.


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


4,8


NFCM1_7


g


I enjoy thinking about new 


solutions to math problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


8


NFCM1_8


h


Learning new ways to think in 


math class excites me.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Need for 


Cognition


Need for 


Cognition


Student


SM


4,8


NFCM1_9


i


I like to solve puzzles with 


numbers and equations.


Not at all like me / Not much like 


me / Somewhat like me / Mostly 


like me / Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 




Topic: Outside of School Learning – Student Items
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 Facet 


Respondent


Type


Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                          Response Options                                                                      


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale 


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


D


4,8


Outschool4_0


In this school year, how often 


have you used math on a daily 


basis outside of the classroom?


Never or hardly ever / A few 


times a year / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week / 


Every day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:     


-Revise the wording "outside of the classroom 


to "outside of the school"


Coglab results gave some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. At 


least 50% of the students found this item diffficult to 


answer.


Outside of 


School Learning


n/a


Student


SL


4,8


Outschool1_0


During this school year, how often 


did you participate in the 


following activities outside of the 


classroom? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:   


 





For the response options, both grades 


preffered  Never or almost never / Rarely / 


Sometimes / Often / Always or almost always.


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult" to answer.





Outside of 


School Learning


Mathematics 


Activities Outside 


of School


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_1


a


Talk about math problems with 


your friends


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Include a "does not apply" response option.


Revise the wording "outside of the classroom 


to "outside of the school" 


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult" to answer.  However 


more than half of the students indicated that they 


understood how to answer this item. 




Table 49

[image: image41.emf]Outside of 


School Learning


Mathematics 
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of School


Student


SM


8


Outschool1_2


b


Work on math homework outside 


of the classroom


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Include a "does not apply" response option. 


Revise the wording "outside of the classroom 


to "outside of the school"


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult" to answer.


Outside of 


School Learning


Mathematics 


Activities Outside 


of School


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_6


c


Play chess Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Include a "does not apply" response option. 


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult" to answer. 





Outside of 


School Learning


Mathematics 


Activities Outside 


of School


Student


SM


8


Outschoo1_7


d


Program computers Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


Include a "does not apply" response option.


Revise the wording "outside of the classroom 


to "outside of the school" 


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult" to answer.


Outside of 


School Learning


Mathematics 


Activities Outside 


of School


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_8


e


Participate in a math club Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Almost half  of the respondents reported this item as 


"difficult".


Many students associated the word "club" with 


something different than it's original intent.
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Outside of School 


Learning


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_11


f


Use online forums to look for help 


with your math homework


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:   Simplify 


the word "forum". 


Revise the wording "outside of the classroom 


to "outside of the school"


Almost half of the respondents reported this item as 


"difficult".


Many students didn't know what "forum" meant.


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_12


g


Use online games or apps to solve 


math problems


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:    


Revise the wording "outside of the classroom 


to "outside of the school"


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult".


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_14


h


Measure ingredients when 


cooking or baking at home


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:    


Many students indicated tht they did not do 


this in their home


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult".


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_15


i


Attend tutoring with other 


students


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:    students 


indicated that Outschool1_15 and Outschool 


1_16 were similar questions


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult".


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_16


j


Attend extra-help sessions after 


school


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during coglabs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Student suggestion to "revise to after-school 


tutoring".


Coglab data indicated students had problems 


understanding this item. Almost half of the respondents 


reported this item as "difficult".


The student's suggestion will help to simplify the 


wording in this item.
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Learning


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_17


k


 Play an instrument and read 


music


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


SM


4,8


Outschool1_18


l


Go to websites for help with your 


math homework


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


D


4,8


Outschool1_20


Over the past seven days, have 


you helped your friends with their 


math homework?


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


D


4,8


Outschool2_0


Have you ever participated in a 


summer program for math? 


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Outside of 


School Learning


Outside of School 


Learning


Student


D


4,8


Outschool3_0


This past summer did you 


participate in a summer program 


for math?


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 




Topic: Use of Computers and New Technologies – Teacher Items
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Respondent


Type





Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                         Response Option 


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Use of 


Computers and 


New 


Technologies





N/A


Teacher D4,8NewTech1_0


In your mathematics class this 


year, how often did you 


incorporate new technology 


into mathematics instruction? 


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year  / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Include the context of the new technology e.g. 


"technology that is new to you and your class". 


Three  of the teachers found this item difficult 


to answer. They stated that the item sounded 


"vague" and were unsure about the context of 


"new" technology. 


Use of 


Computers and 


New 


Technologies





N/A


Teacher SL4,8VC976197


In your mathematics class this 


year, how often did your 


students use a computer, 


tablet, or other digital device  


to do each of the following? 


Select <b>one</b> answer 


choice on each row.


n/a


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


-Revise response options to include a "does not apply" 


option.


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. . However, Teachers who reported 


that they did not engage in this practice found it 


difficult to answer this item.


Use of 


Computers and 


New 


Technologies





N/A


Teacher SM4,8VC976199


a Practice or review 


mathematics topics


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. . However, Teachers who reported 


that they did not engage in this practice found it 


difficult to answer this item.


Use of 


Computers and 


New 


Technologies





N/A


Teacher SM4,8VC976201


b Extend mathematics learning 


with enrichment activities


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. . However, Teachers who reported 


that they did not engage in this practice found it 


difficult to answer this item.


Use of 


Computers and 


New 


Technologies





N/A


Teacher SM4,8VC976202


c Research mathematics topics 


on the Internet


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. . However, Teachers who reported 


that they did not engage in this practice found it 


difficult to answer this item.




Topic: Organization of Instruction – Student Items

Table 53
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 Facet 


Respondent


Type


Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                          Response Options                                                                      


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale 


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Student


D


8


VB543277


What math class are you taking 


this year? Select one or more 


answer choices. 


Integrated or sequential math /  


Eighth-grade math /  General 


eighth-grade math  / Algebra I 


course / First year of a two-year 


algebra course / Second year of a 


two-year algebra course / Algebra 


I (one-year course) / Algebra II  /  


Geometry / Other


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during cog labs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Remove "integrated or sequential math"


-Only include options that are applicable to Gr 


8 math.


Although, coglab data gave no indication that Students 


had problems understanding or responding to this item. 


, 2 of the 5 students,  reported that they did not 


understand many of the options including "integrated 


math, sequential math, and multiple options for 


algebra. 


Organization of 


Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SL


4,8


TechUse5_0


In this school year, how often did 


the following things happen in 


your math class? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


-Include a "does not apply to me" in the 


response options has students who struggeled 


with this item did so because they did not 


recognize or use the technology being 


refferred to. 


While this item peformed well, there were issues in this 


item. Students found the lack of context to be 


confusing  (i.e. in school or out of school), difficulty 


remembering use when asked, and  the response 


options didn't seem to work for this item as many of 


the students did not recognize the technology being 


refferred to.


Organization of 


Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SM


4,8


TechUse5_1


a


My teacher used computers or 


tablets to show us how to work 


through math problems.





Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 




Table 54
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Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SM


4,8


TechUse5_2


b


I used Wi-Fi or some other 


Internet connection for my math 


work.


Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during cog labs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot:


-Remove the word "wi-fi".


There were multiple issues in this item. Students found 


the lack of context to be confusing  (i.e. in school or out 


of school), difficulty remembering use, and response 


options didn't seem to work for this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SM


4,8


TechUse5_3


c


My teacher used computers when 


teaching  math to my class.





Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SM


4,8


TechUse5_4


d


My teacher required us to use 


computers, tablets, or other 


digital devices to complete math 


assignments.





Never or hardly ever / Once every 


few weeks / About once a week / 


Two or three times a week / Every 


day or almost every day


Minor Issues


This item did not perform well in cog labs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot. 


Cog lab data gave minor indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


50% of Grade 4 misenterpreted this item.


Organization of 


Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SL


4,8


TechUse6_0


In this school year, how often 


have you used a computer, tablet, 


or other digital device (excluding 


hand-held calculators) for each of 


the following? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Cog lab data gave some indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Two of the students struggled with the term "resources 


and were unsure if pactice test were being reffered to 


at home or at school.


Organization of 


Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SM


4,8


TechUse6_1


a


Complete your math assignment Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a month / About once a 


week / Two or three times a week 


/ Every day or almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider 


for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Mathematics pilot.





Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SM


4,8


TechUse6_2


b


Look online for resources for help 


with your math assignment


Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a month / About once a 


week / Two or three times a week 


/ Every day or almost every day


Minor Issues


Minor issues with this item were identified 


during cog labs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


-simplify what is meant by "resources"?


Cog lab data gave no indication that Students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Students who struggled with this item did so because 


they had trouble with the word "resources".


Organization of 


Instruction


Technology Use


Student


SM


4,8


TechUse6_4


c


Take an online practice test Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a month / About once a 


week / Two or three times a week 


/ Every day or almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified 


during cog labs. We could consider the 


following revisions if we decide to include this 


item in the 2016 Mathematics pilot: 


-add additional wording  "at home" .


3 out of 6 students reported having trouble with the 


lack of context in this item e.g. at school or at home?




Topic: Organization of Instruction – Teacher Items

Table 55
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Respondent


Type





Grade





Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item                         Response Option 


Coglab Item Status 


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher


SL


4,8


HE001130


How often do you use each of 


the following to assess student 


progress in mathematics? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Some Issues


Overall, Some issues were found with this item as 


many teachers noted difficulty or confusion with some 


of the sub-items. 


 Overall, 3 of the 8 teachers found issues with at 


least half of the sub-items.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8HE001131


a Multiple-choice tests Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a year / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week


Minor Issues 


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


2 of the 8 teachers found issues with this sub-


Item.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8HE001132


b Problem sets Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a year / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot:


-Teachers who reported issues with these items stated 


not using problems sets


3 of the 8 teachers found issues with this sub-


Item.




Table 56
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Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8HE001133


c Short written responses (e.g., a 


phrase or sentence) 


Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a year / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot:


-Clarify if teachers should answer this item for all of 


the classes they are teaching or just one class.





3 of the 8 teachers found issues with this sub-


Item.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


Inst1_0


d Long written responses (e.g., 


several sentences or 


paragraphs)


Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a year / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week


Minor Issues 


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


2 of the 8 teachers reported having difficulty 


answering this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


Inst1_2


e Project-based assignments Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a year / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot:


-clarify if we would like teachers to refer to "small" or 


"large projects"


3 of the 8 teachers found issues with this sub-


Item.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


Inst1_3


f Collaboration on group 


assignments


Never or hardly ever / Once or 


twice a year / Once or twice a 


month / Once or twice a week


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot:


-clarify if we would like teachers to refer to the 


students in the groups or the assessment of the group 


as a whole.


2 of the 8 teachers reported having difficulty 


answering this item. However, as pointed out 


by one of the teachers this item is confusing 


because it's unclear if the teacher is evaluating 


the "group" or each student based on each 


collaboration. 




Table 57
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N/A


Teacher SL4,8


FrmAsses2_0 In your mathematics class this 


year, how often do you use 


assessments to do each of the 


following? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


FrmAsses2_1a Discuss the student's current 


level of performance with him 


or her


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once 


or twice a week/ Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


Teachers who do not do this type of assessment found 


it difficult to answer.


Teachers who stated "that I don't do this in my 


class" found this item difficult item to answer. 


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


FrmAsses2_2b Set goals for specific progress 


that your students would like 


to make


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once 


or twice a week/ Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


Teachers who do not do this type of assessment found 


it difficult to answer.


Teachers who stated "that I don't do this in my 


class" found this item difficult item to answer. 
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N/A


Teacher SM4,8


FrmAsses2_3c Discuss the progress your 


students have made toward 


individually set goals


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once 


or twice a week/ Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


Teachers who do not do this type of assessment found 


it difficult to answer.


Teachers who stated "that I don't do this in my 


class" found this item difficult item to answer. 


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


FrmAsses2_4d Determine how to adjust your 


teaching strategies to meet the 


current learning needs of 


individual students


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once 


or twice a week/ Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


FrmAsses2_5e Determine how to adjust your 


teaching strategies to reflect 


your goals for the classroom


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once 


or twice a week/ Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Revise "goal" to "objectives"


50% of the teachers commented that they 


thought about objectives when answering this 


item. This distinction was also a point of 


confusion for some of the teachers.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


FrmAsses2_6f Discuss class progress with 


school administrators


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once 


or twice a week/ Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8


FrmAsses2_7g Discuss class progress with 


other colleagues 


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once 


or twice a week/ Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues 


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


While 2 of the teachers reported difficulty 


answering this this item all teachers interpreted 


this item correctly and seemed to understand 


what the item was asking.
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N/A


Teacher SM4,8


FrmAsses2_8h Compare your school's 


mathematics progress with 


that of other schools in your 


district or state


Never or hardly ever/A few times a 


year/Once or twice a month/Once 


or twice a week/ Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in cog labs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SL4,8VC976303


a In your mathematics class this 


year, how often do you do 


each of the following with 


individual students to evaluate 


their progress in mathematics? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Revise "evaluate" to "assess" to be more consistent 


with the previous item. 


-Clarify the context of the item as things that "you do 


with all students regularly"


Coglab data gave no indication that teacher  


had problems understanding or responding to 


this item.  However, Teachers who reported 


that they did not engage in this practice 


referred to in the item found it difficult to 


answer.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8VC976304


b Discuss the student’s current 


level of performance


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


-Clarify the context of the discussion. E.g. regularly 


discuss performance with all students"


Overall 5 of the 9 Teachers found this item 


confusing. 2 of the teachers reported this item 


as difficult to answer and 3 of the teachers 


reported this item as being confusing.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8VC976305


c Set goals for specific progress 


the student would like to make


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during cog 


labs. We could consider the following revisions if we 


decide to include this item in the 2016 Mathematics 


pilot.


Possible removal of this question because teachers 


interpret this item similarly to sub-item b


Overall 5 of the 9 Teachers found this item 


confusing. 2 of the teachers reported this item 


as difficult to answer and 3 of the teachers 


reported this item as being confusing.
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N/A


Teacher SM4,8VC976306


d Discuss progress the student 


has made toward goals 


previously set


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


Many issues


This item did not perform well in cog labs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot. 


There were many issues with this item.  The 


majority of the teachers were generally 


confused and needed to re-read the other 


items to understand how to answer this. 


Teachers also reported this item as confusing 


because it is focused on the student while the 


others are focused on the teacher.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher SM4,8VC976307


e Determine how to adjust your 


teaching strategies to meet the 


student’s current learning 


needs


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


Many issues


This item did not perform well in cog labs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot. 


There were many issues with this item.  The 


majority of the teachers were generally 


confused and needed to re-read the other 


items to understand how to answer this. 


Teachers also reported this item as confusing 


because it is focused on the student while the 


others are focused on the teacher.


Organization of 


Instruction


N/A


Teacher


SM


4,8


Inst2_0


f


Determine how to adjust your 


teaching strategies to meet the 


student’s goals


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / 


Once or twice a week / Every day or 


almost every day


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in cog labs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot. 


More than half of the teachers reported 


experiencing confusion when trying to answer 


this item. 




Topic: Organization of Instruction – School Items
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Respondent


Type





Grades 


Item ID


Sub-Item Letter


Item or Stem                    Response Options


Coglab Evaluation 


 Summary Evaluation





Rationale 


Organization of 


Instruction


School 


D 8VB525194


In your school, what percentage of eighth-


grade students in your school enrolls in more 


than one mathematics class in a year 


(including summer school two-block classes) 


for remediation or to catch up a grade level? 


Do not include students who receive additional 


 0-10% / 11-20%  /21-


30%  / 31-40% /  41-


50% /  More than 50%





No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


School 


D 8VE013898


In your school, are eighth-grade students 


typically assigned to mathematics classes by  


achievement levels (so that some instruction 


groups are higher in average mathematics 


achievement levels than others)?


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. 


Organization of 


Instruction


School Administrator


D 4,8


SchoolTech1_0


To what extent does your school provide up to 


date technology resources for mathematics 


teaching and learning? 


Not at all / Small extent 


/ Moderate extent / 


Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Mathematics pilot.





Coglab data gave no indication that school 


administrators had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two of the administrators 


commented that this item was not specific enough 


and they did not know if they were supposed to 


think about software or hardware. This item can be 


improved if the stem is specified further.
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� NCES collects student question data, referred to as core questions, that are required by law (20 U.S.C. § 9622; i.e., race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status) and provide a context for reporting student performance.



� These are counts at the item level. Some of these are matrix items that include more than one sub-item.



� For students under age 18, parents/guardians received the various contact information.











5 Roach, A. T., & Sato, E. (2009). White paper: Cognitive interview methods in reading test design and development for alternate assessments based on modified academic achievement standards (AA-MAS). Dover, NH: Measured Progress and Menlo Park, CA: SRI International.



� Participants who identify as biracial are included in the “other” category.



� Please note that the 90 minutes included time for introductions (maximum 15 minutes), conducting the interview (60 minutes), and debriefing and/or time for additional questions/feedback from the participants (maximum 15 minutes). 
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Executive Summary

The purpose of this study was to provide a rational basis for evaluation of items for the pilot administration of the 2017 NAEP Writing Survey Questionnaire. In particular, items across several subject-specific topics were administered: foundational skills and abilities (i.e., learning strategies in writing), noncognitive student factors (e.g., writing self-efficacy, achievement motivation in writing), and opportunity to learn (OTL) at school and outside of school. Topics included both standalone items as well as indices of items intended to add breadth and depth to future questionnaire reporting. Items were evaluated in 60-90 minute cognitive interviews with all three respondent groups, i.e., students, teachers, and school administrators. The interviewers collected participant responses to the items and probe questions intended to reveal issues of confusion or difficulty with the item content or structure. In addition, the interviewers noted participant body language and tone of voice to allow of identification of negative emotional response to questionnaire items. Participant demographic characteristics were recorded and summarized, and an evaluation and information summary has been provided in the results section of this report.

Key Findings


A primary goal of this cognitive interview study was to identify problems with proposed survey questionnaire items. Items administered in the cognitive interviews were generally understood with little confusion by participants, who collectively described the majority of the items as very easy or easy to answer. In some instances, participants noted confusion with item content, including the meaning of the terms “complex sentences,” “tone”, and “voice”. 

Another goal of this study was to identify points of confusion in the cognitive interview items. Based on the comments provided by participants, there were some instances where clear explanations and/or examples would alleviate some of the expressed confusion. Specific instances of confusion include references to longer writing assignments and a stylus, both of which elicited uncertainty among some students when presented without additional details. Suggestions of example content have been provided in cases where such a need was observed. Nearly all existing examples contained in the cognitive interview items functioned as needed and were not observed to require improvement.


Observations from the cognitive interviews also indicate that some of the wording and terminology was confusing to participants. In the case of students, there were issues with the interpretation of phrases such as “organizing ideas in writing,”  “different forms of texts,” and “evaluating writing.” Similar interpretation issues were observed in interviews with teachers and school administrators. Some teachers, for example, were confused by the phrase “assignments that students have to complete on a computer,” which could potentially be understood in more than one way. Clarification of wording and terminology has been suggested in cases were confusion of this type was observed.


Another goal of the cognitive interview study was to compare alternate versions of items and response options to identify the best choice. There were several instances where participants preferred a specific set of response options over another. For example, participants generally preferred options with clearly defined response categories over open-ended response items. Additionally, results from the cognitive interviews indicate that participants were able to make fine-grained distinctions among different parts of a response scale (e.g., “somewhat agree” versus “agree”), although there are variations between participants in the way some response categories were interpreted.

Furthermore, the cognitive interviews provide us with data that can inform the choice of the optimal respondent for a given item, as similar items were tested for more than one respondent group. One noteworthy finding is that questions regarding teachers’ technical skills seem to be best placed in the teacher questionnaire rather than the school administrator questionnaire, as a number of administrators express having no explicit expectations about teachers’ abilities in this area.

Lastly, this cognitive interview study was executed to examine new Writing contextual questionnaire content for topics pertaining to subject-specific foundational skills and abilities, noncognitive student factors, and opportunity to learn factors. These factors are important for understanding student achievement, and multiple item sets were read and reacted to by participants in this study. For all topics, there were items that functioned well with minor or no issues. Notably, in a few instances, items relating to one facet of a topic performed better than items relating to other facets. For example, some issues were identified with over half of the items pertaining to students’ classroom practices in the organization and development of ideas, while only minor issues were identified with their practices of language facility, mechanics, and conventions. In sum, as a result of this cognitive interview effort there is a possibility to move forward with items for all topics for pilot testing.

Figures 1-3 give a high-level overview of the evaluation results for all items tested in cognitive interviews for the three respondent groups. Detailed evaluations of each item can be found in the full report and in the Appendix.
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Figure 3

Study Rationale


The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is a federally authorized survey of student achievement at grades 4, 8, and 12 in various subject areas, such as mathematics, reading, writing, science, U.S. history, civics, geography, economics, and the arts. NAEP is administered by NCES, part of the Institute for Education Sciences in the U.S. Department of Education. NAEP’s primary purpose is to assess student achievement in the various subject areas and to also collect survey questionnaire data from students, teachers, and school administrators to provide context for the reporting and interpretation of assessment results. 


The NAEP Core
, Writing, Reading, and Mathematics Survey Questionnaires aim to capture data related to important subject-specific (i.e., writing, reading, and mathematics) and domain-general (Core) contextual factors for student achievement. Currently, the NAEP Writing Survey Questionnaires (NAEP Writing SQ) for students, teachers, and school administrators are comprised primarily of single questions, and questionnaire results have subsequently been reported as single questions. Table 1 summarizes the specific areas of focus in the current NAEP 2011 Writing SQ at Grades 8 and 12. 


Table 1. Areas of Focus in Current NAEP 2011 Writing Survey Questionnaires.

		Respondent

		Item Topic

		Topic Facet

		Number of Items




		Student

		School practices

		Overall writing frequency

		4



		

		

		Communicative purpose

		3



		

		

		Resource and tool use

		4



		

		

		Assignment variety

		1



		

		

		Writing audiences

		4



		

		

		Types of writing

		9



		

		Outside-of-school practices

		Overall writing frequency

		1



		

		Writing activities in and outside of school

		

		2



		

		Writing activities on the computer

		

		4



		

		Interest and enjoyment

		

		2



		

		Preferred form of writing

		

		1



		

		

		

		Total Items: 35



		Teacher

		Classroom practices

		Communicative purpose

		3



		

		

		Resource and tool use

		6



		

		

		Writing audiences

		4



		

		

		Type of writing

		10



		

		Organization of instruction

		Allocation of instructional time

		4



		

		

		Basis of evaluation

		4



		

		Resources for instruction and learning

		

		4



		

		Teacher preparation

		Writing instruction

		1



		

		

		Technical skills

		2



		

		Technical skills

		Students

		1



		

		

		

		Total Items: 39



		School

		School practices

		Overall writing frequency

		1



		

		

		Extracurricular opportunities

		1



		

		Resources for learning and instruction

		Summer programming

		2



		

		

		Computers for student use

		1



		

		

		ELA-specific resources

		3



		

		Teacher preparation/ development

		

		4



		

		

		

		Total Items: 12





For the upcoming NAEP Writing SQ, item development efforts have implemented a revised approach, which aimed to use both single questions and modules of questions (“indices”) on the same topic in order to add breadth and depth to questionnaire reporting. These development efforts started with a review of the existing Writing questionnaire item pool and an identification of key areas of focus for new item development. These areas of focus (i.e., SES, technology use, school climate, grit, and desire for learning) were identified in prior work as important factors directly related to the appraisal of academic achievement. New items were then developed to capture these five modules. 


As part of NAEP’s item development process for the student, teacher, and school survey questionnaires, all newly developed survey items were pretested in a cognitive interview study with a small sample of students, teachers, and school administrators. The main objectives of the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews (“coglabs”) for all subject areas were:

1. To identify problems with survey questionnaire items (i.e., ensure the item is understood by the participant at all grade levels, and confirm items are not sensitive in nature or make the participant uncomfortable);


2. To explore ways to improve examples used within items;


3. To find ways to simplify wording in items where possible; and

4. To compare alternative versions of items in order to identify appropriate version(s) for NAEP.


In addition, the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews for writing aim to specifically address the following goals:

5. To compare different response options in order to identify appropriate sets of response options and replace vague response options with more quantifiable and specific response options, if feasible; and


6. To compare response scales with different numbers of scale points (e.g., a 3 point scale or 5 point scale) in order to identify the most appropriate approach for NAEP.


The results from the current study will be used to inform which survey questionnaire items can be administered during the upcoming NAEP 2017 Writing pilot administration (administered in 2016). See Tables 2 through 4 for a summary of the specific items and indices administered in this cognitive interview study. An overview of the cognitive interview study procedures and its main results is documented in the remainder of this report.

Table 2. Areas of Focus for NAEP Writing Student Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS




		LEARNING STRATEGIES

		--

		Yes

		9



		CLASSROOM PRACTICES

		Assignment variety

		Yes

		9



		

		Language facility, mechanics, and conventionsa

		Yes

		7



		

		Organization and development of ideasa

		Yes

		10



		

		Resource and tool use

		No

		4



		SCHOOL PRACTICES

		Communicative purposea

		Yes

		6



		

		Resource and tool usea

		Yes

		4



		

		Overall writing frequency

		No

		4



		

		Overall assignment variety

		No

		4



		OUTSIDE-OF-SCHOOL PRACTICES

		Opportunities to write

		Yes

		10



		

		Overall writing frequency

		No

		1



		

		Resource and tool use

		No

		4



		SELF-EFFICACY

		Language facility, mechanics, and conventionsa

		Yes

		12



		

		Organization and development of ideasa

		Yes

		7



		

		Communicative purposea

		Yes

		7



		

		Resource and tool usea

		Yes

		9



		

		Self-monitoring

		Yes

		4



		ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION

		Performance

		Yes

		6



		

		Mastery

		Yes

		8



		BELIEFS ABOUT WRITING

		--

		Yes

		9



		INTEREST AND ENJOYMENT

		--

		Yes

		13



		

		Total Items:

		

		147





Notes.
-- denotes that the items in the index or measure do not capture multiple facets.



a Parallel items were developed to cover different topics (e.g., classroom practices, self-efficacy).

Table 3. Areas of Focus for NAEP Writing Teacher Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS



		CLASSROOM PRACTICES

		Assignment variety*

		Yes

		9



		

		Language facility, mechanics, and conventions*b

		Yes

		11






		

		Organization and development of ideas*b

		Yes

		6



		

		Communicative purpose*b

		Yes

		6



		

		Resource and tool useb

		Yes

		6



		SCHOOL PRACTICES

		Writing across the curriculum

		No

		1



		

		Overall writing frequency

		No

		4



		ORGANIZATION OF INSTRUCTION

		Class structure

		Yes

		10






		

		Method of assessment

		Yes

		8



		

		Use of assessment results

		Yes

		4



		

		Forms of feedback

		Yes

		9



		

		Allocation of instructional time

		No

		7



		

		Basis of evaluation

		No

		5



		FOCUS OF INSTRUCTION

		Language facility, mechanics, and conventions*b

		Yes

		12



		

		Resource and tool use*b

		Yes

		9



		

		Organization and development of ideas*b

		Yes

		8



		

		Communicative purpose*b

		Yes

		7



		

		Self-monitoring*

		Yes

		4



		RESOURCES AND TOOL USE FOR INSTRUCTION AND LEARNING

		--

		No

		7



		TEACHER PREPARATION

		Writing instruction

		No

		9



		

		Technical skills

		No

		2



		TECHNICAL SKILLS

		Student

		No

		9



		

		Teacher

		No

		2



		

		Total Items:

		

		155





Notes. -- denotes that the items in the index or measure do not capture multiple facets.


*Teacher items were developed as parallel versions of student items.


b Parallel items were developed to cover different topics (e.g., classroom practices, focus of instruction).

Table 4. Areas of Focus for NAEP Writing School Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS



		TEACHER PREPARATION

		ELA teachers

		No

		4



		

		Non-ELA teachers

		No

		4



		SCHOOL PRACTICES

		Extracurricular opportunities

		Yes

		13



		

		Overall writing frequency

		No

		5



		

		Writing across the curriculum

		No

		4



		ORGANIZATION OF INSTRUCTION

		Allocation of instructional time

		No

		7



		RESOURCES AND TOOL USE FOR INSTRUCTION AND LEARNING

		Summer programming

		No

		2



		TECHNICAL SKILLS

		Teacher

		No

		4



		

		Total Items:

		

		43





Methodology

Sampling and Recruitment


NCES contracted ETS to develop the NAEP Survey Questionnaires and carry out the cognitive interview activity for Writing described in this report. 


EurekaFacts, a subcontractor for ETS on survey questionnaire development projects, recruited the study participants and conducted the cognitive interviews. EurekaFacts is a research and consulting firm in Rockville, Maryland that offers facilities, tools, and staff to collect and analyze both qualitative and quantitative data.


Various resources were employed to recruit participants. For students
, these included:


· existing participant databases;


· targeted telephone and mail contact lists;


· school system research/assessment directors;


· NAEP State Coordinators when possible to recruit in schools;


· community resources (e.g., Boys/Girls clubs, Parent-Teacher Associations, and limited on-site location-based and mass media recruiting); and


· out-reach/contact methods and resources (e.g., internet ads, flyers/bookmarks, canvassing, and having representatives available to talk to parents, educators, and community organizers throughout the community at appropriate local events, school fairs, etc.).


Teachers and school administrators were recruited using the following recruitment resources, in addition to those mentioned above: 


· national organizations’ databases of administrators and faculty;

· NCES school database;


· contacts within organizations and groups that serve as recruitment partners; and when needed


· targeted contact lists.


The contractors recruited 8th and 12th grade students (i.e., a mix of gender, race/ethnicity, urban/suburban/rural, and socioeconomic background), teachers (i.e., a mix of school sizes, and a mix of school socioeconomic demographics), and school administrators (i.e., a mix of school sizes, and a mix of school socioeconomic demographics) so that a diverse sample was achieved. SES (socio-economic status) characteristics were given a higher priority than other respondent characteristics when recruiting while also ensuring sufficient balance of other criteria.

Participants were recruited in urban areas such as Washington, D.C. and Baltimore, MD, as well as suburban and rural areas in Maryland and Virginia. To minimize the travel burden of students, parents/guardians, teachers, and school administrators, cognitive interviews were conducted in nearby venues that were convenient for the participants, such as EurekaFacts offices in Rockville, MD, community centers, facilities of community-based organizations, and school building sites (after school only). Before conducting any interviews in school building sites, ETS, the school principal, and the NAEP State Coordinators were notified to confirm approval. 


More specifically, the recruitment process proceeded as follows:


1) Contractors sent an email of introduction about the cognitive interview research to (a) various elementary, middle school, and high school principals, (b) individuals in the subcontractors’ existing databases, (c) community centers and research/assessment directors, (d) targeted telephone and mail contact lists, (e) parents/guardians, and (f) teachers and school administrators. The email of introduction included flyers, an information brochure, and informational bookmarks. 


2) EurekaFacts (subcontractor) discussed recruitment with those community centers/youth centers that contacted EurekaFacts upon receiving the email of introduction, flyers, information brochure, and informational bookmarks. 


3) After receiving a contact of interest, a EurekaFacts staff member followed up with the parent/guardian, teacher, and school administrator via phone, and asked them to provide demographic information to ensure that a diverse sample was selected as per preliminary criteria.


4) If the parent/guardian allowed their student to participate, and the teacher and school administrator agreed to participate, the subcontractor followed up to confirm participation and the date and time of the cognitive interview session.


5) Parents/guardians (on behalf of the students under 18), students age 18 or older, teachers, and school administrators were required to sign informed consent forms prior to the cognitive interview session.


6) Students, teachers, and school administrators with a signed consent were asked to participate in cognitive interviews that lasted up to 90 minutes. After participating in the cognitive interview, students, parents/guardians (only if they provided transportation to and from the cognitive interview), teachers, and school administrators received their incentive (see Section 9) and were sent a thank you letter/email.

In total, 30 students, 5 teachers, and 21 school administrators participated in this study. See Tables 5 through 7 for details about the demographic composition of each respondent group. These sample sizes are in line with recommended sample sizes in the relevant research literature. A minimum number of five respondents per subgroup is recommended to identify major problems with an item, and for a meaningful analysis of data from exploratory cognitive interviews that is targeted at testing the usability of developed prototype questions.5

Table 5.Composition of Student Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 8

		Grade 12

		Total



		Female

		7

		9

		16



		Male

		8

		6

		14



		African American

		6

		5

		11



		Asian American

		0

		0

		0



		Caucasian

		7

		7

		14



		Hispanic/Latino

		1

		1

		2



		Other

		1

		2

		3



		Low SES

		6

		7

		13



		Medium SES

		0

		0

		0



		High SES

		9

		8

		17



		Urban

		2

		1

		3



		Suburban

		8

		8

		16



		Rural

		5

		6

		11





Table 6. Composition of Teacher Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 8

		Grade 12

		Total



		Female

		5

		0

		5



		Male

		0

		0

		0



		African American

		3

		0

		3



		Asian American

		0

		0

		0



		Caucasian

		2

		0

		2



		Hispanic/Latino

		0

		0

		0



		Low School SES

		2

		0

		2



		Medium School SES

		0

		0

		0



		High School SES

		3

		0

		3



		Public

		4

		0

		4



		Private

		0

		0

		0



		Charter

		0

		0

		0



		Not specified

		1

		0

		1



		Urban

		1

		0

		1



		Suburban

		3

		0

		3



		Rural

		1

		0

		1





Table 7. Composition of School Administrator Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 8

		Grade 12

		Total



		Female

		7

		1

		8



		Male

		9

		4

		13



		African American

		4

		1

		5



		Asian American

		0

		0

		0



		Caucasian

		11

		4

		15



		Hispanic/Latino

		0

		0

		0



		Not specified

		1

		0

		1



		Low School SES

		3

		0

		3



		Medium School SES

		1

		0

		1



		High School SES

		12

		5

		17



		Public

		12

		3

		15



		Private

		3

		2

		5



		Charter

		1

		0

		1



		Urban

		4

		3

		7



		Suburban

		6

		2

		8



		Rural

		6

		0

		6





The NAEP SQ Cognitive Interview Approach

One-and-a-half-hour (90 minutes)6 cognitive interviews were conducted with all students, teachers, and school administrators (specifically principals). All cognitive interviews were conducted in-person. All student cognitive interviews and the majority of teacher and school administrator cognitive interviews were conducted in-person.7

In NAEP, all newly developed student, teacher, and school administrator survey questionnaire items go through rigorous reviews and are pre-tested in cognitive interviews before any pilot and operational administrations. In cognitive interviews (often referred to as a cognitive laboratory study or cog lab), an interviewer uses a structured protocol in a one-on-one interview drawing on methods from cognitive science. The objective is to explore how participants are thinking and what reasoning processes they are using to work through tasks. A verbal probing technique is used for this cognitive interview activity. With verbal probing techniques, the interviewer asks probing questions, as necessary, or to explore additional issues that have been identified a priori as being of particular interest. This interview technique has proven to be productive in previous NAEP pretesting and is the primary approach of the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews.


The NAEP cognitive interviews were conducted as one-on-one sessions led by trained interviewers. Participants were first welcomed, introduced to the interviewer and an observer (if an in-room observer was present), and told that they were there to help ensure that students/teachers/administrators like them understand the newly developed Core, Writing, Reading, and Mathematics items. Participants were reassured that their participation was voluntary and that their responses would be used for research purposes only (see section on Assurance of Confidentiality below). As part of the introduction process, the interviewer explained to participants that their responses would be audio recorded. For phone or web-based student, teacher, and school administrator cognitive interviews, the interviewer explained the technology and described the tools the participants could use, such as muting their phone and asking questions.

The verbal probing used in the NAEP SQ cognitive interview approach keeps cognitive complexity and burden for the respondents low, and allows for the collection of targeted information directly relevant to the quality and functioning of the survey questions. The general procedure is conducted as follows. Respondents first read and answer the question being tested. While the respondent is completing a given question, the interviewer (and observer, if present) takes note of any nonverbal or verbal signs that might indicate difficulties or unease with answering the question (e.g., if the participant’s facial expressions indicate they might be confused, frustrated, or disengaged; ineffectual or repeated actions suggesting misunderstanding or usability issues), and if extra time is needed to answer certain questions. After the respondent provides a response, the interviewer follows up with a set of probes aimed at capturing the respondent’s interpretation of what the question is asking, any possible difficulties with understanding the intent of the question or specific words and phrases used, and the respondent’s overall subjective perception of how difficult or easy the question was. Additionally, specific probes are used to discern which of several alternative versions of a question a respondent prefers, and whether respondents have suggestions for how the clarity of an item might be improved (e.g., by adding examples that they can relate to). The interviewer is tasked not only with keeping participants engaged by asking the probe questions, but also soliciting responses from less talkative participants and asking follow-up questions where appropriate (e.g., “That’s interesting, could you tell me a little bit more about that?”). Tables 8 through 10 give an overview of the generic probes used for all discrete, matrix, and free response items, respectively. 


Given the firm 90-minute interview length and the large number of items being pre-tested in this study, a varying number of question sequences were administered across each respondent group. These sequences were comprised of select subsets of items asked in a specific order, which allowed for coverage of all items in the time allotted while simultaneously avoiding order effects. Table 11 summarizes the number of sequences used for each respondent group and the item counts therein. All subject-specific cognitive interview protocols and item probes can be found in the cognitive interview results section.


In sum, the cognitive interview studies produce largely qualitative data in the form of verbalizations made by participants in response to the interviewer probes, and some informal observations of behavior. These cognitive interviews are important given that they help to identify potential problems with items, as well as help inform how to improve items. 

Table 8. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for All Discrete Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question (preferably to him/herself) and ask him/her to select an answer. Once he/she has read and answered the question, ask the following probes: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what the question is asking?



		2

		Why did you select this choice? How did you know what answer to select?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult? 





Table 9. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for All Matrix Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question stem (preferably to him/herself). Please note, the participant should only read the stem and not the options (i.e., sub-items). Once he/she has read the question stem, ask the following probe: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what you think this question is asking you to do?



		2

		The interviewer should then ask the participant to read each option/sub-item and to describe each option/sub-item and his/her response to that option/sub-item. The probes in this cell should be asked for each option/sub-item. 


a) Can you tell me, in your own words, what [option a., b., c., etc.] means to you?

b) Why did you select this choice? How did you know what answer to select?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult?





Table 10. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for Free Response Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question (preferably to him/herself) and ask him/her to write in his/her answer. Once he/she has read and answered the question ask the following probes: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what the question is asking?



		2

		Why did you give this answer? How did you know to give this answer?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult?





Table 11. Summary of Sequences Used Across Respondent Groups.

		Respondent Group

		Grade

		Sequence/Form Number

		Number of Items in Sequence



		Student

		8

		1

		13



		

		

		2

		14



		

		12

		1

		13



		

		

		2

		14



		Teacher

		8

		1

		30



		

		

		2

		30



		School Administrator

		8

		1

		26



		

		

		2

		26



		

		12

		1

		19



		

		

		2

		19





Assurance of Confidentiality


Participants were notified that their participation was voluntary and that their answers would be used only for research purposes and would not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose except as required by law [Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 (20 U.S.C. §9573)]. 


Written consent was obtained from participants and from parents or legal guardians of students. Participants were assigned a unique identifier (ID), which was created solely for data file management and used to keep all participant materials together. The participant ID is not linked to the participant name in any way or form. The consent forms, which include the participant name, were separated from the participant interview files and secured for the duration of the study and will be destroyed after the final report is completed. The interviews were audio recorded. The only identification included on the files was the participant ID. The recorded files were secured for the duration of the study and will be destroyed after the final report is submitted.


Compensation


To encourage participation and thank participants for their time and effort, a $25 VISA gift card was offered to each participating student. If a parent or legal guardian brought their student to and from the testing site they also received a $25 VISA gift card along with a thank you letter for allowing the child to participate in the study. Teacher and school administrator participants were offered a $25 VISA gift card for interviews conducted remotely (via telephone/WebEx) or a $40 VISA gift card for interviews conducted in person, and a thank you letter for taking part in the study.

Results

Participant responses to the items and both generic and item-specific probes were compiled and evaluated for each item. Additional information, including behavioral notes recorded during the cognitive interview and audio recordings of the interviews were considered as a part of the item evaluations. Responses to the probes inquiring about participant confusion and item difficulty were quantified as tallies that fed into the evaluation of each item. Based upon the results of the evaluation, each item was classified as having no issues, minor issues, some issues, or many issues. Each of these categories is summarized below.

No issues. Items that have no issues are those that have passed through the coglab process without any indication that the item needs to be revised or reconsidered in any way. In this case, all participants were able to interpret and respond to the item in the way intended. All participants to these items did not find any part of the item confusing. Responses to item-specific probes did not indicate any additional issues within the item or sub-items. Additionally, all participants to items with no issues found the items either “very easy” or “easy” to answer.

Minor issues. Items that have minor issues are those that have passed through the coglab process with very little indication that the item needs to be revised or reconsidered. These items have the same characteristics as the items with no issues except one or two participants note that he/she had some confusion or difficulty. Items that have minor issues do not need to be revised, but notes have been recorded in the Record of Development regarding the source of the trouble to allow for future discussion of the item.

Some issues. Items that have some issues are those that do function well but either require changes to some aspect of the item, such as clarification to item wording, concepts, or some particular wording within the item or the response options. When items have some issues, less than half of participants express difficulty in answering and had trouble interpreting the item in the way that was intended. Items in this category are those where less than half of the participants have indicated that they found the item confusing and/or indicated that the item was “difficult” or “very difficult” to answer. Items identified as having some issues do not require substantial revisions to item wording.

Many issues. Items that have many issues are those that do not function well and are not recommended for use. When items have many issues, half or more participants express serious confusion or misunderstanding in one or more item probes or select a difficulty rating of “difficult” or “very difficult”. Items have many issues when there is a need to rewrite a substantial amount of the item content due to respondent feedback or when a rewriting of the item would result in a substantial change to the intended meaning of the item. 

Note, the four categories aim at evaluating the items as administered in cognitive interviews. At this stage, no final recommendation as to whether an item should be included in the Pilot assessment is made. Final recommendations will be made after having reviewed cognitive interview findings with the Standing Committee and NCES, resulting in further prioritizations of items. While the cognitive interview evaluations are based on item performance only, recommendations for pilot will also consider relative priorities of items and potentially revised items.


The following tables summarize evaluations for each item in the pool organized by module. The tables included in this document include a summary evaluation along with a rationale for each item. An Excel spreadsheet provided as an appendix includes additional information, including more detailed information on respondents’ answers to item-specific probes and charts illustrating the overall perceived difficulty of each item. 

Click here to access Excel spreadsheet with more detailed item evaluations


Topic: Learning Strategies – Student Items

		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		LEARNING STRATEGIES

		--

		Yes

		9

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. A few sub-items have been identified with some issues. Suggestions for revisions have been made.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St02_000


When you work on a longer writing 


assignment, how often do you 


typically do each of the following? 


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise stem to "When you work on a longer writing assignment (for example, 


an assignment of two or more pages with multiple paragraphs), how often do 


you typically do each of the following?"


Responses to the item-specific probe indicate some issues with the 


interpretation of the term "longer writing assignment." A clear explanation or 


example is needed.


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_01


a.Plan how to spend my time on 


different phases of writing (for 


example, planning, drafting, editing 


and revising)


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 22 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; this student's responses to the generic probes 


indicate that the confusion actually involves the stem of the question (i.e., the 


specific length of a "longer writing assignment") rather than the sub-item itself, 


which was clearly comprehended.


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_02


b.Organize my ideas prior to writing 


(for example, by creating an outline)


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


-Revise sub-item b to "Organize my ideas before I write (for example, by creating 


an outline)"


Three out of 22 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


One of these students was unfamiliar with the term "prior." One student noted 


that sub-items A and B seemed to ask the same question. Generic probe 


responses of another student indicate that they were confused with the item 


stem (i.e., the specific length of a "longer writing assignment") rather than the 


sub-item itself.


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_03


c. Write a first draft Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 22 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student stated that the sub-item was not 


defined and therefore was unclear; their responses to the generic probes 


indicate that they interpreted the sub-item as intended. Generic probe responses 


of another student indicate that they were confused with the item stem (i.e., the 


specific length of a "longer writing assignment") rather than the sub-item itself.


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_04


d.Reread and revise my draft writing Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Three out of 22 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student stated that the sub-item was not 


defined and therefore was unclear and one student struggled to select a single 


answer because "I sometimes do it, but it depends"; their responses to the 


generic probes indicate that they interpreted the sub-item as intended. Generic 


probe responses of another student indicate that they were confused with the 


item stem (i.e., the specific length of a "longer writing assignment") rather than 


the sub-item itself.
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strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_05


e.Use word processing software to edit 


text (for example, to make words 


bold, put words in italics, or underline 


words)


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 22 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student noted that sub-items E through H 


seemed to ask the same question. Generic probe responses of another student 


indicate that they were confused with the item stem (i.e., the specific length of a 


"longer writing assignment") rather than the sub-item itself.


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_06


f. Use word processing software to 


revise text (for example, to use the 


backspace key or cut, copy, and paste 


text using the computer keyboard)


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


-Revise sub-item f to "Use word processing software to revise my own writing 


(for example, to use the backspace key or cut, copy, and paste text using the 


computer keyboard)"


Five out of 22 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, some students were unclear about whether the sub-item is referring 


to editing their own writing or simply cutting and pasting outside source 


information into an assignment. A clear explanation or example is needed.


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_07


g.Use a spell-check in word processing 


software 


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 22 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student noted that sub-items E through H 


seemed to ask the same question. Generic probe responses of another student 


indicate that they were confused with the item stem (i.e., the specific length of a 


"longer writing assignment") rather than the sub-item itself.


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_08


h.Use a grammar-check in word 


processing software


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Three out of 22 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student showed confusion about whether a 


grammar check tool was available in Word, but stated that he had used it 


before. One student noted that sub-items E through H seemed to ask the same 


question. Generic probe responses of another student indicate that they were 


confused with the item stem (i.e., the specific length of a "longer writing 


assignment") rather than the sub-item itself.


Learning 


strategies


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St02_09


i. Use a thesaurus or dictionary in word 


processing software


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 22 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; this student's responses to the generic probes 


indicate that the confusion actually involves the stem of the question (i.e., the 


specific length of a "longer writing assignment") rather than the sub-item itself, 


which was clearly comprehended.




Topic: Classroom Practices – Student Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		CLASSROOM PRACTICES

		Assignment variety

		Yes

		9

		Overall several sub-items worked well with very few issues. Several sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Language facility, mechanics, and conventions

		Yes

		7

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. Some sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made. Two sub-items did not perform well and had many issues.



		

		Organization and development of ideas

		Yes

		10

		Overall some sub-items worked well with very few issues. Several sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Resource and tool use

		No

		4

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. One sub-item had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENTSL8, 12St01_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often did you get the 


following writing assignments?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 20 students initially exhibited some 


confusion understanding the item stem, but understood the question after re-


reading it.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_01


a.Assignments that you have to 


complete under a strict time limit


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


-Revise sub-item a to "Assignments that you have to complete and submit within 


a set amount of time"


Three out of 20 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, there was some uncertainty about the meaning of the term "strict 


time limit."


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_02


b.Assignments that you have to 


complete within one session


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


-Revise sub-item b to "Assignments that you have to complete within one class 


period"


Seven out of 20 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, there was some uncertainty about the meaning of the term 


"session."


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_03


c. Assignments that you can work on 


over extended periods of time (for 


example, several sessions)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


-Revise sub-item c to "Assignments that you can work on over extended periods 


of time (for example, several class periods)"


Three out of 20 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


As noted with sub-item b, a few students were confused by the term "session." If 


this term is clarified in sub-item b, we recommend making the same clarification 


in sub-item c.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_04


d.Assignments that you have to 


complete together with other 


students


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 20 students initially exhibited some 


confusion understanding the item stem, but understood the question after re-


reading it.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_05


e.Assignments that you have to 


complete on a computer


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


-Revise sub-item e to "Assignments that you have to complete on a computer 


(for example, doing research or typing a paper)"


Three out of 20 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, some students were unclear about whether this sub-item referred to 


doing research on a computer and/or typing on a computer. A clear explanation 


or example is needed.
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practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_06


f. Assignments for which you have to 


do research on the Internet


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 20 students initially exhibited some 


confusion understanding the item stem, but understood the question after re-


reading it. Another student noted that sub-items E and F seemed to ask the 


same question.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_07


g.Assignments of up to a few 


sentences


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


-Revise sub-item g to "Assignments of up to a few sentences (for example, a 


short response or paragraph)"


Three out of 20 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


In particular, the term "up to a few sentences" seems to be too broad and may 


need further explanation.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_08


h.Assignments of several paragraphs Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 20 students initially exhibited some 


confusion understanding the item stem, but understood the question after re-


reading it.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St01_09


i. Assignments of at least a couple of 


pages (for example, a paper or 


report)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 20 students initially exhibited some 


confusion understanding the item stem, but understood the question after re-


reading it. Another student stated that the sub-item could be interpreted in 


different ways; the student's responses to the generic probes suggest that they 


misread the question (i.e., student thought it referred to assignments to read a 


couple of pages from a book).


Classroom 


practices


N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St03_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often have you 


practiced each of the following?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_01


a.Using correct grammar in writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; this student's responses to the generic probes 


indicate that the confusion actually involves the response options for the 


question (i.e., it was hard for them to recall frequencies based on the options 


provided) rather than the sub-item itself, which was clearly comprehended.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_02


b.Using complex sentences in writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for inclusion in the 


2016 Writing pilot.


Four out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, some students had difficulties understanding the term "complex 


sentences" and/or describing the term clearly. Responses to the item-specific 


probe indicate that while students seem to have an idea of what a complex 


sentence is ("not simple"), none were able to describe the it in a clear and 


consistent manner. Revising the sub-item to include a more precise definition of 


"complex sentences" could raise additional issues if a student is unfamiliar with 


what independent and dependent clauses are.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_03


c. Using new vocabulary in writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student expressed difficulty defining "new 


vocabulary," but their response to the item-specific probe suggests that they 


understood the intent of the question. Another student's responses to the 


generic probes indicate that the confusion actually involves the response 


options for the question (i.e., it was hard for them to recall frequencies based on 


the options provided) rather than the sub-item itself, which was clearly 


comprehended.
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practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_04


d.Typing on a computer keyboard Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; this student's responses to the generic probes 


indicate that the confusion actually involves the response options for the 


question (i.e., it was hard for them to recall frequencies based on the options 


provided) rather than the sub-item itself, which was clearly comprehended.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_05


e.Using word processing software to 


edit and revise text


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; this student's responses to the generic probes 


indicate that the confusion actually involves the response options for the 


question (i.e., it was hard for them to recall frequencies based on the options 


provided) rather than the sub-item itself, which was clearly comprehended.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_06


f. Expressing ideas effectively in 


writing


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student expressed confusion about the term 


"expressing ideas effectively"; their response to the item-specific probe 


suggests that they interpreted it to mean "writing efficiently." Another student's 


responses to the generic probes indicate that the confusion actually involves the 


response options for the question (i.e., it was hard for them to recall frequencies 


based on the options provided) rather than the sub-item itself, which was clearly 


comprehended.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_07


g.Organizing ideas in writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item g to also include examples of organizing ideas in writing (for 


example, outlining the order of my ideas before writing, re-organizing my ideas 


when I revise)


One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. In 


addition, responses to the item-specific probe suggest that students interpret 


the meaning of "organizing ideas in writing" in multiple ways.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_08


h.Writing for different audiences Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item h to "Writing for different audiences or readers"


Three out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, some students were uncertain about the meaning of the phrase 


"writing for different audiences."


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_09


i. Writing for different purposes Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item i to "Writing for different purposes (for example, writing to 


persuade or writing to explain)."


Five out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the word "purposes."


Classroom 


practices


N/A


STUDENTn/a8, 12St03_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often have you 


practiced each of the following?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_10


a.Writing different forms of text Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item a to "Writing different forms of text (for example, a persuasive 


essay or personal narrative)."


Five out of 15 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, some students were uncertain about the meaning of the phrase 


"different forms of text." One student interpreted it to mean a form or document 


to fill out.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_11


b.Planning writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item b to "Planning before writing (for example, brainstorming or 


using an outline or graphic organizer)"


Three out of 15 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, some students were uncertain about the meaning of the phrase 


"planning writing."




Table 17


[image: image9.emf]Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_12


c. Evaluating writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item c to "Proofreading or editing writing"


Six out of 15 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the phrase 


"evaluating writing."


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_13


d.Using sources correctly in writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item d to "Citing sources correctly in writing"


Two out of 15 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, one student was uncertain about the meaning of the term "sources." 


Another student noted that this sub-item seemed to ask the same question as 


other sub-items.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_14


e.Create an outline prior to writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item e to "Create an outline to organize my ideas before writing"


Three out of 15 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, some students were unclear about the meaning of the phrase 


"create an outline."  A clear explanation or example is needed. 


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_15


f. Improve writing by revising first 


drafts


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One student noted that this sub-item seemed to ask the 


same question as other sub-items.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_16


g.Use details to develop ideas in 


writing 


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student was uncertain about the meaning of 


the phrase "use details." Another student noted that this sub-item seemed to 


ask the same question as other sub-items.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St03_17


h.Using voice and tone in writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for inclusion in the 


2016 Writing pilot.


Seven out of 15 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were unclear about the meaning of the terms "voice" and 


"tone."


Classroom 


practices


N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St04_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often do you use each 


of the following for writing?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St04_01


a.Paper and pencil Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item a to "Paper and pen/pencil"


One out of 14 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item; 


this student's responses to the generic probes indicate that the confusion 


actually involves the question stem (i.e., confusing about whether the question 


was asking about writing paragraphs) rather than the sub-item itself, which was 


clearly comprehended. Responses to the item-specific probes suggest that a 


clear explanation of "pencil and paper" is needed.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St04_02


b.Desktop or laptop computer Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St04_03


c. Tablet Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 14 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student had difficulty describing a 


tablet.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St04_04


d.Other digital device (Please specify): 


________________


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 14 students exhibited some confusion when 


explaining the meaning of this sub-item. Less than half of students provided a 


phone as an example of "other digital device." 




Topic: School Practices – Student Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		SCHOOL PRACTICES

		Communicative purpose

		Yes

		6

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. Two sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Resource and tool use

		Yes

		4

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. One sub-item had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Overall writing frequency

		No

		4

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Overall assignment variety

		No

		4

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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[image: image10.emf]Topic Facet


Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Alternative 


Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School practicesN/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St15_000


In a typical school week, on about 


how many days do you get writing 


assignments of a paragraph or more 


during each of the following classes?


N/A During this school 


year, how often did 


you get writing 


assignments of a 


paragraph or more 


during each of the 


following classes?  


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that three of 


students (of 15) were confused by or misread the instructions (i.e., provided the 


number of times they received a writing assignment rather than the number of 


days; uncertain whether "typical" meant "average"; misread "writing 


assignments" as "writing assessments"). 


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St15_01


a.English/language arts class _ days I don't take this 


class. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few 


times a year / 


Once or twice a 


month / Once or 


twice a week  / 


Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Four out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that 


three of the students understood the sub-item, but were confused by or misread 


the instructions (i.e., provided the number of times they received a writing 


assignment rather than the number of days; uncertain whether "typical" meant 


"average"; misread "writing assignments" as "writing assessments"). Another 


student understood the question but had difficulties providing an answer due to 


their unorthodox school schedule.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St15_02


b.Social studies class such as history, 


civics, government, or geography


_ days I don't take this 


class. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few 


times a year / 


Once or twice a 


month / Once or 


twice a week  / 


Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Four out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that 


three of the students understood the sub-item, but were confused by or misread 


the instructions (i.e., provided the number of times they received a writing 


assignment rather than the number of days; uncertain whether "typical" meant 


"average"; misread "writing assignments" as "writing assessments"). One 


student did not have difficulty answering the question but was not familiar with 


the term "civics." 




Table 19 

[image: image11.emf]School practices Overall writing 


frequency


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St15_03


c. Science class _ days I don't take this 


class. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few 


times a year / 


Once or twice a 


month / Once or 


twice a week  / 


Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Three out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


students understood the sub-item, but were confused by or misread the 


instructions (i.e., provided the number of times they received a writing 


assignment rather than the number of days; uncertain whether "typical" meant 


"average"; misread "writing assignments" as "writing assessments"). 


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St15_04


d.Mathematics class _ days I don't take this 


class. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few 


times a year / 


Once or twice a 


month / Once or 


twice a week  / 


Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Three out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


students understood the sub-item, but were confused by or misread the 


instructions (i.e., provided the number of times they received a writing 


assignment rather than the number of days; uncertain whether "typical" meant 


"average"; misread "writing assignments" as "writing assessments"). 


School practicesN/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St18_000


For school this year, how often did 


you write for each of the following 


purposes?


N/A N/A


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St18_01


a.To explain something that you know 


or have read


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the question and the stem after re-reading it.


School practices Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St18_02


b.To convince or persuade someone Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St18_03


c. To convey real experience (for 


example,


write about factual events or 


personal experiences)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item c to "To describe a real experience (for example, write about 


factual events or personal experiences"


Three out of 15 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, two students were uncertain about the meaning of the term 


"convey." One student was uncertain about the meaning of the phrase "factual 


events or personal experiences." However, responses to the generic probes 


indicate that they understood the general intent of the question. A clear 


explanation of the term "convey" may be needed.


School practices Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St18_04


d.To convey imagined experience (for 


example,


tell a fictional story)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item d to "To describe an imagined experience (for example, tell a 


fictional story)"


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. However, as noted in sub-item c, students may have 


difficulty understanding the word "convey." If this term is clarified in sub-item c, 


we also suggest clarifying this term in sub-item d for consistency.


School practices Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St18_05


e.To summarize (for example, write a 


summary of a longer text or story)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St18_06


f. To analyze (for example, collect and 


describe evidence for an issue or 


argument)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Four out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student was uncertain about the meaning of the term "analyze" but was able to 


infer the intent of the question; one student understood the question but noted 


that they thought it was very general. The responses of two students suggest 


that they did not fully comprehend the question (e.g., describing analysis as 


simple observation or collection of information).




Table 20


[image: image12.emf]School practicesN/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St19_000


For school this year, how often do 


you use each of the following when 


you write a paper or report? 


N/A N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St19_01


a.Use the Internet to look for 


information to include in the paper or 


report


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 14 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was uncertain whether the 


question was asking about using the internet to copy information and cite it in a 


paper.


School practices Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St19_02


b.Use a computer from the beginning 


to write the paper or report (for 


example, use a computer to write the 


first draft)


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item b to "Use a computer from the beginning to write the paper or 


report (for example, use a computer to write the first draft and final draft)"


Three out of 14 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the generic probes indicate that one student understood the 


question but felt that it was not very clear (i.e., does the question refer to using 


a computer to write a first draft). Two students were uncertain whether the 


question referred to using a computer for the first draft as well as the final draft. 


Some clarification of this point may be needed.


School practices Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St19_03


c. Use a computer to make changes to 


the paper or report (for example, 


spell-check or cut and paste)


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St19_04


d.Use a computer to complete your 


writing


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practicesN/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St20_000


In a typical week, how many pages 


are you assigned to write for 


homework in each of the following 


subjects?


N/A N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St20_01


a.English/language arts I don't take this class. / None / Up to 


one page / One to three pages / Four 


to five pages / More than five pages


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St20_02


b.Social studies I don't take this class. / None / Up to 


one page / One to three pages / Four 


to five pages / More than five pages


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St20_03


c. Science I don't take this class. / None / Up to 


one page / One to three pages / Four 


to five pages / More than five pages


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


School practices Assignment 


variety


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St20_04


d.Mathematics I don't take this class. / None / Up to 


one page / One to three pages / Four 


to five pages / More than five pages


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student provided conflicting 


information about whether they had received writing assignments for this class.




Topic: Outside-of-School Practices – Student Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		OUTSIDE-OF-SCHOOL PRACTICES

		Opportunities to write

		Yes

		10

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. Four sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Overall writing frequency

		No

		1

		Overall the item worked well with very few issues.



		

		Resource and tool use

		No

		4

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. One sub-item had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Outside-of-


school practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENTSL8, 12St05_000


Outside of school, how often do you 


use each of the following for writing?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two students included items used in the classroom 


despite the question asking for items used outside of school. One students 


thought about non-writing activities.


Outside-of-


school practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St05_01


a.Paper and pencil Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item a to "Paper and pen/pencil"


Two out of 12 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


One student's responses to the generic probes indicate that the confusion 


actually involves the question stem (i.e., they considered examples from inside 


the classroom, despite the question asking about items outside of school) rather 


than the sub-item itself. Another student considered non-writing activities (i.e., 


drawing) when answering the question.


As noted in the item-specific probe from St04_01 regarding the meaning of 


"paper and pencil", some students may not consider the use of pen in this sub-


item because it is not explicitly stated in the question.


Outside-of-


school practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St05_02


b.Desktop or laptop computer Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 12 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student's responses to the generic probes 


indicate that the confusion actually involves the question stem (i.e., they 


considered examples from inside the classroom, despite the question asking 


about items outside of school) rather than the sub-item itself. Another student 


considered non-writing activities (i.e., looking up information) when answering 


the question. 


Outside-of-


school practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St05_03


c. Tablet Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 12 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item.  One student's responses to the generic probes 


indicate that the confusion actually involves the question stem (i.e., they 


considered examples from inside the classroom, despite the question asking 


about items outside of school) rather than the sub-item itself. Another student 


considered non-writing activities (i.e., general usage) when answering the 


question.




Table 22


[image: image14.emf]Outside-of-


school practices


Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St05_04


d.Other digital device (Please specify): 


________________


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Three out of 12 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Two out of 12 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student's responses to the generic probes 


indicate that the confusion actually involves the question stem (i.e., they 


considered examples from inside the classroom, despite the question asking 


about items outside of school) rather than the sub-item itself. One student 


considered non-writing activities (i.e., general usage) when answering the 


question. Another student was unsure if the question was optional but still 


provided an answer.


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENTSL8, 12St06_000


During this school year, how often 


have you done each of the following 


outside of school?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_01


a.Participated in online discussions (for 


example, in forums or social 


networks)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item a to "Participated in online discussions on a website (for 


example, in forums or social networks)"


Two out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


One student expressed uncertainty about the meaning of the term "forum." 


Another student considered participation in discussions in general rather than 


those held exclusively online.


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_02


b.Wrote for a blog, website, or online 


newspaper


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_03


c. Communicated using technology (for 


example, text messages, e-mails, 


tweets)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student noted that this sub-item 


seemed to ask the same question as sub-item a.


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_04


d.Practiced my keyboarding skills Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item d to "Practiced my typing skills" or "Practiced my typing skills 


on a computer keyboard"


Three out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the the term 


"keyboarding."


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_05


e.Wrote journal entries Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, they were uncertain about the 


meaning of the term "journal entries."


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_06


f. Got tutoring to improve my writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_07


g.Participated in writing competitions Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item g to "Participated in writing competitions (for example, an 


essay or poetry contest)"


Three out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the term "writing 


competitions."


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_08


h.Helped other students with writing 


assignments or writing homework


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item h to "Helped others with their writing"


Three out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, two students were unsure about whether the question referred to 


helping only students outside of school (one student was confused about 


helping other students with writing at home; one thought about helping a family 


member with writing). Another student thought about helping classmates with 


writing in school, but for a non-ELA class (i.e., Spanish). The item could be 


revised to include helping people other than students as well
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[image: image15.emf]Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_09


i. Practiced writing on my own in 


addition to my homework


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student misunderstood the item as 


asking whether or not they practiced wriitng rough drafts or using graphic 


organizers outside of school.


Outside-of-


school practices


Opportunities to 


write


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St06_10


j. Engaged in other writing activities 


outside of school (Please specify): 


_______________


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student noted that this sub-item 


seemed to ask the same question as sub-item i.


Outside-of-


school practices


Overall writing 


frequency


STUDENTD8, 12St17


In a typical week, how many days do 


you spend writing on your own and 


not for school—for example, writing 


stories or keeping a journal at home? 


Fill in a number between 0 and 7.


_ days


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 11 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student misread the instructions and provided a text response rather than a 


number.




Topic: Self-Efficacy – Student Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		SELF-EFFICACY

		Language facility, mechanics, and conventions

		Yes

		12

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. Two sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made. Two sub-items did not perform well and had many issues.


Minor to no issues identified in over half of items; many issues identified in two items



		

		Organization and development of ideas

		Yes

		7

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few to no issues.



		

		Communicative purpose

		Yes

		7

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. One sub-item did not perform well and had many issues.



		

		Resource and tool use

		Yes

		9

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. Three sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Self-monitoring

		Yes

		4

		Overall most sub-items worked well with no issues. One sub-item had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.





Table 24


[image: image16.emf]Topic Facet


Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Self-efficacy N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St09_000


Do you think that you would be able 


to do each of the following?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_01


a.Write a paper using correct grammar I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, they were unsure if they should 


consider if resources were available to them to perform the action.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_02


b.Write a paper without spelling 


mistakes


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student was unsure if they should consider if 


resources were available to them to perform the action.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_03


c. Write clear and complete sentences I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 15 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student was thinking about the structure of a paper rather than sentences; the 


other student felt that the question was overly broad but demonstrated 


understanding of the sub-item as intended.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_04


d.Vary the structure of sentences in my 


writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for inclusion in the 


2016 Writing pilot.


Four out of 15 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the phrase "vary the 


strucutre of sentences." Responses to the generic probe indicate that students 


understand the meaning of this phrase in different ways.




Table 25


[image: image17.emf]Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_05


e.Write long sentences without 


mistakes


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 14 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was unsure about what 


constituted a long sentences verus a short sentence.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_06


f. Use different voices and tones in my 


writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for inclusion in the 


2016 Writing pilot.


Three out of 14 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, some students were uncertain about the meaning of the terms 


"voices" and "tones." Responses to the generic probes indicate that students 


interpret these terms in different ways.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_07


g.Use academic vocabulary correctly in 


my writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item g to "Use more advanced or formal vocabulary correctly in my 


writing"


Five out of 14 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the phrase 


"academic vocabulary."


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_08


h.Choose words in my writing that will 


effectively communicate my ideas


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St09_09


i. Change the style of my writing to 


communicate the same information 


for different audiences


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St10_000


Do you think that you would be able 


to do each of the following?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_01


a.Type a longer text (several 


paragraphs) with few errors using a 


computer keyboard


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was unsure if the question 


referred to typing a final or rough draft.


Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_02


b.Type a longer text (several 


paragraphs) with few errors using a 


virtual keyboard on a touch screen 


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the question after re-reading it.


Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_03


c. Use a stylus to write or edit my 


writing on a tablet


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item c to "Write or edit my writing on a tablet using a stylus (a 


small pen used to write on a touch screen)"


Five out of 21 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the word "stylus."


Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_04


d.Use a spell-check in word processing 


software 


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student misread the sub-item and answered questions about sub-item c; the 


other student was unsure if the question was referring to tablets or computers.


Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_05


e.Use a grammar-check in word 


processing software


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was unsure if the question 


was referring to tablets or computers.


Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_06


f. Select the correct word from spell-


check when editing my writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was unsure if the question 


was referring to tablets or computers.




Table 26


[image: image18.emf]Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_07


g.Find words to use in my writing from 


the thesaurus in word processing 


software


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item g to "Find words to use in my writing from the thesaurus 


(online, in print, or in word processing software)"


One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item; 


specifically, the student was unsure if the question was referring to tablets or 


computers. Responses to the probes indicate that some students considered 


using a printed or online version of a thesaurus rather than the word processing 


tool when answering the question.


Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_08


h.Use word processing software to 


make words bold, put words in italics, 


or underline words


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was unsure if the question 


was referring to tablets or computers.


Self-efficacy Resource and 


tool use


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St10_09


i. Cut, copy, and paste text using the 


computer keyboard


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item i to "Cut, copy, and paste text using the computer keyboard or 


mouse"


One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the probes indicate that some students considered the use of a 


mouse when answering the qeustion.


Self-efficacy N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St11_000


Do you think that you would be able 


to do each of the following?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St11_01


a.Create an outline prior to writing I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 12 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was uncertain about the 


meaning of the phrase "create an outline". This confusion is consistent with a 


few responses to another sub-item (St03_14) with the same terminology.


Self-efficacy Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St11_02


b.Write a well-organized essay with an 


introduction, body, and conclusion


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St11_03


c. Write a paragraph with a clear topic 


sentence


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 12 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


confusion is due to a misreading/typo in the coglab materials ("clear" read as 


"dear").


Self-efficacy Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St11_04


d.Quickly come up with ideas about 


what to write for a timed writing task


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St11_05


e.Start an essay with an interesting 


introduction


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St11_06


f. End an essay with a strong 


conclusion


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St11_07


g.Complete a first draft of an essay 


within a class period


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.




Table 27


[image: image19.emf]Self-efficacy N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St12_000


Do you think that you would be able 


to do each of the following?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St12_01


a.Explain something in my writing I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student thought that the term 


"writing" was too vague.


Self-efficacy Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St12_02


b.Convince someone about something 


in my writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St12_03


c. Tell an imaginary story in my writing I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but simply felt that thequestion did not "fit 


well" with the other questions.


Self-efficacy Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St12_04


d.Present a clear position in my writingI definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Eight out of 21 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the generic probes indicate that the confusion is due to a 


misreading/typo in the coglab materials ("clear" position read as "dear" 


position) and that students understand the intended meaning of the sub-item.


Self-efficacy Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St12_05


e.Support a position with reasons and 


examples in my writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St12_06


f. Take different points of view into 


account in my persuasive writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 21 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was unsure if "points of 


view" referred to those of the reader or of characters in a story.


Self-efficacy Communicative 


purpose


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St12_07


g.Synthesize the points expressed in 


several different pieces of writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for inclusion in the 


2016 Writing pilot.


Eight out of 21 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the word 


"synthesize." Responses to the probes indicate that students interpret this term 


in different ways.


Self-efficacy N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St13_000


Do you think that you would be able 


to do each of the following?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Self-monitoring


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St13_01


a.Plan ahead to get my writing done by 


a deadline


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Self-monitoring


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St13_02


b.Avoid distractions while I write I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.
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STUDENT


SM


8, 12St13_03


c. Evaluate whether I am making 


progress in my writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item c to "Evaluate whether I am improving in my writing" OR 


"Evaluate whether I am making progress in completing my writing"


Two out of 21 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


One student was uncertain about the meaning of the term "evaluate." Another 


student found the question to be vague in what it is asking. Responses to the 


generic probes indicate that there may be some issues with the interpretation of 


the term "progress." While a over half of the students understood "progress" to 


mean improvement in the quality of their writing, some understood it to mean 


the quantity of work that they had completed (e.g., how many pages completed, 


whether an assignment would be completed in time). A clear explanation of 


"progress" is needed.


Self-efficacy Self-monitoring


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St13_04


d.Set goals for improving my writing I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St13_05


e.Use the Internet to find information 


to include in my writing


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St13_06


f. Judge the reliability of an online 


source for use in my writing (for 


example, whether a source from the 


Internet is biased)


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Self-efficacy Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St13_07


g.Credit others for their ideas in my 


writing (for example, citing sources, 


using endnotes and footnotes in 


reports)


I definitely can't / I probably can't / 


Maybe / I probably can / I definitely 


can


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item g to "Cite others for their ideas in my writing (for example, 


citing sources, providing the references I used in my reports)"


Two out of 21 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


One student was uncertain of what endnotes and footnotes are. Another student 


misinterpreted the phrase "credit others" (i.e., applauding others) and therefore 


found the examples to be confusing. A simplification of the sub-item wording 


may be needed.




Topic: Achievement Motivation – Student Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION

		Performance

		Yes

		6

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Mastery

		Yes

		8

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Achivement 


motivation


N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St14_000


Thinking about your English/language 


arts class this year, how much does 


each of the following statements 


describe a person like you?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Achivement 


motivation


Mastery


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_01


a.I want to improve how I express my 


ideas.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select.


Achivement 


motivation


Performance


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_02


b.I want  to keep people from thinking 


I’m a poor writer.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select; another student understood the sub-item but noted that this sub-item 


seemed to ask the same question as sub-item l.


Achivement 


motivation


Mastery


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_03


c. I want to get a good grade in the 


class.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select.


Achivement 


motivation


Performance


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_04


d.I want to hide that I have a hard time 


writing.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select; another student understood the sub-item but felt that it was a loaded 


question ("implies I have a hard time writing and I do not have a hard time 


writing").


Achivement 


motivation


Mastery


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_05


e.I want to become a better writer. Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select.
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motivation


Performance


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_06


f. I want to have my classmates believe 


I can write well.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select.


Achivement 


motivation


Mastery


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_07


g.I want to pass this class. Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select.


Achivement 


motivation


Performance


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_08


h.I want to avoid making mistakes in 


front of my classmates.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select.


Achivement 


motivation


Mastery


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_09


i. I want to complete all the 


assignments for the class.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select; another student misread the instructions and was unsure if the question 


was asking about a specific class.


Achivement 


motivation


Mastery


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_10


j. I want to persuade others with my 


writing.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select; another student interpreted "persuade" to mean "motivate."


Achivement 


motivation


Mastery


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_11


k. I want to be a better writer than my 


classmates.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select.


Achivement 


motivation


Performance


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_12


l. I want to hide how nervous I am 


about writing.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Three out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select; one student understood the sub-item but felt that it was a loaded 


question ("implies I am nervous about writing and I am not"); another student 


understood the sub-item but noted that this sub-item seemed to ask the same 


question as sub-item b.


Achivement 


motivation


Performance


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_13


m.I want to get my teacher to think I am 


a good writer.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that one 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select; another student was initially confused by the words "get" and "think" but 


their responses indicated understanding of the intent of the question.


Achivement 


motivation


Mastery


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St14_14


n.I want to better organize my ideas 


when writing.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 25 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student understood the sub-item but was unsure about what response option to 


select.




Topic: Beliefs About Writing – Student Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		BELIEFS ABOUT WRITING

		--

		Yes

		9

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few to no issues.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St08_000


Please indicate how much you 


disagree or agree with the following 


statements about writing.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_01


a.Revising is mostly about fixing errors 


in my grammar.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_02


b.Good writers do not make errors in 


spelling.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_03


c. The main problem of poor writers is 


using incorrect grammar.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_04


d.Good writers do not need to revise a 


lot because they get it right the first 


time.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_05


e.Good writers have to be able to write 


long sentences correctly.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, they were unsure of what stage of the 


writing process this question referred to.


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_06


f. Good writing is about thinking and 


finding the right words to express my 


thoughts. 


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_07


g.Revising is mostly about better 


expressing my thoughts.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.
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writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_08


h.Good writers discover new ideas 


while writing.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Beliefs about 


writing


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St08_09


i. Good writers revise their writing to 


clarify their ideas.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.




Topic: Interest and Enjoyment – Student Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		INTEREST AND ENJOYMENT

		--

		Yes

		13

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. One sub-item had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St07_000


How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like 


you?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St07_01


a.I enjoy writing for different purposes 


(for example, writing to persuade or 


writing to explain).


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St07_02


b.I enjoy expressing my thoughts in 


writing.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St07_03


c. I enjoy writing for different audiences 


(for example, writing a letter to an 


editor versus a letter to a friend).


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot:


- Revise sub-item c to "I enjoy writing for different types of audiences or readers 


(for example, writing a letter to an editor versus a letter to a friend)"


Two out of 13 students exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, students were uncertain about the meaning of the term "audiences" 


(they interpreted it to mean multiple people, rather than multiple types of 


readers). A clear explanation or example of audiences is needed.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St07_04


d.The activity of writing is satisfying for 


me.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was uncertain about 


whether the question was asking about writing for leisure or for an assignment.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St07_05


e.Drafting and revising my writing is 


satisfying for me.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. One student's responses to the generic probes 


indicated that they were thrown off by the wording at first but they still 


understood the question. Another student's responses signaled comprehension; 


they noted that drafting and revising were different, and that they found the 


latter more satisfying than the former.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St07_06


f. I try to avoid writing as much as 


possible.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 13 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was unsure of what type of 


writing the question referred to.
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enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St07_07


g.I enjoy sharing my writing with 


others.


Not at all like me / Not much like me 


/ Somewhat like me / Mostly like me 


/ Very much like me


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENTSL8, 12St21_000


Please indicate how much you 


disagree or agree with the following 


statements about writing.


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St21_01


a.Writing is one of my favorite 


activities.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St21_02


b.Writing allows me to express my 


ideas.


Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St21_03


c. Revising helps me clarify my ideas. Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 10 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item. Responses to the generic probes indicate that the 


student misread the word "revising" but understood the intent of the question.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St21_04


d.Writing is easy for me. Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St21_05


e.I am a good writer. Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 10 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; specifically, the student was uncertain of the 


meaning of the phrase "good writer."


Interest and 


enjoyment


N/A


STUDENT


SM


8, 12St21_06


f. I don't like to write. Strongly disagree / Disgree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. One out of 10 students exhibited some confusion 


understanding this sub-item; responses to the generic probe indicate that the 


student had to re-read the sub-item (they were thrown off by the reversed 


valence of the statement), but ultimately understood the question.




Topic: Classroom Practices – Teacher Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		CLASSROOM PRACTICES

		Assignment variety

		Yes

		9

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. Two sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Language facility, mechanics, and conventions

		Yes

		11

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. One sub-item did not perform well and had many issues.



		

		Organization and development of ideas

		Yes

		6

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. One sub-item did not perform well and had many issues.



		

		Communicative purpose

		Yes

		6

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Resource and tool use

		Yes

		6

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Classroom 


practices


N/A


TEACHERSL8T01_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often do you give the 


following writing assignments to your 


students?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. Two out of 3 teachers found the item to be difficult 


overall, however their responses to the probes demonstrated general 


understanding of the sub-items; rather, the difficulties stem from having to 


spontaneously provide concrete examples for the item-specific probes.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_01


a. Assignments that students have to 


complete under a strict time limit


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_02


b. Assignments that students have to 


complete within one session


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_03


c. Assignments that students can work 


on over extended periods of time 


(e.g., several sessions)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item c to "Assignments that are designed for students to work on 


over extended periods of time (e.g., several sessions)"


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item; 


specifically, the teacher was not sure whether to only include assignments that 


were designed to take several class sessions to complete or to also include 


student assignments that were only intended for one class session, but the 


student required additional time. The teacher only considered the former when 


providing an answer.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_04


d. Assignments that students have to 


complete together with other 


students


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_05


e. Assignments that students have to 


complete on a computer


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item e to "Assignments that students have to complete on a 


computer (for example, to do research on the Internet or to write a paper)"


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item; 


specifically, the teacher stated that the sub-item could be interpreted in two 


different ways (i.e., using a computer to do internet research or editing their 


writing on a word processor). A clear explanation or example may be needed.




Table 36
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practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_06


f. Assignments for which students have 


to do research on the Internet


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_07


g. Assignments of up to a few 


sentences


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, the teacher was uncertain about whether the question was asking if 


they gave assignments specifically stating a certain number of sentences. The 


teacher's response to the item-specific probe indicated that they considered 


assignments with an unspecified number of sentences.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_08


h. Assignments of several paragraphs Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Assignment 


variety


TEACHER


SM


8T01_09


i. Assignments of at least a couple of 


pages (e.g., a paper or report)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


N/A


TEACHERSL8T02_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often have you 


focused on each of the following with 


your students when teaching writing?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_01


a. Grammar Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_02


b. Sentence combining to form complex 


sentences


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for inclusion in the 


2016 Writing pilot.


All three teachers exhibited no confusion understanding this sub-item. However, 


their responses to the item-specific probes indicated different interpretations of 


the term "complex sentences." Similar issues with the term "complex sentences" 


also emerged in the student coglab data.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_03


c. Vocabulary Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_04


d. Keyboarding Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, the teacher understood the meaning of the sub-item, but was 


uncertain about whether the question was asking about topics they were 


currently focusing on or had focused on so far in class. Responses to the probes 


indicate that the teacher interpreted the question as referring to topics that they 


had focused on in class to date.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_05


e. Using word processing software for 


editing and revising


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_06


f. Expressing their ideas in their writingNever or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_07


g. Organizing ideas in their writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_08


h. Writing for different audiences Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.
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practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_09


i. Writing for different purposes Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_10


j. Writing different genres of text (e.g., 


essays, narratives) 


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T02_11


k. Planning their writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T02_12


l. Evaluating their writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T02_13


m. Synthesizing sources in their writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Many Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, the teacher was uncertain about the meaning of the phrase 


"synthesizing sources" and interpreted it to mean "including what they have 


learned in their writing." Responses from the other two teachers indicated that 


they understood "synthesis" as referring to finding and combining multiple 


credible sources into a cohesive piece of writing. Similar issues with the term 


"synthesize" also emerged in the student coglab data.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T02_14


n. Creating an outline prior to writing Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T02_15


o. Revising their drafts Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T02_16


p. Using details to develop ideas in 


their writing 


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T02_17


q. Managing voice and tone in their 


writing


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


N/A


TEACHERSL8T13_000


How often do you ask your students 


to write for each of the following 


purposes?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T13_01


a. Explain (i.e., provide information 


about a topic or steps in a process)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T13_02


b. Persuade (i.e., convince someone to 


do something)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T13_03


c. Convey real experience (i.e., write 


about factual events or personal 


experiences)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.
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practices


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T13_04


d. Convey imagined experience (i.e., tell 


a fictional story)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T13_05


e. Summarize (i.e., write a summary of a 


longer text or story)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T13_06


f. Analyze (i.e., collect and describe 


evidence for an issue or argument)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / At 


least once a week


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


N/A


TEACHERSL8T21_000


How often do you ask your students 


to do the following when you ask 


them to write about something?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T21_01


a. Use a computer for drafting and 


revising their writing


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 2 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the probes indicate that the teacher understood the sub-item, but 


thought that "drafting and revising" should be asked in two separate questions 


(i.e., they ask students to draft on the computer very often, but never ask them 


to revise on the computer).


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T21_02


b. Use a computer to complete writing 


that is started by hand


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T21_03


c. Use word processing tools to check 


spelling or use a dictionary or 


thesaurus


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 2 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the probes indicate that the teacher understood what the question 


was asking, but also wondered if the question was trying to examine whether 


the students were taken to a computer lab to execute these tasks.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T21_04


d. Use the Internet to get information 


for their writing


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T21_05


e. Assess their own writing by using a 


specific rubric


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Classroom 


practices


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T21_06


f. Assess the writing of other students 


by using rubrics


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


Very often / Always or almost always


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.




Topic: School Practices – Teacher Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		SCHOOL PRACTICES

		Writing across the curriculum

		No

		1

		Overall the item worked well with very few issues.



		

		Overall writing frequency

		No

		4

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Item Response Options


Alternative 


Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School practices Writing across 


the curriculum


TEACHERD8T26_01


To what extent are students at your 


school asked to write in content 


areas other than English/language 


arts—e.g., in social studies, science, 


or mathematics classes?


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


T27_000


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


TEACHERSL8T27_000


How often are students at your 


school given writing assignments in 


the following classes?


N/A N/A


Minor 


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


TEACHER


SM


8T27_01


a. English/language arts class There is no specific expectation 


around this in my school. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few times a year / 


Once or twice a month / Once or 


twice a week  / Every day or almost 


every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


TEACHER


SM


8T27_02


b. Social studies class such as history, 


civics, government, or geography


There is no specific expectation 


around this in my school. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few times a year / 


Once or twice a month / Once or 


twice a week  / Every day or almost 


every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


TEACHER


SM


8T27_03


c. Science class There is no specific expectation 


around this in my school. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few times a year / 


Once or twice a month / Once or 


twice a week  / Every day or almost 


every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


TEACHER


SM


8T27_04


d. Mathematics class There is no specific expectation 


around this in my school. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few times a year / 


Once or twice a month / Once or 


twice a week  / Every day or almost 


every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.




Topic: Organization of Instruction – Teacher Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		ORGANIZATION OF INSTRUCTION*

		Class structure

		Yes

		10

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Method of assessment

		Yes

		8

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Use of assessment results

		Yes

		4

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Forms of feedback

		Yes

		9

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Allocation of instructional time

		No

		7

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. One sub-item had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Basis of evaluation

		No

		5

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Alternative 


Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T03_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often have you done 


each of the following when teaching 


writing?


N/A N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_01


a. Asked students to work in small 


groups to share and revise their 


writing


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_02


b. Asked students to revise their first 


drafts based on feedback from other 


students


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the generic probes indicate that the teacher understood, the 


question but noted that it seemed to be asking the same question as sub-item a.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_03


c. Asked students to write more than 


one draft for a writing assignment


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_04


d. Demonstrated for the class how to 


plan writing


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_05


e. Shared models of writing done by 


other students for class discussion


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_06


f. Had students in the class share 


strategies for improving writing


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_07


g. Used student work to demonstrate 


how to revise writing


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.
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instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_08


h. Taught students how to judge the 


reliabiity of an online source for use 


in their writing (e.g., whether a 


source from the Internet is biased)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_09


i. Taught students how to credit others 


for their ideas in students' writing 


(e.g., citing sources, using endnotes 


and footnotes in reports)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Class structure


TEACHER


SM


8T03_10


j. Shared a rubric with students for 


evaluating their own writing


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T04_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often do you use each 


of the following to assess student 


progress in writing?


N/A N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Method of 


assessment


TEACHER


SM


8T04_01


a. Multiple-choice tests Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Method of 


assessment


TEACHER


SM


8T04_02


b. Short written responses (e.g., a 


phrase or sentence)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Method of 


assessment


TEACHER


SM


8T04_03


c. Long written responses (e.g., several 


sentences or paragraphs)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Method of 


assessment


TEACHER


SM


8T04_04


d. Group projects or reports Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Method of 


assessment


TEACHER


SM


8T04_05


e. Individual projects or reports Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Method of 


assessment


TEACHER


SM


8T04_06


f. Timed assessments (i.e., tests where 


students have to produce text under 


a time limit)


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Method of 


assessment


TEACHER


SM


8T04_07


g. Essays or papers students can 


complete over extended periods of 


time in and outside of the classroom


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Method of 


assessment


TEACHER


SM


8T04_08


h. Computer-based writing tests with an 


extended constructed-response 


component


Never or hardly ever / A few times a 


year / Once or twice a month / Once 


or twice a week  / Every day or 


almost every day


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T05_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how often do you use 


results from writing assessments for 


each of the following?


N/A N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Use of 


assessment 


results


TEACHER


SM


8T05_01


a. Determine students' current levels of 


writing performance


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Use of 


assessment 


results


TEACHER


SM


8T05_02


b. Set specific goals for progress for 


individual students


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.
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instruction


Use of 


assessment 


results


TEACHER


SM


8T05_03


c. Monitor progress students have 


made toward previously set writing 


goals


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Use of 


assessment 


results


TEACHER


SM


8T05_04


d. Determine how to adjust my teaching 


strategies to meet students' current 


learning needs


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T06_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, what kinds of feedback do 


you typically give your students about 


their writing assignments?


N/A N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_01


a. I give them a grade. Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_02


b. I write a general comment at the end 


of the paper.


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_03


c. I correct their spelling and grammar 


mistakes.


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_04


d. I re-write parts of their paper to 


model other approaches.


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_05


e. I provide specific suggestions on re-


organizing their ideas.


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_06


f. I meet with students one-on-one to 


go over their writing.


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_07


g. I meet with students one-on-one to 


explain my written comments.


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_08


h. I organize my classes so students 


receive help from one another in 


planning and revising their writing.


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Forms of 


feedback


TEACHER


SM


8T06_09


i. I organize my classes so students 


give each other peer feedback.


Never or hardly ever / Sometimes / 


About half of the time / Often / 


Always or almost always


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T14_000


Overall, what percentage of your 


instructional time teaching writing is 


spent on each of the following?


N/A N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise item instructions to "Overall, what percentage of your instructional time 


teaching writing is spent on each of the following? Percentages across all the 


sub-items need not sum up to 100%."


Responses to the probes indicate that one teacher was uncertain about whether 


the instructions are asking to select answers across all sub-items that total up to 


100%. Clarification of this point is needed.
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Allocation of 


instructional 


time


TEACHER


SM


8T14_01


a. Development of ideas 0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


TEACHER


SM


8T14_02


b. Organization of ideas 0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


TEACHER


SM


8T14_03


c. Effectiveness of expression (e.g.,


sentence variety, word choice, tone)


0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the probes indicate that the teacher understood the sub-item 


itself, but was uncertain about whether the instructions are asking to select 


answers across all sub-items that total up to 100%. 


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


TEACHER


SM


8T14_04


d. Mechanics and conventions (e.g., 


spelling, grammar, punctuation)


0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


TEACHER


SM


8T14_05


e. Keyboarding skills 0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


TEACHER


SM


8T14_06


f. Word processing skills 0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item f to "Word processing skills (e.g., using processing tools such 


as spell check, word count, indentations)"


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the probes indicate that the teacher was uncertain about the 


meaning of the term "word processing skills" and thought it could either refer to 


word fluency tasks such as decoding, or the use of a word processor. The 


teacher noted that sub-item e seems to encompass what sub-item f is intended 


to ask (about using a word processor). A clear explanation of "word processing 


skills" may be needed.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


TEACHER


SM


8T14_07


g. Other (Please 


specify):___________________


0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T16_000


When grading/evaluating your 


students’ writing, approximately what 


percentage of the grade/evaluation is 


based on each of the following?


N/A N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Basis of 


evaluation


TEACHER


SM


8T16_01


a. Development of ideas 0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Basis of 


evaluation


TEACHER


SM


8T16_02


b. Organization of ideas 0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Basis of 


evaluation


TEACHER


SM


8T16_03


c. Effectiveness of expression (e.g., 


sentence variety, word choice, tone)


0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Basis of 


evaluation


TEACHER


SM


8T16_04


d. Mechanics and conventions (e.g., 


spelling, grammar, punctuation)


0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Organization of 


instruction


Basis of 


evaluation


TEACHER


SM


8T16_05


e. Other (Please 


specify):___________________


0–10% / 11–25% / 26–50% / 51–75% 


/ 76–90% / Over 90%


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.




Topic: Focus of Instruction – Teacher Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluations



		FOCUS OF INSTRUCTION

		Language facility, mechanics, and conventions

		Yes

		12

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. Three sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Resource and tool use

		Yes

		9

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Organization and development of ideas

		Yes

		8

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Communicative purpose

		Yes

		7

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Self-monitoring

		Yes

		4

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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[image: image36.emf]Topic Facet


Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Focus of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T07_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how much time have you 


devoted to teaching your students 


each of the following?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T07_01


a. Writing a paper using correct 


grammar


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHERSL8T07_02


b. Writing a paper without spelling 


mistakes


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHERILD8T07_03


c. Writing clear and complete 


sentences


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T07_04


d. Varying the structure of sentences in 


students' writing


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHERSL8T07_05


e. Writing long sentences without 


mistakes


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item e to "Writing longer sentences without mistakes (for example, 


using correct punctuation and grammar)"


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, the teacher was uncertain about the meaning of the phrase "a long 


sentence". Responses from the other two teachers indicated understanding of "a 


long sentence" to mean a long complex sentence with the correct use of 


punctuation and grammar. Clarification of the sub-item may be needed. 


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHERILD8T07_06


f. Using different voices and tones in 


students' writing


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.




Table 45


[image: image37.emf]Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T07_07


g. Using academic vocabulary correctly 


in students' writing


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHERSL8T07_08


h. Choosing words in students' writing 


that will effectively communicate 


ideas


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item h to "Selecting words that will effectively communicate ideas"


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, one teacher was uncertain about the meaning of the phrase 


"choosing words in students' writing" and thought that the question might be 


referring to the teacher choosing words from a student's writing. The teacher 


suggested removing the phrase "in students' writing." The other two teachers 


understood the phrase to mean "effective word choice."


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHERILD8T07_09


i. Changing the style of students' 


writing to communicate the same 


information for different audiences


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item i to "Changing one's writing style to communicate the same 


information to different audiences"


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, the teacher's responses to the probes indicate that they understood 


the intent of the question but found it to be confusing due to the grammatical 


structure of the statement. The teacher suggested editing the question to make 


it easier to understand.


Focus of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T08_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how much time have you 


devoted to teaching your students 


each of the following?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_01


a. Typing a longer text (several 


paragraphs) with few errors using a 


computer keyboard


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_02


b. Typing a longer text (several 


paragraphs) with few errors using a 


virtual keyboard on a touch screen 


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_03


c. Using a stylus to write or edit their 


writing on a tablet


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_04


d. Using a spell-check in word 


processing software 


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_05


e. Using a grammar-check in word 


processing software


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 3 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Specifically, one teacher was unaware that there was a grammar check tool in 


Word that could be selected independently from the spell check tool; however, 


the teacher understood the intent of the question.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_06


f. Selecting the correct word from spell-


check when editing their writing


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_07


g. Finding words to use in their writing 


from the thesaurus in word 


processing software


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_08


h. Using word processing software to 


make words bold, put words in italics, 


or underline words


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Resource and 


tool use


TEACHER


SM


8T08_09


i. Applying cut, copy, and paste using 


the computer keyboard


None / A Little / Some / A lot / Very 


much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.
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[image: image38.emf]Focus of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T09_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how much time have you 


spent on teaching your students each 


of the following?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T09_01


a. Creating an outline prior to writing None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T09_02


b. Writing a well-organized essay None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T09_03


c. Writing a paragraph with a clear 


topic sentence


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T09_04


d. Coming up with ideas about what to 


write for a timed writing task


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T09_05


e. Starting an essay with an interesting 


introduction


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T09_06


f. Ending an essay with a strong 


conclusion


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T09_07


g. Completing a first draft of an essay 


within a class period


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Organization 


and 


development of 


ideas


TEACHER


SM


8T09_08


h. Completing a writing assignment in a 


limited amount of time.


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T10_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how much time have you 


spent on teaching your students each 


of the following?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T10_01


a. Explaining something in their writing None / Not much / Some / Much / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T10_02


b. Convincing someone about 


something in their writing


None / Not much / Some / Much / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T10_03


c. Telling an imaginary story in their 


writing


None / Not much / Some / Much / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.
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[image: image39.emf]Focus of 


instruction


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T10_04


d. Presenting a clear position in their 


writing


None / Not much / Some / Much / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T10_05


e. Supporting a position with reasons 


and examples in their writing


None / Not much / Some / Much / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T10_06


f. Taking different points of view into 


account in their writing


None / Not much / Some / Much / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Communicative 


purpose


TEACHER


SM


8T10_07


g. Synthesizing the points expressed in 


several different pieces of writing


None / Not much / Some / Much / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


N/A


TEACHERSL8T11_000


In your English/language arts class 


this year, how much time have you 


devoted to teaching your students 


each of the following?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Self-monitoring


TEACHER


SM


8T11_01


a. Planning ahead to get their writing 


done by a deadline


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Self-monitoring


TEACHER


SM


8T11_02


b. Avoiding distractions while they writeNone / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Self-monitoring


TEACHER


SM


8T11_03


c. Evaluating whether they are making 


progress in their writing


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Self-monitoring


TEACHER


SM


8T11_04


d. Setting goals for improving their 


writing


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T11_05


e. Using the Internet to find information 


to include in their writing


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T11_06


f. Judging the reliability of an online 


source for use in their writing (e.g., 


whether a source from the Internet is 


biased)


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Focus of 


instruction


Language 


facility, 


mechanics, and 


conventions


TEACHER


SM


8T11_07


g. Crediting others for their ideas in 


their writing (e.g., citing sources, 


using endnotes and footnotes in 


reports)


None / A Little / Some / Quite a bit / 


Very much


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.




Topic: Resources and Tool Use for Instruction and Learning – Teacher Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		RESOURCES AND TOOL USE FOR INSTRUCTION AND LEARNING

		--

		No

		7

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues. Two sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.
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Sub-item Letter
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Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resource and 


tool use for 


instruction and 


learning


N/A


TEACHERSL8T12_000


To what extent do you use each of 


the following technological resources 


for writing instruction?


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise item instructions to "To what extent do you personally use each of the 


following technological resources for writing instruction?" OR "To what extent 


do you have your students use each of the following technological resources for 


writing instruction?"


Responses to the probes indicate that one teacher was uncertain about whether 


the instructions are asking about what the teacher uses or what they have 


students use for writing instruction. The teacher ultimately responded to the 


question based on what they personally use for instruction. Clarification of this 


point is needed.


Resource and 


tool use for 


instruction and 


learning


N/A


TEACHER


SM


8T12_01


a. Desktop or laptop computer(s) Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


One out of 2 teachers exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. 


Responses to the probes indicate that the teacher understood the sub-item 


itself, but was uncertain about whether the instructions are asking about what 


the teacher uses or what they have students use for writing instruction. The 


teacher ultimately responded to the question based on what they personally use 


for instruction.


Resource and 


tool use for 


instruction and 


learning


N/A


TEACHER


SM


8T12_02


b. Tablet(s) Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Resource and 


tool use for 


instruction and 


learning


N/A


TEACHER


SM


8T12_03


c. Digital projector(s) Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Resource/tool 


use for 


instruction and 


learning


N/A


TEACHER


SM


8T12_04


d. Online content (e.g., online software, 


podcasts, or streaming videos)


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Resource/tool 


use for 


instruction and 


learning


N/A


TEACHER


SM


8T12_05


e. Interactive web spaces (e.g., forums 


where students can interact and 


share materials)


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item e to "Interactive web spaces (e.g., forums where students can 


interact with one another and share materials, such as Discovery Education or 


EdMoto)


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item. However, responses to the item-specific probe indicate 


that examples of "interactive web spaces" could be added to the question for 


additional clarity.


Resource/tool 


use for 


instruction and 


learning


N/A


TEACHER


SM


8T12_06


f. Smart board(s) Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Resource/tool 


use for 


instruction and 


learning


N/A


TEACHER


SM


8T12_07


g. Other digital device(s) (Please 


specify): ________


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.




Topic: Teacher Preparation – Teacher Items

		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		TEACHER PREPARATION

		Writing instruction

		No

		9

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Technical skills

		No

		2

		Overall all sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Teacher 


preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T18_01


a. During the past two years, have you 


attended professional development 


programs (i.e., training sessions and 


workshops, including online classes) 


of less than a day  aimed at 


developing and improving practices 


for writing instruction?


Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Teacher 


preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T18_02


b. If yes: How many times? _ _ 


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Teacher 


preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T18_03


c. If yes: To what extent have you 


implemented lessons learned from 


these professional development 


programs in your writing instruction? 


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Teacher 


preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T19_01


a. During the past two years, have you 


attended professional development 


programs (i.e., training sessions and 


workshops, including online classes) 


of a full day aimed at developing and 


improving practices for writing 


instruction?


Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Teacher 


preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T19_02


b. If yes: How many times? _ _ 


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


N/A


Teacher 


preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T19_03


c. If yes: To what extent have you 


implemented lessons learned from 


these professional development 


programs in your writing instruction? 


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


N/A


Teacher 


preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T20_01


a. During the past two years, have you 


attended professional development 


programs (i.e., training sessions and 


workshops, including online classes) 


that took more than one day aimed 


at developing and improving 


practices for writing instruction?


Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.
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preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T20_02


b. If yes: How many times? _ _ 


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


N/A


Teacher 


preparation


Writing 


instruction


TEACHERD8T20_03


c. If yes: To what extent have you 


implemented lessons learned from 


these professional development 


programs in your writing instruction? 


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


N/A


Teacher 


preparation


Technical skills


TEACHERD8T25_01


During the past two years, have you 


attended professional development 


programs (i.e., training sessions and 


workshops, including online classes) 


aimed at developing and improving 


your keyboarding skills?


Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Teacher 


preparation


Technical skills


TEACHERD8T25_02


During the past two years, have you 


attended professional development 


programs (i.e., training sessions and 


workshops, including online classes) 


aimed at developing and improving 


your word processing skills?


Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.




Topic: Technical Skills – Teacher Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		Overview of evaluationS



		TECHNICAL SKILLS

		Student

		No

		9

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues.



		

		Teacher

		No

		2

		Overall most sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Technical skills Student


TEACHERD8T22_01


Based on keyboarding instruction at 


your school, which of the following 


best describes the keyboarding skills 


expected of students at the grade 


level you teach?


No typing skill is expected.  / Hunt 


and peck typing / Basic touch-typing 


/ Rapid and accurate touch-typing


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills Student


TEACHERD8T22_02


How many of your students in your 


8th grade English/language arts class 


meet the expectations regarding their 


keyboarding skills?


None / Few students / Some but less 


than half of the class / About half of 


the class / Most students / All or 


almost all students


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills N/A


TEACHERSL8T23_000


Which of the following word 


processing tools are your 8th grade 


students expected to be able to use 


for writing?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills Student


TEACHER


SM


8T23_01


a. Cut, copy, and paste Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills Student


TEACHER


SM


8T23_02


b. Spell-check Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills Student


TEACHER


SM


8T23_03


c. Thesaurus Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills Student


TEACHER


SM


8T23_04


d. Formatting tools (e.g., bold, 


underline, italics)


Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills Student


TEACHERD8T23_05


How many of your students in your 


8th grade English/language arts class 


meet the expectations regarding their 


word processing skills?


None / Few students / Some but less 


than half of the class / About half of 


the class / Most students / All or 


almost all students


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills Teacher


TEACHERD8T24_01


Which of the following best describes 


your keyboarding skills?


No typing skills / Hunt and peck 


typing / Basic touch-typing / Rapid 


and accurate touch-typing


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.


Technical skills Teacher


TEACHERD8T24_02


Which of the following best describes 


your word processing skills?


I don't know how to use word 


processing software. / Basic skills / 


Inter-mediate skills / Advanced skills


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that teachers had problems understanding or 


responding to this item, however evaluation of this item is limited by a very low 


response rate.




Topic: Teacher Preparation – School Administrator Items

		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		OVERVIEW OF EVALUATIONS



		TEACHER PREPARATION

		ELA teachers

		No

		4

		Overall two of the sub-items worked well with very few issues. Two sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Non-ELA teachers

		No

		4

		Overall two of the sub-items worked well with very few issues. Two sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.
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Respondent
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Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Teacher 


preparation


ELA teachers


SCHOOLSL8, 12Sch01_000


Are the following professional 


development programs (i.e., training 


sessions and workshops, including 


online classes) offered in your school 


for English/language arts teachers?


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise instructions specify what year the question is referring to, for instance, 


"This year, have the following professional development programs (i.e., training 


sessions and workshops, including online classes) been offered in your school 


for English/language arts teachers?"


One out of 18 school administrators was uncertain about whether the 


instructions for the question referred to a specific year. Clarification of this point 


is needed.


Teacher 


preparation


ELA teachers


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch01_01


a.Programs aimed at developing and 


improving practices for writing 


instruction


Yes, provided by school or district 


personnel / Yes, provided by 


professionals outside of my school or 


district / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. One out of 18 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicated that the administrator understood what the sub-item was asking, but 


was uncertain about whether the instructions for the question referred to a 


specific school year.


Teacher 


preparation


ELA teachers


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch01_02


b.Programs aimed at developing and 


improving computer keyboarding 


skills


Yes, provided by school or district 


personnel / Yes, provided by 


professionals outside of my school or 


district / No


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item b to "Programs aimed at developing and improving teachers' 


computer keyboarding skills"


One out of 18 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Specifically, the administrator was uncertain about whether the 


sub-item was referring to programs aimed at improving teachers' computer 


keyboarding skills, or teachers' teaching of keyboarding skills. Responses to the 


probes indicate that 3 out of 18 administrators interpreted the subitem as the 


teaching of keyboarding skills to students. Clarification of this point is needed.


Teacher 


preparation


ELA teachers


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch01_03


c. Programs aimed at developing and 


improving word processing skills


Yes, provided by school or district 


personnel / Yes, provided by 


professionals outside of my school or 


district / No


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item c to "Programs aimed at developing and improving teachers' 


word processing skills"


One out of 18 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Specifically, the administrator was uncertain about whether the 


sub-item was referring to programs aimed at improving teachers' word 


processing skills, or teachers' teaching of these skills. Responses to the probes 


indicate that 3 out of 18 administrators interpreted the subitem as the teaching 


of word processing skills to students. Clarification of this point is needed.


Teacher 


preparation


ELA teachers


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch01_04


d.Other programs (Please specify): 


_____________


Yes, provided by school or district 


personnel / Yes, provided by 


professionals outside of my school or 


district / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Two out of 18 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that both administrators understood what the question was asking. 


However, one administrator could not think of any other programs (and thus 


answered C), and the other administrator was able to think of other programs 


but requested an option to select both A and B (suggesting that they misread the 


question's instructions to select one or more answer choices).
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preparation


Non-ELA 


teachers


SCHOOLSL8, 12Sch02_000


Are the following professional 


development programs (i.e., training 


sessions and workshops, including 


online classes) offered in your school 


for teachers not teaching 


English/language arts?


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise instructions specify what year the question is referring to, for instance, 


"This year, have the following professional development programs (i.e., training 


sessions and workshops, including online classes) been offered in your school 


for teachers not teaching English/language arts?"


One out of 20 school administrators was uncertain about whether the 


instructions for the question referred to a specific year. Clarification of this point 


is needed. One administrator out of 20 did not understand the response options 


and required clarification; they ultimately provided answers but their responses 


to the probes do not indicate a clear understanding of the question instructions 


or response options. The administrator, however, was able to answer parallel 


question Sch01_000 without any difficulties.


Teacher 


preparation


Non-ELA 


teachers


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch02_01


a.Programs aimed at developing and 


improving practices for writing 


instruction


Yes, provided by school or district 


personnel / Yes, provided by 


professionals outside of my school or 


district / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Two out of 20 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. One administrator did 


not understand the response options and required clarification; they ultimately 


provided an answer but their responses to the probes do not indicate a clear 


understanding of the question instructions or the sub-item. Responses from the 


other administrator indicate they they understood what the sub-item was asking 


but was uncertain about whether a teacher not teaching English/language arts 


would attend a PD program for writing instruction.


Teacher 


preparation


Non-ELA 


teachers


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch02_02


b.Programs aimed at developing and 


improving computer keyboarding 


skills


Yes, provided by school or district 


personnel / Yes, provided by 


professionals outside of my school or 


district / No


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item b to "Programs aimed at developing and improving teachers' 


computer keyboarding skills"


Two out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Responses to the probes indicate that one administrator 


understood what the sub-item was asking but did not understand the response 


options and required clarification. Responses from the other administrator 


indicate they they understood what the sub-item was asking but was uncertain 


about whether a teacher not teaching English/language arts would attend a PD 


program for writing instruction. Similar to Sch01_02, responses to the probes 


indicate that at least 1 administrator interpreted the subitem as the teaching of 


keyboarding skills to students. Clarification of this point is needed.


Teacher 


preparation


Non-ELA 


teachers


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch02_03


c. Programs aimed at developing and 


improving word processing skills


Yes, provided by school or district 


personnel / Yes, provided by 


professionals outside of my school or 


district / No


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item c to "Programs aimed at developing and improving teachers' 


word processing skills"


Two out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Responses to the probes indicate that one administrator 


understood what the sub-item was asking but did not understand the response 


options and required clarification. Responses from the other administrator 


indicate they they understood what the sub-item was asking but was uncertain 


about whether a teacher not teaching English/language arts would attend a PD 


program for writing instruction. Similar to Sch01_03, responses to the probes 


indicate that at least 1 administrator interpreted the subitem as the teaching of 


word processing skills to students. Clarification of this point is needed.


Teacher 


preparation


Non-ELA 


teachers


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch02_04


d.Other programs (Please specify): 


_____________


Yes, provided by school or district 


personnel / Yes, provided by 


professionals outside of my school or 


district / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Three out of 20 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that one administrator understood what the sub-item was asking but did 


not understand the response options and required clarification. Responses from 


the other administrator indicate they they understood what the sub-item was 


asking but was uncertain about whether a teacher not teaching 


English/language arts would attend a PD program for writing instruction. Similar 


to Sch01_04, however, one administrator understood what the sub-item was 


asking but could not think of any other programs (and thus answered C).




Topic: School Practices – School Administrator Items

		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		OVERVIEW OF EVALUATIONS



		SCHOOL PRACTICES

		Extracurricular opportunities

		Yes

		13

		Overall most of the sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. Four sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.



		

		Overall writing frequency

		No

		5

		Overall most of the sub-items worked well with very few to no issues. One sub-item had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made. One sub-item did not perform well and had many issues.



		

		Writing across the curriculum

		No

		4

		Overall most of the sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch03_01


To what extent are students at your 


school asked to write in content 


areas other than English/language 


arts—e.g., in social studies, science, 


or mathematics classes?


Not at all / Small extent / Moderate 


extent / Large extent


Many Issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for inclusion in the 


2016 Writing pilot.


Two out of 18 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item, and responses to the probes suggest that an additional 4 


administrators had difficulties with this question. Specifically, three 


administrators seemed to be uncomfortable with the answers they provided 


because the response options are vague and undefined (i.e., no specific ranges 


of time are provided). Two administrators misinterpreted the question and based 


their responses on elective and non-core classes (they did not consider non-ELA 


core classes). One administrator was uncertain about the meaning of the term 


"writing" (i.e., what types of work should be included under the term).


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


SCHOOLSL8, 12Sch04_000


How often are teachers in your 


school expected to give students 


writing assignments in the following 


classes?


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise instructions to "How often are teachers in your school expected to give 


students writing assignments (for example, short written answers, essays, 


research papers) in the following classes?"


Five out of 19 school administrators expressed uncertainty about the meaning of 


the term "writing assignments" in the question stem, as this could mean 


different types of assignments for different classes. A clear explanation or 


examples may be needed.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch04_01


a.English/language arts class There is no specific expectation 


around this in my school. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few times a year / 


Once or twice a month / Once or 


twice a week  / Every day or almost 


every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. One out of 19 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item, and responses to the 


probes suggest that an additional 4 administrators had difficulties with this 


question. Specifically, they were uncertain about the meaning of the term 


"writing assignments" in the question stem, as this could mean different types 


of assignments for different classes specified in the sub-items.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch04_02


b.Social studies class such as history, 


civics, government, or geography


There is no specific expectation 


around this in my school. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few times a year / 


Once or twice a month / Once or 


twice a week  / Every day or almost 


every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. One out of 19 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item, and responses to the 


probes suggest that an additional 4 administrators had difficulties with this 


question. Specifically, they were uncertain about the meaning of the term 


"writing assignments" in the question stem, as this could mean different types 


of assignments for different classes specified in the sub-items.
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SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch04_03


c. Science class There is no specific expectation 


around this in my school. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few times a year / 


Once or twice a month / Once or 


twice a week  / Every day or almost 


every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. One out of 19 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item, and responses to the 


probes suggest that an additional 4 administrators had difficulties with this 


question. Specifically, they were uncertain about the meaning of the term 


"writing assignments" in the question stem, as this could mean different types 


of assignments for different classes specified in the sub-items.


School practices Overall writing 


frequency


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch04_04


d.Mathematics class There is no specific expectation 


around this in my school. / Never or 


hardly ever / A few times a year / 


Once or twice a month / Once or 


twice a week  / Every day or almost 


every day


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. One out of 19 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item, and responses to the 


probes suggest that an additional 4 administrators had difficulties with this 


question. Specifically, they were uncertain about the meaning of the term 


"writing assignments" in the question stem, as this could mean different types 


of assignments for different classes specified in the sub-items.


School practices Writing across 


the curriculum


SCHOOLSL8, 12Sch05_000


Approximately what percentage of 


their instructional time are teachers 


in your school expected to devote to 


teaching writing to <8th>/<12th> 


grade students in the following 


subjects?


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise response options to specify categories of ranges.


Two out of 18 school administrators had difficulty providing a specific number 


(one noted that they were unaware of how to obtain the information they were 


being asked to provide). One suggested changing the response option to "yes" 


or "no" (whether there is an expectation that teachers devote some percentage 


of time to writing instruction). Responses to the item-specific probes suggest 


that changing the response options would make the question easier to answer.


School practices Writing across 


the curriculum


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch05_01


a.English/language arts class _ _ _ % / There is no specific 


expectation around this in my school.


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Two out of 18 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that both understood what the sub-item was asking, but had difficulty 


providing a specific number (one noted that they were unaware of how to obtain 


the information they were being asked to provide).


School practices Writing across 


the curriculum


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch05_02


b.Social studies class such as history, 


civics, government, or geography


_ _ _ % / There is no specific 


expectation around this in my school.


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Two out of 18 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that both understood what the sub-item was asking, but had difficulty 


providing a specific number (one noted that they were unaware of how to obtain 


the information they were being asked to provide).


School practices Writing across 


the curriculum


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch05_03


c. Science class _ _ _ % / There is no specific 


expectation around this in my school.


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Two out of 18 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that both understood what the sub-item was asking, but had difficulty 


providing a specific number (one noted that they were unaware of how to obtain 


the information they were being asked to provide).


School practices Writing across 


the curriculum


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch05_04


d.Mathematics class _ _ _ % / There is no specific 


expectation around this in my school.


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Two out of 18 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that both understood what the sub-item was asking, but had difficulty 


providing a specific number (one noted that they were unaware of how to obtain 


the information they were being asked to provide).


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOLSL8, 12Sch07_000


Does your school offer students the 


opportunity to submit their writing to 


or participate in any of the following?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch07_01


a.School newspaper Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.
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SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch07_02


b.School website Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch07_03


c. Bulletin board Yes / No


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item c to "Bulletin board (electronic or on campus)"


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Two out of 19 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that both were uncertain about the meaning of the term "bulletin 


board." One administrator interpreted it to mean an electronic bulletin board (as 


did one other administrator). The other knew what a bulletin board is, but was 


confused about its use in the context of the question (i.e., bulletin boards at 


their school are reserved for club and organization advertisements, not for 


featuring student writing). Clarification of this point may be needed.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch07_04


d.Discussion blog Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. One out of 19 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Specifically, the 


administrator was knew what a discussion blog is but was unsure if the sub-item 


was referring to a discussion blog that anyone could access and read, or 


discussion blog created by a teacher and limited to students only.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOLSL8, 12Sch08_000


Does your school offer any of the 


following school-sponsored activities 


to <8th>/<12th> grade students?


N/A


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch08_01


a.Writing club(s) Yes / No


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item a to "Writing club(s) (for example, a creative writing or poetry 


group)"


One out of 19 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Specifically, the administrator interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a school newspaper. Three other administrators interpreted the sub-


item in a similar way. A clear explanation or example of "writing club(s)" is 


needed.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch08_02


b.Writing competition(s) Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch08_03


c. Fairs or exhibits involving writing 


activities


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch08_04


d.Special courses or workshops to 


improve keyboarding skills


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch08_05


e.Special courses or workshops to learn 


how to use word processing software


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


12Sch08_06


f. Special courses or workshops to learn 


how to write job applications and 


resumes


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch08_07


g.Journalistic club(s) (e.g., for school 


newspaper or website)


Yes / No


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item a to "Journalistic club(s) or classes (e.g., for school newspaper 


or website)"


One out of 19 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Specifically, the administrator was unsure if their journalism class 


applied to this sub-item. Two other administrators interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a journalism class. Clarification of this point may be needed.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch08_08


h.Drama club where students write 


their own plays


Yes / No


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise sub-item a to "Drama club or class where students write their own 


plays"


One out of 19 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item.  Specifically, the administrator was unsure if their drama class 


applied to this sub-item. One other administrator interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a drama class. Clarification of this point may be needed.


School practices Extracurricular 


opportunities


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch08_09


i. Other (Please specify): 


__________________


Yes / No


No Issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Writing pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that administrators had problems understanding 


or responding to this item.




Topic: Organization of Instruction – School Administrator Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		OVERVIEW OF EVALUATIONS



		ORGANIZATION OF INSTRUCTION

		Allocation of instructional time

		No

		7

		Overall most of the sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


SCHOOLSL8, 12Sch09_000


Approximately what percentage of 


their instructional time are 


English/language arts teachers in 


your school expected to devote to 


each of the following when teaching 


writing to <8th>/<12th> grade 


students?


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise response options to specify categories of ranges.


Five out of 20 school administrators had difficulty providing a quantified 


response. Responses to the item-specific probes suggest that changing the 


response options would make the question easier to answer.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch09_01


a.Development of ideas _ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Five out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Responses to the probes indicated that the administrators 


understood what the sub-item itself was asking, but had difficulties answering 


the question. One indicated there were no expectations and therefore they were 


unable to answer; two additional administrators also noted this in their 


comments. Three indicated that they did not know and did not have the 


information to provide the answer; one additional administrator also noted this 


in their comments. One indicated that they found the sub-items were difficult to 


quantify; two additional administrators also noted this in their comments.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch09_02


b.Organization of ideas _ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Five out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item.  Specifically, the administrator was unsure if their drama class 


applied to this sub-item. One other administrator interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a drama class. Clarification of this point may be needed.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch09_03


c. Effectiveness of expression (e.g., 


sentence variety, word choice, tone)


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Five out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item.  Specifically, the administrator was unsure if their drama class 


applied to this sub-item. One other administrator interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a drama class. Clarification of this point may be needed.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch09_04


d.Mechanics and conventions (e.g., 


spelling, grammar, punctuation)


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Five out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item.  Specifically, the administrator was unsure if their drama class 


applied to this sub-item. One other administrator interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a drama class. Clarification of this point may be needed.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch09_05


e.Keyboarding skills _ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Five out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item.  Specifically, the administrator was unsure if their drama class 


applied to this sub-item. One other administrator interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a drama class. Clarification of this point may be needed.
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SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch09_06


f. Word processing skills _ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Five out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item.  Specifically, the administrator was unsure if their drama class 


applied to this sub-item. One other administrator interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a drama class. Clarification of this point may be needed.


Organization of 


instruction


Allocation of 


instructional 


time


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch09_07


g.Other (Please 


specify):___________________


_ _ _ %


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Five out of 20 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item.  Specifically, the administrator was unsure if their drama class 


applied to this sub-item. One other administrator interpreted the sub-item to be 


referring to a drama class. Clarification of this point may be needed.




Topic: Resources and Tool Use for Instruction and Learning – School Administrator Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		OVERVIEW OF EVALUATIONS



		RESOURCES AND TOOL USE FOR INSTRUCTION AND LEARNING

		Summer programming

		No

		2

		Overall all of the sub-items worked well with very few issues.
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Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Resource/tool 


use for 


instruction and 


learning


Summer 


programming


SCHOOLSL8, 12Sch06_000


Does your school or district offer 


summer programs in writing 


remediation or enrichment to 


students?


N/A


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Responses to the probes indicate that 


one administrator was uncertain if "writing" in the stem question referred to 


writing in general (i.e., if there was something meaningful to the bold 


highlighting of the word).


Resource/tool 


use for 


instruction and 


learning


Summer 


programming


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch06_01


a.Remediation Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Two out of 19 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that one administrator understood what the sub-item was asking, but 


was uncertain if "writing" in the stem question referred to writing in general 


(i.e., if there was something meaningful to the bold highlighting of the word). 


Another administrator was uncertain of the meaning of the term "remediation", 


but inferred that it was asking about programs to help low performing students.


Resource/tool 


use for 


instruction and 


learning


Summer 


programming


SCHOOL


SM


8, 12Sch06_02


b.Enrichment Yes / No


Minor Issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Writing pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that administrators had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. One out of 19 school administrators 


exhibited some confusion understanding this sub-item. Responses to the probes 


indicate that the administrator understood what the sub-item was asking, but 


was uncertain if "writing" in the stem question referred to writing in general 


(i.e., if there was something meaningful to the bold highlighting of the word).




Topic: Technical Skills – School Administrator Items


		TOPIC

		FACET

		INDEX


(YES/NO)

		NUMBER OF ITEMS IN COGLABS

		OVERVIEW OF EVALUATIONS



		TECHNICAL SKILLS

		Teacher

		No

		4

		Overall all of the sub-items had some issues and suggestions for revisions have been made.
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item Letter


Item Response Options


Alternative 


Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Technical skills Teacher


SCHOOLD8, 12Sch10_01


Which of the following best describes 


the keyboarding skills expected of 


English/language arts teachers in 


your school?


No typing skill is expected.  / Hunt 


and peck typing / Basic touch-typing 


/ Rapid and accurate touch-typing


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise response option "hunt and peck typing" to "two-finger typing"


Three out of 18 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Responses to the probes indicate that the administrators 


understood what the sub-item was asking. However, 2 administrators did not 


find the response options to be adequate (one did not understand the meaning 


of "basic touch-typing", and suggested the use of word count as a metric). One 


administrator had difficulty selecting an option because they had never thought 


about teachers' typing skills before.


Technical skills Teacher


SCHOOLD8, 12Sch11_01


Approximately how many of the 


English/language arts teachers in 


your school meet the expectations 


regarding their keyboarding skills?


None / Few teachers / Some but less 


than half of the teachers / About half 


of the teachers / Most teachers / All 


or almost all teachers


_ _ _ %


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise response options to include "There are no expectations regarding 


teacher's keyboarding skills" or make answering this question conditional upon 


responses given to Sch11_01 (i.e., some level of typing skill is indicated)


Three out of 18 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Responses to the probes indicate that administrators understood 


what the question was asking. However, 2 of the administrators had no 


expectations regarding keyboarding skills and 1 felt that they did not have 


adequate information to provide an answer.


Technical skills Teacher


SCHOOLD8, 12Sch13_01


Which of the following best describes 


the word processing skills expected 


of English/language arts teachers in 


your school?


No word processing skill is expected.  


/ Basic skills / Inter-mediate skills / 


Advanced skills


N/A


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise response options to operationalize the abilities exhibited at each skill 


level, for example, "Basic skills (e.g., basic typing and editing skills; creating, 


printing, and saving documents)"


Two out of 18 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Responses to the probes indicate that they understood what the 


question was asking, but were uncertain about how to interpret the response 


options. One additional administrator also expressed that the response options 


were vague. One administrator was uncertain about the meaning of "word 


processing skills" and interpeted it to mean only typing. Responses to the item-


specific probes suggest that there is some consensus in interpretation of the 


response categories but administrators would require additional explanation or 


examples of each.


Technical skills Teacher


SCHOOLD8, 12Sch14_01


Approximately how many of the 


English/language arts teachers in 


your school meet the expectations 


regarding their word processing 


skills?


None / Few teachers / Some but less 


than half of the teachers / About half 


of the teachers / Most teachers / All 


or almost all teachers


_ _ _ %


Some Issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We could consider 


the following revisions if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Writing pilot: 


- Revise response options to include "There are no expectations regarding 


teacher's word processing skills" or make answering this question conditional 


upon responses given to Sch13_01 (i.e., some level of word processing skill is 


indicated)


Two out of 18 school administrators exhibited some confusion understanding 


this sub-item. Responses to the probe indicate that the administrators 


understood what the question was asking, but they were uncertain about the 


meaning of the term "expected" as they had no expectations and they were not 


defined.




� NCES collects student question data, referred to as core questions, that are required by law (20 U.S.C. § 9622; i.e., race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status) and provide a context for reporting student performance.



� These are counts at the sub-item level, with some sub-items comprising matrix items.



� These counts are at the sub-item level.



� For students under age 18, parents/guardians received the various contact information.



5 Roach, A. T., & Sato, E. (2009). White paper: Cognitive interview methods in reading test design and development for alternate assessments based on modified academic achievement standards (AA-MAS). Dover, NH: Measured Progress and Menlo Park, CA: SRI International.



6 Please note that the 90 minutes included time for introductions (maximum 15 minutes), conducting the interview (60 minutes), and debriefing and/or time for additional questions/feedback from the participants (maximum 15 minutes). 



7 A select few teacher/administrator interviews were conducted via phone or WebEx as needed. Specifically, 1 out of 5 teacher interviews and 3 out of 21 school administrator interviews were conducted via phone/WebEx. 












[image: image53]

27



[image: image54.png]Listening. Learning. Leading.®






_1495882323.doc
[image: image33]



NAEP Item Development (ID)


Survey Questionnaires


Cognitive Interview Report

2017 Core Student, Teacher, and School Questionnaires


Grades 4, 8, and 12

Deliverable in response to ID Task 3.2.3

Submitted: March 13, 2015


2017 NAEP Core Survey Questionnaires Cognitive Interview Report

Prepared by: Ryan Whorton, Jared Anthony, Debby Almonte, Jan Alegre, & Jonas Bertling

NAEP Survey Questionnaire Team, Educational Testing Service

Table of Contents


3Executive Summary



3Key Findings



6Study Rationale



9Methodology



9Sampling and Recruitment



12The NAEP SQ Cognitive Interview Approach



14Assurance of Confidentiality



15Compensation



15Results



17Module: SES – Student Items



21Module: Technology Use – Student Items



22Module: Technology Use – Teacher Items



24Module: Technology Use – School Administrator Items



27Module: Grit – Student Items



30Module: Desire for Learning – Student Items



33Module: Desire for Learning – Teacher Items



34Module: School Climate – Student Items



36Module: School Climate – Teacher Items



39Module: School Climate – School Administrator Items






Executive Summary

The purpose of this study was to provide a rational basis for evaluation of items for the pilot administration of the 2017 NAEP Core Survey Questionnaire. In particular, items across five content modules were administered: SES, technology use, school climate, grit, and desire for learning. This included both standalone items as well as indices of items intended to add breadth and depth to future questionnaire reporting. Items were evaluated in 60-90 minute cognitive interviews with all three respondent groups, i.e., students, teachers, and school administrators. The interviewers collected participant responses to the items and probe questions intended to reveal issues of confusion or difficulty with the item content or structure. In addition, the interviewers noted participant body language and tone of voice to allow of identification of negative emotional response to questionnaire items. Participant demographic characteristics were recorded and summarized, and an evaluation and information summary has been provided in the results section of this report.

Key Findings


A primary goal of this cognitive interview study was to identify problems with proposed survey questionnaire items. Items administered in the cognitive interviews were generally understood with little confusion by participants, who collectively described the majority of the items as very easy or easy to answer. In some instances, participants noted confusion with item content, including the meaning of the terms “tablet computer” and “high-speed Internet”. 

Another goal of this study was to identify points of confusion in the cognitive interview items. Based on the comments provided by participants, there were some instances where additional examples would alleviate some of the expressed confusion. Specific instances of confusion include smartphones and tablet computers, both of which elicited confusion in participants when presented without examples. In other instances, however, examples were deemed unnecessary. For example, responses to probe questions about vacations or the functionality of equipment indicated that participants understood these terms and did not require the addition of examples to understand what the associated items were asking about. Suggestions of example content have been provided in cases where such a need was observed. Existing examples contained in the cognitive interview items functioned as needed and were not observed to require improvement.


Observations from the cognitive interviews also indicate that some of the wording and terminology was confusing to participants. In the case of younger students, there were also issues with understanding of vocabulary words like “persistent” and “resilient”. This type of issue was also observed in interviews with adult participants. Some teachers, for example, were confused by the term “team conferences”, which could be interpreted in more than one way when read as a part of a questionnaire item. Simplification of wording and terminology has been suggested in cases were confusion of this type was observed.


Another goal of the cognitive interview study was to compare alternate versions of items and response options to identify the best choice.  Regarding alternate versions of items, particularly in the case of the proposed SES items, one option appeared to function better than others. For example, household composition items where participating students were asked to describe the members of their household did not function well, while versions were the numbers of potential household members (e.g., siblings) functioned well. Regarding multiple response options, there were several instances were no specific option set was clearly preferred. Inclusion of more than one version of these response options in the NAEP 2017 Core pilot administration and comparison of resulting data in terms of consistency and correlations with other variables would allow for further investigation. Concerning the implementation of new item types, two sets of anchoring vignettes (for Grit and Desire for Learning) were pre-tested in cognitive interviews. Findings confirm that students can answer these items without larger difficulties. Fourth graders tended to find these items a bit more difficult, though, leading us to recommend giving the anchoring vignettes higher priority for grades 8 and 12.

Furthermore, the cognitive interviews provide us with data that can inform the choice of the optimal respondent for a given item as similar items were tested for more than one respondent group. A key finding here is that items about computers and other technical devices in the school (e.g., places where computers are available, age of devices, etc.) seem to be best places in the school administrator questionnaire, rather than in the teacher and student questionnaire.

Lastly, this cognitive interview study was executed to examine new Core contextual questionnaire content for the SES, technology use, school climate, grit, and desire for learning modules. These modules are important factors for understanding student achievement, and multiple item sets were read and reacted to by participants in this study. In all modules, there were items that functioned well with minor or no issues. That is, as a result of this cognitive interview effort there is a possibility to move forward with items for all five modules for pilot testing.

Figures 1-3 give a high-level overview of the evaluation results for all items tested in cognitive interviews for the three respondent groups. Detailed evaluations of each item can be found in the full report and in the Appendix.
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Study Rationale


The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is a federally authorized survey of student achievement at grades 4, 8, and 12 in various subject areas, such as mathematics, reading, writing, science, U.S. history, civics, geography, economics, and the arts. NAEP is administered by NCES, part of the Institute for Education Sciences in the U.S. Department of Education. NAEP’s primary purpose is to assess student achievement in the various subject areas and to also collect survey questionnaire data from students, teachers, and school administrators to provide context for the reporting and interpretation of assessment results. 


The NAEP Core
 Survey Questionnaires aim to capture data related to domain-general (Core) contextual factors for student achievement. This includes the Student Questionnaire; the Teacher Background, Education, and Training Questionnaire (BET); and the School Characteristics and Policies Questionnaire (SCP). Currently, the NAEP Core Survey Questionnaires (NAEP Core SQ) for students, teachers, and school administrators are comprised primarily of single questions, and questionnaire results have subsequently been reported as single questions. Table 1 summarizes the specific areas of focus in the current NAEP 2014 Core SQ. 


Table 1. Areas of Focus in Current NAEP 2014 Core Survey Questionnaires.

		Respondent

		Item Topic

		Topic Facets

		Number of Items




		

		

		

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Grade 12



		Student

		Race/Ethnicity

		-

		2

		2

		2



		

		SES

		Home Possessions/Wealth      Indicators

		3

		3

		3



		

		 

		Parental Education

		-

		2

		2



		

		 

		Household Composition

		1

		1

		1



		

		Educational Experiences

		Reading Load

		1

		1

		1



		

		 

		Family Discourse

		1

		1

		1



		

		 

		Attendance

		1

		1

		1



		

		 

		High School Program

		-

		-

		1



		

		ELL Status

		English at Home

		1

		1

		1



		

		Zip Code

		-

		-

		1

		1



		

		Post High School Preparation

		-

		-

		-

		1



		 

		 

		Total Items

		10

		13

		15



		Teacher (BET)

		Race/Ethnicity

		-

		2

		2

		-



		

		Teacher Professional Experience

		-

		8

		6

		-



		

		Teacher Certification

		-

		3

		3

		-



		

		Teacher Education

		-

		4

		4

		-



		 

		 

		Total Items

		17

		15

		-



		School (SCP)

		Type of School

		 

		2

		2

		2



		

		School Size

		 

		1

		1

		1



		

		English Language Learners

		 

		1

		1

		1



		

		School Climate

		Student Mobility

		3

		3

		3



		

		 

		Student Retention

		1

		1

		-



		

		 

		Student Absenteeism

		1

		1

		1



		

		 

		Teacher Absenteeism

		1

		1

		1



		

		 

		Socioeconomic Status

		5

		5

		5



		

		 

		College and Career Readiness

		-

		-

		2



		

		School Services

		 

		1

		1

		1



		

		School Support

		Volunteers

		1

		1

		1



		

		 

		Parental Involvement

		1

		1

		1



		

		 

		Teacher Mobility

		5

		5

		5



		 

		 

		Total Items

		23

		23

		24





For the upcoming NAEP Core SQ, item development efforts have implemented a revised approach, which aimed to use both single questions and modules of questions (“indices”) on the same topic in order to add breadth and depth to questionnaire reporting. These development efforts started with a review of the existing Core questionnaire item pool and an identification of key areas of focus for new item development. These areas of focus (i.e., SES, technology use, school climate, grit, and desire for learning) were identified in prior work as important factors directly related to the appraisal of academic achievement. New items were then developed to capture these five modules. 


As part of NAEP’s item development process for the student, teacher, and school survey questionnaires, all newly developed survey items were pretested in cognitive interviews with a small sample of students, teachers, and school administrators. The main objectives of the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews for all subject areas were:

1. To identify problems with survey questionnaire items (i.e., ensure the item is understood by the participant at all grade levels, and confirm items are not sensitive in nature or make the participant uncomfortable);


2. To explore ways to improve examples used within items;


3. To find ways to simplify wording in items where possible; 

4. To compare alternative versions of items in order to identify appropriate version(s) for NAEP;


5. To compare different response options in order to identify appropriate sets of response options and replace vague response options with more quantifiable and specific response options, if feasible; and

In addition, the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews for the Core aimed to specifically address the following purposes:

6. To develop items for the Core contextual questionnaire modules for SES, technology use, school climate, grit, and desire for learning.


The results from the current study will be used to inform which survey questionnaire items can be administered during the upcoming NAEP 2017 Core pilot administration (administered in 2016). See Tables 2 through 4 for a summary of the specific items and indices administered in this cognitive interview study. An overview of the cognitive interview study procedures and its main results is documented in the remainder of this report.

Table 2. Areas of Focus for NAEP Core Student Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		Module

		Facet

		Index (Yes/No)

		Number of Items in Coglabs



		SES 

		Material Possession/Wealth

		Yes

		9



		

		Unmet “Modest” Extras

		Yes

		8



		

		Home Possessions

		No

		2



		

		Subjective SES

		No

		2



		

		Household Composition

		No

		18



		

		Parental Occupation

		No

		1



		

		Family Climate/Academic Support

		No

		5



		Technology Use

		Access and Use of Technology

		No

		6



		

		Familiarity with Computers

		No

		5



		Grit

		Grit

		Yes

		12



		

		Self-control (School Context)

		Yes

		7



		

		Grit (School Context)

		Yes

		7



		

		Grit (Anchoring Vignettes)

		No

		6



		Desire for Learning

		Curiosity

		Yes

		6



		

		Need for Cognition

		Yes

		10



		

		Need for Cognition (School Context)

		Yes

		9



		

		Growth Mind Set

		No

		1



		

		Desire for Learning (Anchoring Vignettes)

		No

		6



		

		Growth Mindset

		Yes

		6



		School Climate

		Belonging

		Yes

		19



		

		Bullying

		Yes

		10



		

		Teacher Expectations

		Yes

		6



		

		Total Items

		

		161





Table 3. Areas of Focus for NAEP Core Teacher Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		Module

		Facet

		Index (Yes/No)

		Number of Items in Coglabs



		Technology Use

		Technology quality

		No

		6



		

		School technology infrastructure

		No

		6



		

		Student technology availability

		No

		7



		School Climate

		Teacher Satisfaction

		Yes

		9



		

		Teacher Satisfaction (Standalone items)

		No

		2



		

		Teacher Practices (TALIS)

		Yes

		8



		

		Teacher Practices

		Yes

		17



		Desire for Learning

		Growth Mindset

		Yes

		6



		

		Total Items

		

		61





Table 4. Areas of Focus for NAEP Core School Survey Questionnaire Cognitive Interviews.

		Module

		Facet

		Index (Yes/No)

		Number of Items in Coglabs



		School Climate

		School Climate

		Yes

		8



		Technology Use

		School technology infrastructure

		No

		7



		

		Student technology availability

		No

		8



		

		Quality of technology

		No

		6



		

		Number of computers

		No

		3



		Private School Items

		N/A

		No

		9



		

		Total Items

		

		41





Methodology

Sampling and Recruitment


NCES contracted ETS to develop the NAEP Survey Questionnaires and carry out the cognitive interview activity for Core described in this report. 


CRP, a subcontractor for ETS on survey questionnaire development projects, recruited the study participants and conducted the cognitive interviews. CRP is a research and consulting firm in Silver Spring, Maryland that offers facilities, tools, and staff to collect and analyze both qualitative and quantitative data.


Various resources were employed to recruit participants. For students
, these included:


· existing participant databases;


· targeted telephone and mail contact lists;


· school system research/assessment directors;


· NAEP State Coordinators when possible to recruit in schools;


· community resources (e.g., Boys/Girls clubs, Parent-Teacher Associations, community centers, and limited on-site location-based and mass media recruiting); and


· out-reach/contact methods and resources (e.g., internet ads, flyers/bookmarks, canvassing, and having representatives available to talk to parents, educators, and community organizers throughout the community at appropriate local events, school fairs, etc.).


Teachers and school administrators were recruited using the following recruitment resources, in addition to those mentioned above: 


· national organizations’ databases of administrators and faculty;

· NCES school database;


· contacts within organizations and groups that serve as recruitment partners; and when needed


· targeted contact lists.


The contractors recruited 4th, 8th, and 12th grade students (i.e., a mix of gender, race/ethnicity, urban/suburban/rural, and socioeconomic background), teachers (i.e., a mix of school sizes, and a mix of school socioeconomic demographics), and school administrators (i.e., a mix of school sizes, and a mix of school socioeconomic demographics) so that a diverse sample was achieved. SES (socio-economic status) characteristics were given a higher priority than other respondent characteristics when recruiting while also ensuring sufficient balance of other criteria.

Participants were recruited in urban areas such as Washington, D.C. and Baltimore, MD, as well as suburban and rural areas in Maryland and Virginia. In addition to the aforementioned areas, CRP will also recruit teachers and school administrators in up to 12 other states represented in their database. To minimize the travel burden of students, parents/guardians, teachers, and school administrators, cognitive interviews were conducted in nearby venues that were convenient for the participants, such as CRP offices in Silver Spring, MD, community centers, facilities of community-based organizations, and school building sites (after school only). Before conducting any interviews in school building sites, ETS, the school principal, and the NAEP State Coordinators were notified to confirm approval. 


More specifically, the recruitment process proceeded as follows:


1) Contractors sent an email of introduction about the cognitive interview research to (a) various elementary, middle school, and high school principals, (b) individuals in the subcontractors’ existing databases, (c) community centers and research/assessment directors, (d) targeted telephone and mail contact lists, (e) parents/guardians, and (f) teachers and school administrators. The email of introduction included flyers, an information brochure, and informational bookmarks
. 


2) CRP (subcontractor) discussed recruitment with those community centers/youth centers that contacted CRP upon receiving the email of introduction, flyers, information brochure, and informational bookmarks. 


3) After receiving a contact of interest, a CRP staff member followed up with the parent/guardian, teacher, and school administrator via phone, and asked them to provide demographic information to ensure that a diverse sample was selected as per preliminary criteria.


4) If the parent/guardian allowed their student to participate, and the teacher and school administrator agreed to participate, the subcontractor followed up to confirm participation and the date and time of the cognitive interview session.


5) Parents/guardians (on behalf of the students under 18), students age 18 or older, teachers, and school administrators were required to sign informed consent forms prior to the cognitive interview session.


6) Students, teachers, and school administrators with a signed consent were asked to participate in cognitive interviews that lasted up to 90 minutes. After participating in the cognitive interview, students, parents/guardians (only if they provided transportation to and from the cognitive interview), teachers, and school administrators received their incentive (see Section 9) and were sent a thank you letter/email. 


In total, 51 students, 16 teachers, and 21 school administrators participated in this study. See Tables 5 through 7 for details about the demographic composition of each respondent group. These sample sizes are in line with recommended sample sizes in the relevant research literature. A minimum number of five respondents per subgroup is recommended to identify major problems with an item, and for a meaningful analysis of data from exploratory cognitive interviews that is targeted at testing the usability of developed prototype questions.4

Table 5.Composition of Student Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Grade 12

		Total



		Female

		11

		11

		7

		29



		Male

		9

		8

		3

		20



		African American

		7

		10

		2

		19



		Asian American

		5

		3

		1

		9



		Caucasian

		6

		1

		7

		14



		Hispanic/Latino

		2

		7

		0

		9



		Low SES

		3

		1

		1

		5



		Low-Medium SES

		2

		5

		1

		8



		Medium SES

		3

		12

		5

		17



		Medium-High SES

		9

		2

		3

		14



		High SES

		2

		0

		0

		2



		Urban

		15

		14

		10

		39



		Suburban

		4

		7

		0

		11



		Rural

		0

		0

		0

		0





Table 6. Composition of Teacher Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Total



		Female

		7

		5

		12



		Male

		1

		3

		4



		African American

		4

		5

		9



		Asian American

		0

		0

		0



		Caucasian

		3

		3

		6



		Hispanic/Latino

		0

		0

		0



		Other


		1

		0

		1



		Low SES

		2

		1

		3



		Low-Medium SES

		4

		6

		10



		Medium SES

		1

		0

		1



		Medium-High SES

		1

		0

		1



		High SES

		0

		0

		0



		Public

		5

		5

		10



		Private

		0

		0

		0



		Charter

		3

		3

		6



		Urban

		7

		7

		14



		Suburban

		1

		1

		2



		Rural

		0

		0

		0





Table 7. Composition of School Administrator Respondent Sample Based on Key Background Characteristics.

		Grouping Variable

		Grade 4

		Grade 8

		Grade 12

		Total



		Female

		8

		3

		3

		14



		Male

		1

		4

		2

		7



		African American

		7

		6

		4

		17



		Asian American

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Caucasian

		2

		1

		1

		4



		Hispanic/Latino

		0

		0

		0

		0



		Low School SES

		2

		0

		1

		3



		Low-Medium SES

		3

		4

		4

		11



		Medium School SES

		2

		2

		0

		4



		Medium-High SES

		0

		0

		0

		0



		High School SES

		1

		1

		0

		2



		Public

		5

		7

		5

		17



		Private

		1

		0

		0

		1



		Charter

		3

		0

		0

		3



		Urban

		7

		5

		5

		17



		Suburban

		2

		7

		0

		9



		Rural

		0

		0

		0

		0





The NAEP SQ Cognitive Interview Approach

One-and-a-half-hour (90 minutes)
 cognitive interviews were conducted with all students, teachers, and school administrators (specifically principals). All cognitive interviews were conducted in-person. 

In NAEP, all newly developed student, teacher, and school administrator survey questionnaire items go through rigorous reviews and are pre-tested in cognitive interviews before any pilot and operational administrations. In cognitive interviews (often referred to as a cognitive laboratory study or cog lab), an interviewer uses a structured protocol in a one-on-one interview drawing on methods from cognitive science. The objective is to explore how participants are thinking and what reasoning processes they are using to work through tasks. A verbal probing technique is used for this cognitive interview activity. With verbal probing techniques, the interviewer asks probing questions, as necessary, or to explore additional issues that have been identified a priori as being of particular interest. This interview technique has proven to be productive in previous NAEP pretesting and is the primary approach of the NAEP SQ cognitive interviews.


The NAEP cognitive interviews were conducted as one-on-one sessions led by trained interviewers. Participants were first welcomed, introduced to the interviewer and an observer (if an in-room observer was present), and told that they were there to help ensure that students/teachers/administrators like them understand the newly developed Core, Writing, Reading, and Mathematics items. Participants were reassured that their participation was voluntary and that their responses would be used for research purposes only (see section on Assurance of Confidentiality below). As part of the introduction process, the interviewer explained to participants that their responses would be audio recorded. 


The verbal probing used in the NAEP SQ cognitive interview approach keeps cognitive complexity and burden for the respondents low, and allows for the collection of targeted information directly relevant to the quality and functioning of the survey questions. The general procedure is conducted as follows. Respondents first read and answer the question being tested. While the respondent is completing a given question, the interviewer (and observer, if present) takes note of any nonverbal or verbal signs that might indicate difficulties or unease with answering the question (e.g., if the participant’s facial expressions indicate they might be confused, frustrated, or disengaged; ineffectual or repeated actions suggesting misunderstanding or usability issues), and if extra time is needed to answer certain questions. After the respondent provides a response, the interviewer follows up with a set of probes aimed at capturing the respondent’s interpretation of what the question is asking, any possible difficulties with understanding the intent of the question or specific words and phrases used, and the respondent’s overall subjective perception of how difficult or easy the question was. Additionally, specific probes are used to discern which of several alternative versions of a question a respondent prefers, and whether respondents have suggestions for how the clarity of an item might be improved (e.g., by adding examples that they can relate to). The interviewer is tasked not only with keeping participants engaged by asking the probe questions, but also soliciting responses from less talkative participants and asking follow-up questions where appropriate (e.g., “That’s interesting, could you tell me a little bit more about that?”). Tables 8 through 10 give an overview of the generic probes used for all discrete, matrix, and free response items, respectively. 


Given the firm 90-minute interview length and the large number of items being pre-tested in this study, a varying number of question sequences were administered across each respondent group. These sequences were comprised of select subsets of items asked in a specific order, which allowed for coverage of all items in the time allotted while simultaneously avoiding order effects. Table 11 summarizes the number of sequences used for each respondent group and the item counts therein. All subject-specific cognitive interview protocols and item probes can be found in the cognitive interview results section.


In sum, the cognitive interview studies produce largely qualitative data in the form of verbalizations made by participants in response to the interviewer probes, and some informal observations of behavior. These cognitive interviews are important given that they help to identify potential problems with items, as well as help inform how to improve items. 

Table 8. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for All Discrete Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question (preferably to him/herself) and ask him/her to select an answer. Once he/she has read and answered the question, ask the following probes: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what the question is asking?



		2

		Why did you select this choice? How did you know what answer to select?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult? 





Table 9. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for All Matrix Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question stem (preferably to him/herself). Please note, the participant should only read the stem and not the options (i.e., sub-items). Once he/she has read the question stem, ask the following probe: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what you think this question is asking you to do?



		2

		The interviewer should then ask the participant to read each option/sub-item and to describe each option/sub-item and his/her response to that option/sub-item. The probes in this cell should be asked for each option/sub-item. 


a) Can you tell me, in your own words, what [option a., b., c., etc.] means to you?

b) Why did you select this choice? How did you know what answer to select?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult?





Table 10. Generic Probes Used in Cognitive Interviews for Free Response Items.

		No.

		Probe



		1

		Ask the participant to read the question (preferably to him/herself) and ask him/her to write in his/her answer. Once he/she has read and answered the question ask the following probes: 


Can you tell me, in your own words, what the question is asking?



		2

		Why did you give this answer? How did you know to give this answer?



		3

		Did you find any part of the question confusing?  Were there any words that you didn’t know? 

If yes: Which part did you find confusing? Why? What could we do to make the question easier to understand?



		4

		Overall, how easy or difficult was it to answer this question? Would you say choosing an answer to this question was very easy, easy, difficult, or very difficult?





Table 11. Summary of Sequences Used Across Respondent Groups.

		Respondent Group

		Grade

		Sequence/Form Number

		Number of Items in Sequence



		Student

		4

		1

		12



		

		

		2

		13



		

		

		3

		12



		

		

		4

		13



		

		8

		1

		15



		

		

		2

		14



		

		

		3

		14



		

		

		4

		13



		

		12

		1

		24



		

		

		2

		25



		Teacher

		4

		1

		27



		

		

		2

		27



		

		8

		1

		27



		

		

		2

		27



		School Administrator

		4

		1

		26



		

		

		2

		26



		

		8

		1

		26



		

		

		2

		26



		

		12

		1

		26



		

		

		2

		26





Assurance of Confidentiality


Participants were notified that their participation was voluntary and that their answers would be used only for research purposes and would not be disclosed, or used, in identifiable form for any other purpose except as required by law [Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 (20 U.S.C. §9573)]. 


Written consent was obtained from participants and from parents or legal guardians of students. Participants were assigned a unique identifier (ID), which was created solely for data file management and used to keep all participant materials together. The participant ID is not linked to the participant name in any way or form. The consent forms, which include the participant name, were separated from the participant interview files and secured for the duration of the study and will be destroyed after the final report is completed. The interviews were audio recorded. The only identification included on the files was the participant ID. The recorded files were secured for the duration of the study and will be destroyed after the final report is submitted.


Compensation


To encourage participation and thank participants for their time and effort, a $25 VISA gift card was offered to each participating student. If a parent or legal guardian brought their student to and from the testing site they also received a $25 VISA gift card along with a thank you letter for allowing the child to participate in the study. Teacher and school administrator participants were offered a $40 VISA gift card for interviews conducted in person, and a thank you letter for taking part in the study.


Results

Participant responses to the items and both generic and item-specific probes were compiled and evaluated for each item. Additional information, including behavioral notes recorded during the cognitive interview and audio recordings of the interviews were considered as a part of the item evaluations. Responses to the probes inquiring about participant confusion and item difficulty were quantified as tallies that fed into the evaluation of each item. Based upon the results of the evaluation, each item was classified as having no issues, minor issues, some issues, or many issues. Each of these categories is summarized below.

No issues. Items that have no issues are those that have passed through the coglab process without any indication that the item needs to be revised or reconsidered in any way. In this case, all participants were able to interpret and respond to the item in the way intended. All participants to these items did not find any part of the item confusing. Responses to item-specific probes did not indicate any additional issues within the item or sub-items. Additionally, all participants to items with no issues found the items either “very easy” or “easy” to answer.

Minor issues. Items that have minor issues are those that have passed through the coglab process with very little indication that the item needs to be revised or reconsidered. These items have the same characteristics as the items with no issues except one or two participants note that he/she had some confusion or difficulty. Items that have minor issues do not need to be revised, but notes have been recorded in the Record of Development regarding the source of the trouble to allow for future discussion of the item.

Some issues. Items that have some issues are those that do function well but either require changes to some aspect of the item, such as clarification to item wording, concepts, or some particular wording within the item or the response options. When items have some issues, less than half of participants express difficulty in answering and had trouble interpreting the item in the way that was intended. Items in this category are those where less than half of the participants have indicated that they found the item confusing and/or indicated that the item was “difficult” or “very difficult” to answer. Items identified as having some issues do not require substantial revisions to item wording.

Many issues. Items that have many issues are those that do not function well and are not recommended for use. When items have many issues, half or more participants express serious confusion or misunderstanding in one or more item probes or select a difficulty rating of “difficult” or “very difficult”. Items have many issues when there is a need to rewrite a substantial amount of the item content due to respondent feedback or when a rewriting of the item would result in a substantial change to the intended meaning of the item. 

Note, the four categories aim at evaluating the items as administered in cognitive interviews. At this stage, no final recommendation as to whether an item should be included in the Pilot assessment is made. Final recommendations will be made after having reviewed cognitive interview findings with the Questionnaire Standing Committee and NCES, resulting in further prioritizations of items. While the cognitive interview evaluations are based on item performance only, recommendations for pilot will also consider relative priorities of items and potentially revised items.


The following tables summarize evaluations for each item in the pool organized by module. The tables included in this document include a summary evaluation along with a rationale for each item. An Excel spreadsheet provided as an appendix includes additional information, including more detailed information on respondents’ answers to item-specific probes and charts illustrating the overall perceived difficulty of each item. 

Click here to access Excel spreadsheet with more detailed item evaluations.


Module: SES – Student Items

Table 12
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


SES Books in the Home


STUDENTD4, 8, 12VB331335


About how many books are there in your 


home?


Few (0-10) / Enough to fill one shelf (11-


25) / Enough to fill one bookcase (26-


100) / Enough to fill several bookcases 


(more than 100)


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Two 


students noted that they had difficulty understanding the 


item. Of those two, only one expressed any specific 


confusion about the question content, stating that he/she 


found the wording of answer option D confusing.


SES Books in the Home


STUDENTD4, 8, 12Wealth2


How many digital books do you own?  


Enter the number of books.


FREE RESPONSE


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Four students did not understand what is meant by digital 


books (and eBooks was not helpful for providing clarity) or 


what the term "digital" meant. Two other students gave 


incorrect answers to the probes, indicating further 


confusion. 





SES Home Possessions


STUDENTSL4, 8, 112VF098664


Do you have any of the following in your 


home? Select one answer choice on 


each row. 


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Six of the sub-items had no issues, so the overall item 


should be retained.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth02


a Access to the Internet  Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave little indication that students were 


confused by the item or the response options. One student 


was initially confused by the use of the word "option" when 


the interviewer was asking about the sub-item, but was 


able to understand and answer the question.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth2_1


b High-speed Internet connection  Yes / No


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


The term "high-speed Internet connection" implies specific 


performance specifications and connection types. Students 


in grades 4 and 8 do not seem aware of the specifics of 


their home access. 


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth2_5


c Your own bedroom  Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. This 


confusion was limited to two grade 4 students, and one of 


them was confused by the use of the word "option" to refer 


to refer to the sub-items by the interviewer.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth2_8


d A desktop or laptop computer that you 


share with others


Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Only 


one grade 4 student was confused by the meaning of the 


item, and this student had trouble answering many other 


items.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth2_9


e A desktop or laptop computer that is 


only for your use


Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. One 


student gave a vague answer to the item-specific probe, 


but gave probe answers that indicated understanding.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth2_10


f A tablet computer that you share with 


others


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise this sub-item to "A 


tablet computer (for example, iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) 


that you share with others".


A probe for this item asked students to describe what they 


thought of when asked about tablets, and six students 


gave vague or incorrect answers. Providing examples could 


alleviate confusion.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth2_11


g A tablet computer that is only for your 


use


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise this sub-item to "A 


tablet computer (for example, iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) 


that is only for your use".


A probe for this item asked students to describe what they 


thought of when asked about tablets, and six students 


gave vague or incorrect answers. Providing examples could 


alleviate confusion.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth2_12


h A smartphone that is only for your use Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise this sub-item to "A 


smartphone (for example, iPhone, Samsung Galaxy, or android 


phone) that is only for your use". This item seems less 


appropriate for grade 4 than for grades 8 and 12.


A probe for this item asked students what a smartphone is, 


and 5 students from grades 4 and 8 gave answers that 


suggest they do not know the distinction between a 


smartphone and other types of phones (regular cell 


phones, landlines). Some of the grade 4 students did report 


having smartphones


SES Home Possessions


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Wealth2_13


i A gaming system that you use Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. One 


grade 4 student gave a vague answer to the item-specific 


probe, but gave probe answers that indicated 


understanding.




Table 13 (Cont'd)


[image: image5.emf]SES People in the 


Home


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home2 Including yourself, how many people live 


in your home? Enter the number of 


people.


FREE RESPONSE


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Only 


one grade 8 student had trouble answering the question 


and probes, but the interviewer noted that the student 


likely had a language barrier.


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home3 How many adults (people older than 18) 


live with you in your home? Enter the 


number of adults.


FREE RESPONSE


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot:


-Revise item to "How many adults (people older than 18) live 


with you in your home? Enter the number of adults. Do not 


include yourself if you are older than 18.


Coglab data give  indication that two grade 12 students 


had problems understanding or responding to this item. 


Grade 12 students indicated confusion regarding whether 


or not they should include themselves


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home4 How would you describe each of the 


adults that live in your home? You can 


write things like, for example, “Dad”, 


“Mom”, or “Grandma”.


fill-in response (list with as many items 


as answer to previous question)


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


9 students (out of 25) provided a behavior or personality 


description of each family member listed.  


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home5 How many kids (people younger than 18) 


live with you in your home? Enter the 


number of kids.


FREE RESPONSE


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Twenty students included themselves. Additionally, eight 


students specifically noted confusion about whether or not 


they were supposed to include themselves in the count.


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home6 How would you describe each of the kids 


that live in your home? You can write 


things like, for example, "My older 


brother", "My younger sister", or "My 


stepsister".


fill-in response (list with as many items 


as answer to previous question)


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Similar to home4, students sometimes provided a behavior 


or personality description of each family member. 


Rewriting the item to ask students to list the kids that live 


in their home could eliminate this ambiguity.


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12VF095730


Do any of the following people live in 


your home? Select one answer choice on 


each row. 


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Only 


one grade 8 student had trouble answering the question 


and probes, but the interviewer noted that the student 


likely had a language barrier.


-There is potential for issues with this item due to the 


current response option set (does not allow for reporting of 


same-sex parents, exact counting of siblings/cousins/other 


family members).


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_14 a Mother  Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_15 b Stepmother  Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_16 c Foster mother or other female 


guardian 


Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_17 d Father  Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 




[image: image6.emf]SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_18 e Stepfather  Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_19 f Foster father or other male guardian Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_7 g Sibling(s) (brothers or sisters) Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_8 h Cousin(s) Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_9 i Aunt(s) or uncle(s) Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_10 j Grandparent(s) Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_11 k Friends  Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_12 l Other people who share a living 


space with us (Please specify):  


____________


Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 




Table 14

[image: image7.emf]SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_18 e Stepfather  Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_19 f Foster father or other male guardian Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_7 g Sibling(s) (brothers or sisters) Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_8 h Cousin(s) Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_9 i Aunt(s) or uncle(s) Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_10 j Grandparent(s) Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_11 k Friends  Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


SES People in the 


Home


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Home1_12 l Other people who share a living 


space with us (Please specify):  


____________


Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. While 


the item works well as is, one potential revision would be 


changig the response options from "Yes/No" to "0/1/2/3/more 


than 3".


-Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 




[image: image8.emf]SES Parental 


Occupation


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


ParOcc2 What is your [mother/father] doing? 


Select all that apply.


Goes to work at a job to earn money / 


Does a job at home to earn money / 


Takes care of the home and family / 


Studies to get a degree at a college or 


university / Other (Please specify):_____ 


/ I don't know.


some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. 


Response option B ("Does a job at home to earn money") was 


not well understood and should be either dropped or revised 


before administration in pilot.


-Three students reacted negatively to being asked about 


what their father was doing for work, and in those 


instances, the student indicated that he/she did not know 


what their father was doing.


-Nine students seemed to be confused about the "does a 


job at home to earn money" option, thinking that this 


referred to working in someone that does work in a house, 


like a maid.





SES Home Possessions


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home7 Which of the following best describes 


where you are living?


A single family home / A townhouse /  


An apartment or condominium / A trailer 


or mobile home / A community home or 


shelter / Other (Please specify):_____


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the response options 


to "A single family home / A townhouse /  An apartment / A 


trailer or mobile home / A community home or shelter / Other 


(Please specify):_____".


None of the students knew the difference between an 


apartment and a condo, and seven had incorrect ideas 


about what a condo is. It may not make sense to mention 


condos in the response options.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home9 How many bedrooms are in your home? 


Enter the number of bedrooms.


FREE RESPONSE


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Extras1


In this school year, have you participated 


in any of these activities outside of 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the stem to "In the 


past 12 months, have you participated in any of these 


activities outside of school? Select one answer choice on each 


row."


-The current wording of the item excludes the summertime. 


Student responses in coglabs suggest that meaningful 


information is being lost because the time frame specified 


does not allow students to count vacations and other 


activities that they engaged in before the school year 


starts.


-There are also concerns about student distress, as two 


students reacted negatively to being asked whether or not 


they engaged in these activities.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_1


a A birthday party or celebration for 


yourself


Yes / No


Many issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to 


"Having your own birthday party or celebration".


Seven kids did not understand that this was specifically 


about parties in his/her honor, and two students gave 


vague responses to the probes regarding this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_2


b Going to the movies Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Minor Issues for Grade 4 and Grade 8.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_3


c Going on vacation for longer than a 


weekend


Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_4


d Going on vacation to a foreign country Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_5


e Going to a museum Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_7


f Attending private lessons to learn a 


musical instrument


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to 


"Attending lessons to learn a musical instrument".


Responses to the probes indicate that four students were 


learning instruments but were doing so in group classes 


and/or at school.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_8


g Attending private lessons to learn a 


foreign language


Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_9


h Eating out in a restaurant other than a 


fast-food restaurant


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to "Eating 


out in a restaurant that is not a fast-food restaurant".


Responses to the probes indicate that three students were 


misinterpreting the item to be asking about their visits to 


fast-food restaurants.




Table 15

[image: image9.emf]SES Parental 


Occupation


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


ParOcc2 What is your [mother/father] doing? 


Select all that apply.


Goes to work at a job to earn money / 


Does a job at home to earn money / 


Takes care of the home and family / 


Studies to get a degree at a college or 


university / Other (Please specify):_____ 


/ I don't know.


some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. 


Response option B ("Does a job at home to earn money") was 


not well understood and should be either dropped or revised 


before administration in pilot.


-Three students reacted negatively to being asked about 


what their father was doing for work, and in those 


instances, the student indicated that he/she did not know 


what their father was doing.


-Nine students seemed to be confused about the "does a 


job at home to earn money" option, thinking that this 


referred to working in someone that does work in a house, 


like a maid.





SES Home Possessions


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home7 Which of the following best describes 


where you are living?


A single family home / A townhouse /  


An apartment or condominium / A trailer 


or mobile home / A community home or 


shelter / Other (Please specify):_____


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the response options 


to "A single family home / A townhouse /  An apartment / A 


trailer or mobile home / A community home or shelter / Other 


(Please specify):_____".


None of the students knew the difference between an 


apartment and a condo, and seven had incorrect ideas 


about what a condo is. It may not make sense to mention 


condos in the response options.


SES Home Possessions


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Home9 How many bedrooms are in your home? 


Enter the number of bedrooms.


FREE RESPONSE


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Extras1


In this school year, have you participated 


in any of these activities outside of 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the stem to "In the 


past 12 months, have you participated in any of these 


activities outside of school? Select one answer choice on each 


row."


-The current wording of the item excludes the summertime. 


Student responses in coglabs suggest that meaningful 


information is being lost because the time frame specified 


does not allow students to count vacations and other 


activities that they engaged in before the school year 


starts.


-There are also concerns about student distress, as two 


students reacted negatively to being asked whether or not 


they engaged in these activities.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_1


a A birthday party or celebration for 


yourself


Yes / No


Many issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to 


"Having your own birthday party or celebration".


Seven kids did not understand that this was specifically 


about parties in his/her honor, and two students gave 


vague responses to the probes regarding this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_2


b Going to the movies Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Minor Issues for Grade 4 and Grade 8.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_3


c Going on vacation for longer than a 


weekend


Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_4


d Going on vacation to a foreign country Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_5


e Going to a museum Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_7


f Attending private lessons to learn a 


musical instrument


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to 


"Attending lessons to learn a musical instrument".


Responses to the probes indicate that four students were 


learning instruments but were doing so in group classes 


and/or at school.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_8


g Attending private lessons to learn a 


foreign language


Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Modest Extras


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Extras1_9


h Eating out in a restaurant other than a 


fast-food restaurant


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to "Eating 


out in a restaurant that is not a fast-food restaurant".


Responses to the probes indicate that three students were 


misinterpreting the item to be asking about their visits to 


fast-food restaurants.




[image: image10.emf]SES Family Academic 


Support


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


FamSupp1 How often do the following things 


happen at home? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Four of the sub-items had minor or no issues, so the overall 


item should be retained.


SES Family Academic 


Support


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


FamSupp1_1 a People at home ask what I am learning 


in school.


Never or hardly ever / Once every few 


weeks / About once a week / Two or 


three times a week / Every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Family Academic 


Support


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


FamSupp1_2 b I talk about things I have studied in 


school with someone in my family. 


Never or hardly ever / Once every few 


weeks / About once a week / Two or 


three times a week / Every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


SES Family Academic 


Support


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


FamSupp1_3 c People at home make sure that I set 


aside time for my homework.


Never or hardly ever / Once every few 


weeks / About once a week / Two or 


three times a week / Every day


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to 


"People at home make sure that I make time for my 


homework."


Responses to the probes indicate that one student did not 


know the word "aside". One other student phrased their 


description of the meaning of the item in the form of a 


question, indicating that they were unsure of the meaning 


of the statement.


SES Family Academic 


Support


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


FamSupp1_4 d People at home check if I do my 


homework.


Never or hardly ever / Once every few 


weeks / About once a week / Two or 


three times a week / Every day


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


SES Family Academic 


Support


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


FamSupp1_5 e People talk to each other in a language 


other than English.


Never or hardly ever / Once every few 


weeks / About once a week / Two or 


three times a week / Every day


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


SES Subjective SES


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Subjective2


Imagine that this ladder pictures how 


American society is set up. At the top 


are the people that have the most 


money and at the bottom are the people 


who have the least money. 


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. This item works better at 


grade 8 and 12 than at grade 4.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Grade 


8 and 12 students provided more clear rationales for their 


answers than grade 4 students.


SES Subjective SES


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Subjective2_1


a Now, think about your family. Where do 


you think they would be on this ladder?


0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 (with ladder 


picture)


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. This item works better at 


grade 8 and 12 than at grade 4.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Grade 


8 and 12 students provided more clear rationales for their 


answers than grade 4 students.


SES Subjective SES


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Subjective2_2


b On which step of the ladder do you think 


you will stand when you are an adult?


0-1-2-3-4-5-6-7-8-9-10 (with ladder 


picture)


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. This item works better at 


grade 8 and 12 than at grade 4.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Grade 


8 and 12 students provided more clear rationales for their 


answers than grade 4 students.




Module: Technology Use – Student Items


Table 16
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Technology 


Use


Technology at 


School


STUDENTD4, 8, 12Techn_St_1


In this school year, did your school 


assign you a laptop  computer that is 


just for your use?


No / Yes, but I cannot take it home with 


me. / Yes, and I can take it home with 


me.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with only minor issues. 


Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. This 


item works better at grade 8 and 12 than at grade 4.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. Three 


students struggled with the  concept of "just for your use". 


One grade 4 student noted that the question should specify 


what type of laptop we are asking about as well as what 


sorts of work the student is doing on the laptop.


Technology 


Use


Technology at 


School


STUDENTD4, 8, 12Techn_St_2


In this school year, how often did you 


use your laptop computer during your 


classes at school? 


Never / In some classes / About half of 


the classes / More than half of the 


classes / All or almost all classes


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Technology 


Use


Technology at 


School


STUDENTD4, 8, 12Techn_St_3


In this school year, did your school 


assign you a tablet computer that is 


just for your use?


No/ Yes, but I cannot take it home with 


me. / Yes, and I can take it home with 


me.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to "In this 


school year, did your school assign you a tablet computer (for 


example, iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) that is just for your 


use?".


While coglab data indicate that students had no problems 


understanding or responding to this item; a probe for a 


different item asked students to describe what they 


thought of when asked about tablets, and six students 


gave vague or incorrect answers. Providing examples could 


alleviate confusion.


Technology 


Use


Technology at 


School


STUDENTD4, 8, 12Techn_St_4


In this school year, how often did you 


use your tablet computer in your 


classes?


Never / In some classes / About half of 


the classes / More than half of the 


classes / All or almost all classes


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to "In this 


school year, how often did you use your tablet computer (for 


example,  iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) in your classes?".


A probe for a different item asked students to describe 


what they thought of when asked about tablets, and six 


students gave vague or incorrect answers. Providing 


examples could alleviate confusion.


Technology 


Use


Technology at 


School


STUDENTD4, 8, 12Techn_St_5


Is there a wireless Internet connection at 


your school that you can use for 


classwork?


No / Yes, in some places at school. /  


Yes, everywhere or almost everywhere in 


the school.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Technology 


Use


Technology at 


School


STUDENTD4, 8, 12Techn_St_6


In this school year, how often did you 


use the wireless Internet connection for 


your classwork?


Never / In some classes / About half of 


the classes / More than half of the 


classes / All or almost all classes


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Technology 


Use


Keyboarding


STUDENTD4, 8, 12Techn_St_7


Which best describes the way you type 


on a computer keyboard? 


I don’t know how to type using a 


computer keyboard. / I have to search 


for where the letter keys are. / I know 


where most of the letter keys are. /  I 


can type without looking at the computer 


keyboard. / I type using a way other than 


both hands. 


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Technology 


Use


Keyboarding


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Techn_St_10_0


Did you learn how to type on a computer 


keyboard in any of the following ways? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub items to 


include "I was taught by a family member."


Two students indicated that they had learned to type from 


his/her parent.


Technology 


Use


Keyboarding


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Techn_St_10_1


a I learned how to type during my regular 


classes in school.


Yes / No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Technology 


Use


Keyboarding


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Techn_St_10_2


b I attended a course offered by my school 


outside of regular classes.


Yes/ No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Technology 


Use


Keyboarding


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Techn_St_10_3


c I attended a private keyboarding course 


outside of school.


Yes / No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Technology 


Use


Keyboarding


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Techn_St_10_4


d I took an online course or used a 


computer software to learn how to type.


Yes/ No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Technology 


Use


Keyboarding


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Techn_St_10_5


e I have not learned how to type on a 


computer keyboard.


Yes/ No


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


One grade 8 student indicated that he/she was confused 


about what this sub-item meant.




Module: Technology Use – Teacher Items


Table 17

[image: image12.emf]Module Construct or Facet


Responde


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item 


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Technology Use n/a


TEACHERD


4, 8 


Techn_T_1_0


In this school year, which of the 


following types of computers or 


other digital devices are 


available in your school for 


student use? Select all that 


apply.


Desktop computers / Laptop 


computers / Tablet computers / 


Other digital devices (Please 


specify): ______________


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use n/a


TEACHERD


4, 8 


Techn_T_1_des


Where are desktop computers 


available for student use?


In some classrooms / In all 


classrooms / In separate 


computer rooms only


 / Other (Please specify): 


_________





Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: Revise options to include "In 


both classrooms and separate computer rooms". 


School administrators might be a better 


respondent group to answer this item.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, but 


two teachers felt the response options were not 


comprehensive. Also, one teacher expressed 


confusion in regards to whether or not the 


question pertains to just the computers he/his 


students use or all students overall. 


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_2


What is the average age of the 


desktop computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 years / 3-


5 years / 6-10 years / 11 or more 


years / I don't know.


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. 


School administrators might be a better suited 


respondent group for this item.


Coglab data gave indication that half of the 


participants found the question hard to answer, 


and responses to item probes indicate that four 


teachers had a hard time estimating the average 


age of computers in the whole school.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_3


What is the technical condition 


of the desktop computers in 


your school?


All computers are functional and 


operate quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some run 


more slowly than others./ All 


computers are functional, but all 


or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / Most of 


the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I don't 


know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item. One teacher noted that the question was 


difficult because he/she did not know the 


information. Another expressed confusion about 


the item, but probe answers revealed that she 


thought this item was going to be administered to 


students and was thusly too hard a question.


Technology Use n/a


TEACHERD


4, 8 


Techn_T_1


Where are laptop computers 


available for student use?


In some classrooms / In all 


classrooms / In separate 


computer rooms only


 / Other (Please specify): 


_________





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_4


What is the average age of the 


laptop computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 years / 3-


5 years / 6-10 years / 11 or more 


years / I don't know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_5


What is the technical condition 


of the laptop computers in your 


school?


All computers are functional and 


operate quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some run 


more slowly than others./ All 


computers are functional, but all 


or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / Most of 


the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I don't 


know.


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use n/a


TEACHERDn/an/a


Where are tablet computers 


available for student use?


In some classrooms / In all 


classrooms / In separate 


computer rooms only


 / Other (Please specify): 


_________





Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot with the following revisions: 


Revise item to "Where are tablet computers (e.g., 


iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) available for 


student use?".


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student items that refer to 


tablets (e.g,. Techn_St_3, Techn_St_4) for which 


these changes have been recommended.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_6


What is the average age of the 


tablet computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 years / 3-


5 years / 6 or more years / I 


don't know. 


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot with the following revisions: 


Revise item to "What is the average age of the 


tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) in your school?".


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student items that refer to 


tablets (e.g,. Techn_St_3, Techn_St_4) for which 


these changes have been recommended.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_7


What is the technical condition 


of the tablet computers in your 


school?


All computers are functional and 


operate quickly. / All computers 


are functional but, some run 


more slowly than others./ All 


computers are functional, but all 


or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / Most of 


the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I don't 


know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot with the following revisions: 


Revise item to "What is the technical condition of 


the tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) in your school?". Another way how 


this item might be improved is replacing the term 


"computers" in the options with "devices"  to 


remove ambiguity.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student items that refer to 


tablets (e.g,. Techn_St_3, Techn_St_4) for which 


these changes have been recommended.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_8


In this school year, did your 


school assign each student a 


laptop computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students cannot 


take it home. / Yes, and 


students can take it home.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: Revise item to "In this school 


year, did your school assign each student a 


laptop computer that can be used for schoolwork 


or homework?".


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, but 


one teacher felt it was unclear as to whether the 


word "schoolwork" also included homework.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_9


In this school year, did your 


school assign each student a 


tablet computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students cannot 


take it home. / Yes, and 


students can take it home.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise item to "In this school year, did your 


school assign each student a tablet computer 


(e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) that can be 


used for schoolwork/homework?".


-Revise options to include "I don't know."


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, but 


two teachers felt that there needed to be more 


response options.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_10


Is there a  wireless Internet 


connection  in your school that 


students can use for 


schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some areas of the 


school. / Yes, everywhere or 


almost everywhere in the 


school.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise item to "Is there a wireless Internet 


connection in your school that students can use 


for schoolwork or homework?"





Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, but 


one teacher felt it was unclear as to whether the 


word "schoolwork" also included homework.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_11


In this school year, did your 


school provide you with a 


laptop computer to use for 


teaching and class preparation?


No / Yes, but I cannot take it 


home. / Yes, and I can take it 


home.


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_12


In this school year, did your 


school provide you with a tablet 


computer to use for teaching 


and class preparation?


No / Yes, but I cannot take it 


home. / Yes, and I can take it 


home.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot with the following revisions: 


Revise item to "In this school year, did your 


school provide you with a tablet computer (e.g., 


iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) to use for 


teaching and class preparation?"


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student items that refer to 


tablets (e.g,. Techn_St_3, Techn_St_4) for which 


these changes have been recommended.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_13


Does your school offer technical 


support to teachers for 


computers and other digital 


technology in the school?


No / Yes, but availability is very 


limited. / Yes, and support is 


available when needed.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_14


During the past year, have you 


used the technical support?


No / Once / Twice / Several 


times


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_15


In this school year, did your 


school offer training for teachers 


on how to use computers (e.g., 


software, hardware, or the 


Internet)?


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise response options to "Yes, to all teachers 


/ Yes, to some teachers / No"


Coglab data gave indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, as 


evidenced by three teachers noting that the 


question included too many things (e.g., a teacher 


may have had training on software but not on 


hardware).


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_16


In this school year, have you 


participated in a computer 


training?


No / Once / Twice / Several 


times


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise item to "In this school year, have you 


participated in computer training through your 


school?" 


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble answering the item, but one teacher noted 


that it was unclear if this pertained only to 


training though school.




Table 18
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Responde


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item 


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Technology Use n/a


TEACHERD


4, 8 


Techn_T_1_0


In this school year, which of the 


following types of computers or 


other digital devices are 


available in your school for 


student use? Select all that 


apply.


Desktop computers / Laptop 


computers / Tablet computers / 


Other digital devices (Please 


specify): ______________


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use n/a


TEACHERD


4, 8 


Techn_T_1_des


Where are desktop computers 


available for student use?


In some classrooms / In all 


classrooms / In separate 


computer rooms only


 / Other (Please specify): 


_________





Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: Revise options to include "In 


both classrooms and separate computer rooms". 


School administrators might be a better 


respondent group to answer this item.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, but 


two teachers felt the response options were not 


comprehensive. Also, one teacher expressed 


confusion in regards to whether or not the 


question pertains to just the computers he/his 


students use or all students overall. 


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_2


What is the average age of the 


desktop computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 years / 3-


5 years / 6-10 years / 11 or more 


years / I don't know.


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. 


School administrators might be a better suited 


respondent group for this item.


Coglab data gave indication that half of the 


participants found the question hard to answer, 


and responses to item probes indicate that four 


teachers had a hard time estimating the average 


age of computers in the whole school.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_3


What is the technical condition 


of the desktop computers in 


your school?


All computers are functional and 


operate quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some run 


more slowly than others./ All 


computers are functional, but all 


or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / Most of 


the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I don't 


know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item. One teacher noted that the question was 


difficult because he/she did not know the 


information. Another expressed confusion about 


the item, but probe answers revealed that she 


thought this item was going to be administered to 


students and was thusly too hard a question.


Technology Use n/a


TEACHERD


4, 8 


Techn_T_1


Where are laptop computers 


available for student use?


In some classrooms / In all 


classrooms / In separate 


computer rooms only


 / Other (Please specify): 


_________





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_4


What is the average age of the 


laptop computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 years / 3-


5 years / 6-10 years / 11 or more 


years / I don't know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_5


What is the technical condition 


of the laptop computers in your 


school?


All computers are functional and 


operate quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some run 


more slowly than others./ All 


computers are functional, but all 


or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / Most of 


the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I don't 


know.


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use n/a


TEACHERDn/an/a


Where are tablet computers 


available for student use?


In some classrooms / In all 


classrooms / In separate 


computer rooms only


 / Other (Please specify): 


_________





Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot with the following revisions: 


Revise item to "Where are tablet computers (e.g., 


iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) available for 


student use?".


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student items that refer to 


tablets (e.g,. Techn_St_3, Techn_St_4) for which 


these changes have been recommended.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_6


What is the average age of the 


tablet computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 years / 3-


5 years / 6 or more years / I 


don't know. 


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot with the following revisions: 


Revise item to "What is the average age of the 


tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) in your school?".


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student items that refer to 


tablets (e.g,. Techn_St_3, Techn_St_4) for which 


these changes have been recommended.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_7


What is the technical condition 


of the tablet computers in your 


school?


All computers are functional and 


operate quickly. / All computers 


are functional but, some run 


more slowly than others./ All 


computers are functional, but all 


or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / Most of 


the computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I don't 


know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot with the following revisions: 


Revise item to "What is the technical condition of 


the tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) in your school?". Another way how 


this item might be improved is replacing the term 


"computers" in the options with "devices"  to 


remove ambiguity.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student items that refer to 


tablets (e.g,. Techn_St_3, Techn_St_4) for which 


these changes have been recommended.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_8


In this school year, did your 


school assign each student a 


laptop computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students cannot 


take it home. / Yes, and 


students can take it home.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: Revise item to "In this school 


year, did your school assign each student a 


laptop computer that can be used for schoolwork 


or homework?".


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, but 


one teacher felt it was unclear as to whether the 


word "schoolwork" also included homework.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_9


In this school year, did your 


school assign each student a 


tablet computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students cannot 


take it home. / Yes, and 


students can take it home.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise item to "In this school year, did your 


school assign each student a tablet computer 


(e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) that can be 


used for schoolwork/homework?".


-Revise options to include "I don't know."


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, but 


two teachers felt that there needed to be more 


response options.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_10


Is there a  wireless Internet 


connection  in your school that 


students can use for 


schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some areas of the 


school. / Yes, everywhere or 


almost everywhere in the 


school.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise item to "Is there a wireless Internet 


connection in your school that students can use 


for schoolwork or homework?"





Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, but 


one teacher felt it was unclear as to whether the 


word "schoolwork" also included homework.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_11


In this school year, did your 


school provide you with a 


laptop computer to use for 


teaching and class preparation?


No / Yes, but I cannot take it 


home. / Yes, and I can take it 


home.


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_12


In this school year, did your 


school provide you with a tablet 


computer to use for teaching 


and class preparation?


No / Yes, but I cannot take it 


home. / Yes, and I can take it 


home.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot with the following revisions: 


Revise item to "In this school year, did your 


school provide you with a tablet computer (e.g., 


iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) to use for 


teaching and class preparation?"


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student items that refer to 


tablets (e.g,. Techn_St_3, Techn_St_4) for which 


these changes have been recommended.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_13


Does your school offer technical 


support to teachers for 


computers and other digital 


technology in the school?


No / Yes, but availability is very 


limited. / Yes, and support is 


available when needed.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_14


During the past year, have you 


used the technical support?


No / Once / Twice / Several 


times


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_15


In this school year, did your 


school offer training for teachers 


on how to use computers (e.g., 


software, hardware, or the 


Internet)?


Yes / No


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise response options to "Yes, to all teachers 


/ Yes, to some teachers / No"


Coglab data gave indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item, as 


evidenced by three teachers noting that the 


question included too many things (e.g., a teacher 


may have had training on software but not on 


hardware).


Technology Use Access and Use of 


Computers


TEACHERD4, 8Techn_T_16


In this school year, have you 


participated in a computer 


training?


No / Once / Twice / Several 


times


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise item to "In this school year, have you 


participated in computer training through your 


school?" 


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble answering the item, but one teacher noted 


that it was unclear if this pertained only to 


training though school.




Module: Technology Use – School Administrator Items


Table 19
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_1


In your school, are there 


laptop computers that 


students can use for 


schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms. / Yes, in all 


classrooms.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise options to include "Yes, there are laptops 


for the classrooms to share."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Six teachers 


indicated that they did not think that the response options 


provided were sufficient, as they use a "laptop cart" that 


allows all the classrooms to share laptops.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_2


In your school, are there 


tablet computers that 


students can use for 


schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms. / Yes, in all 


classrooms.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise item to "In your school, are there 


tablet computers (e.g.,  iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle 


Fire) that students can use for schoolwork?" 


Providing explicit instruction with images of 


different technological devices (as done for the 


CAFS study) might address the issues as well.


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Four 


adminsitrators found the item confusing. One administrator 


noted that he was unsure of what technology was being 


specifically referred to, and two other administrators noted 


confusion with the word "tablet".


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_3


Does your school assign 


each student a laptop 


computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students 


cannot take it home. / 


Yes, and students can 


take it home.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise response options to include "Students 


are not assigned laptop computers but they are 


able to use them."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Three 


administrators were confused by the item. Two 


administrators were confused by the premise of the item, 


and indicated in their responses to the probes that they felt 


that the most important thing was whether or not students 


had access to them, and that whether or not students could 


take the laptops home with them was less important.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_4


Does your school assign 


each student a tablet 


computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students 


cannot take it home. / 


Yes, and students can 


take it home.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school assign each 


student a tablet computer (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, 


or Kindle Fire) that can be used for schoolwork?"


-Revise response options to include "Students are 


not assigned tablet computers but they are able to 


use them."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators were confused by term "tablet computer" 


and thought it should be clarified. One administrator 


indicated that his school has tablets for students to use but 


they are shared across classrooms.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_5


In your school, is there a 


wireless internet  


connection that students 


can use for schoolwork?


No / Yes, In some areas of 


the school. / Yes, 


everywhere or almost 


everywhere in the school.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator noted that the phrases "everywhere" or 


"almost everywhere" were confusing, but were able to 


explain the term "everywhere" effectively in their answer to 


the probe concerning this word.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_6


This school year, did your 


school provide teachers 


with laptop computers for 


teaching and class 


preparation?


No / Yes, some teachers. 


/ Yes, all teachers.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was unsure if the item covered instances 


where the school system provided the technology.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_7


This school year, did your 


school provide teachers 


with tablet computers 


for teaching and class 


preparation?


No / Yes, some teachers. 


/ Yes, all teachers.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school provide teachers 


with tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) for teaching and preparation?"


-Revise response options to include "Teachers are 


not assigned tablet computers but they are able to 


use them."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Three 


administrators thought that there might be some confusion 


about the term "tablet computer". Two other administrators 


noted that their school provided teachers with tablets but 


they were not assigned.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_8


This school year, did your 


school offer technical 


support to teachers for 


computers and tablet 


computers used in this 


school?


No / Yes, we have 


technical support staff in 


the school. / Yes, we are 


partnering with a provider 


outside the school.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot with the following revisions: Revise it to 


"This school year, did your school offer technical 


support to teachers for computers and tablet 


computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) 


used in this school?"


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student/school admin items that refer to 


tablets (e.g., Techn_Sc_4, Techn_Sc_7) for which these 


changes have been recommended.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_9


Does your school offer 


computer training for 


teachers (e.g., software, 


hardware, or the 


Internet)?


No / Yes, and training is 


mandatory. / Yes, but 


training is not mandatory.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school offer computer 


training for teachers?


-Revise response options to include "Some training 


is mandatory and some is voluntary"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators thought that the examples provided were 


confusing because hardware training is less common. Two 


other administrators thought that an response option 


describing some mandatory and some voluntary training 


was needed for their answer to be accurate.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_10


Does your school offer 


computer training for 


students (e.g., software, 


hardware, or the 


Internet)?


 No / Yes, teachers are 


encouraged to incorporate 


training during class time. 


/ Yes, there are 


opportunities for students 


outside of their regular 


classes.





Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise response options to include "Some 


training is mandatory and some is voluntary/We 


offer voluntary computer training courses/We offer 


required computer training courses"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators pointed out that certain classes are 


specifically about software, which is a different thing but 


related to what the item asks about. Four administrators 


made this same point but also noted that if this response 


option was included, they would want to be able to choose 


more than one answer (e.g., chances to take computer 


training classes and opportunities outside their regular 


classes.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc1


Does your school provide 


computers that students 


can use for schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms / Yes, in all 


classrooms


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise options to include "Yes, there are 


computers for the classrooms to share."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators were confused about the response options, as 


they did not include an option for where the computers are 


shared.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc2


In this school year, which 


of the following types of 


computers or other digital 


devices are available in 


your school for student 


use? Select all  that apply.


Desktop computers / 


Laptop computers / Tablet 


computers / Other digital 


devices: (Please 


specify)___


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response option to "Tablet 


computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire)"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator noted that he did not know exactly what was 


meant by "tablet computer", and three of these (and 


another administrator) thought the term "digital devices" 


was too vague.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc3


In your school, where are 


desktop computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms. / In 


all classrooms / In 


separate computer rooms 


only


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise the response option to "In separate rooms 


only"


-Add a response option that says "In classrooms 


and separate rooms."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Four 


administrators expressed difficulty with the item because 


his/her school had computers in both classrooms and other 


rooms. One other noted that they had computers in rooms 


that were neither computer rooms or classrooms, such as 


media centers. 


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc4


In your school, what is the 


total number of desktop 


computers available for 


students? Enter the 


number of computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the question is confusing, based 


on three instances of expressed confusion about the item, 


five instances of administrators indicating that the item 


was either difficult or very difficult to answer, and the 


answers provided to probes by administrators. Nine 


administrators noted that they did not know exactly how 


many computers they had in their school, and three of these 


felt they were not even able to estimate.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc5


What is the average age 


of these desktop 


computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6-10 


years / 11 or more years / 


I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Less than 1 


year / 1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /More than 


6 years/ I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Some of the 


administrators noted that they were estimating. One 


administrator said she was guessing.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc6


What is the technical 


condition of these 


desktop computers in 


your school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the item to "Describe the condition of 


these desktop computers in your school."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was unsure if this question was in regards to 


the desktops used by teachers or students. Another 


administrator was confused by the term "technical 


conditions" and indicated that the term was very broad. 


Two administrators expressed difficulty with the item 


because they were not sure of the technical condition of 


their computers.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc7


In your school, where are 


laptop computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms / In 


all classrooms / in 


separate computer rooms 


only / Students can 


borrow laptops for 


specific school projects. / 


Each student is assigned 


a laptop. 


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Yes/No".


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the question is 


confusing, based on two instances of expressed confusion 


about the item, five instances of administrators indicating 


that the item was either difficult or very difficult to answer, 


and the answers provided to probes by some 


administrators. Several administrators noted that laptop 


computers are stored in various places but are routinely 


brought into the classrooms for use on classwork, and this 


situation was not adequately captured by any of the 


response options. Other administrators noted that more 


than one option applied to the situation at their school (i.e., 


laptops in classrooms and separate rooms).


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc8


What is the total number 


of laptop computers 


available for students in 


your school? Enter the 


number of laptop 


computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc9


What is the average age 


of the laptop computers?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6-10 


years / 11 or more years / 


I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Less than 1 


year / 1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /More than 


6 years/ I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that administrators had trouble 


understanding or answering the item. Four administrators 


made comments in the probes regarding the meaningful 


distinction between the first few years of operation of a 


computer. The suggested changes are intended to capture 


these distinctions, and are aligned with the suggested 


changes for TechSc5.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc10


What is the technical 


condition of the laptop 


computers in your 


school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was confused by the term "technical 


conditions" and indicated that the term was very broad. 


One administrator expressed difficulty with the item 


because he/she was not sure of the technical condition of 


their computers. All others understood and were able to 


answer the item.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc11


In your school, where are 


tablet computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms / In 


all classrooms / in 


separate computer rooms 


only / Students can 


borrow tablet computers 


for specific school 


projects. / Each students 


is assigned a tablet 


computer.


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the question is 


confusing, based on three instances of expressed confusion 


about the item, five instances of administrators indicating 


that the item was either difficult or very difficult to answer, 


and the answers provided to probes by some 


administrators. Several administrators noted that laptop 


computers are stored in various places but are routinely 


brought into the classrooms for use on classwork, and this 


situation was not adequately captured by any of the 


response options. Other administrators noted that more 


than one option applied to the situation at their school (i.e., 


tablets in classrooms and separate rooms)


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc12


What is the total number 


of tablet computers 


available for students in 


your school? Enter the 


number of tablet 


computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the item to "What is the total number 


of tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) available for students in your school? 


Enter the number of tablet computers.


Coglab data gave indication that administrators had trouble 


understanding or answering the item. The recommended 


changes are intended to maintain consistency with 


student/school admin items that refer to tablets (e.g., 


Techn_Sc_4, Techn_Sc_7) for which these changes have 


been recommended.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc13


What is the average age 


of the tablet computers 


in your school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6 or 


more years / I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "What is the average age of the 


tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle 


Fire) in your school?"


-Revise the response options to "Less than 1 year / 


1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /6-10 years / 11 or 


more years / I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Only one 


administrator expressed confusion about the term "tablet 


computer", but other administrators have expressed these 


concerns in other coglab questions using the same 


terminology. The recommended change for the response 


options is for keeping consistency with other items asking 


about the age of other technology.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc14


What is the technical 


condition of these tablet 


computers in your 


school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "What is the technical condition of 


these tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) in your school?


-Revise responses to "All tablets are functional and 


operate quickly. / All tablets are functional, but 


some run more slowly than others. / All tablets are 


functional, but all or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the tablets do not operate and cannot be used. / 


Most of the tablets do not operate and cannot be 


used. / I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Less than half 


of the administrators noted that the term "tablet computer" 


is confusing here, or noted that the response options refer 


to "computers", which is different than "tablet computers". 


No administrators found the items difficult to answer and 


only one administrator noted that the item was confusing 


(due to confusion about the term "tablet computer").
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Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_1


In your school, are there 


laptop computers that 


students can use for 


schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms. / Yes, in all 


classrooms.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise options to include "Yes, there are laptops 


for the classrooms to share."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Six teachers 


indicated that they did not think that the response options 


provided were sufficient, as they use a "laptop cart" that 


allows all the classrooms to share laptops.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_2


In your school, are there 


tablet computers that 


students can use for 


schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms. / Yes, in all 


classrooms.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise item to "In your school, are there 


tablet computers (e.g.,  iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle 


Fire) that students can use for schoolwork?" 


Providing explicit instruction with images of 


different technological devices (as done for the 


CAFS study) might address the issues as well.


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Four 


adminsitrators found the item confusing. One administrator 


noted that he was unsure of what technology was being 


specifically referred to, and two other administrators noted 


confusion with the word "tablet".


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_3


Does your school assign 


each student a laptop 


computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students 


cannot take it home. / 


Yes, and students can 


take it home.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise response options to include "Students 


are not assigned laptop computers but they are 


able to use them."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Three 


administrators were confused by the item. Two 


administrators were confused by the premise of the item, 


and indicated in their responses to the probes that they felt 


that the most important thing was whether or not students 


had access to them, and that whether or not students could 


take the laptops home with them was less important.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_4


Does your school assign 


each student a tablet 


computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students 


cannot take it home. / 


Yes, and students can 


take it home.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school assign each 


student a tablet computer (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, 


or Kindle Fire) that can be used for schoolwork?"


-Revise response options to include "Students are 


not assigned tablet computers but they are able to 


use them."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators were confused by term "tablet computer" 


and thought it should be clarified. One administrator 


indicated that his school has tablets for students to use but 


they are shared across classrooms.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_5


In your school, is there a 


wireless internet  


connection that students 


can use for schoolwork?


No / Yes, In some areas of 


the school. / Yes, 


everywhere or almost 


everywhere in the school.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator noted that the phrases "everywhere" or 


"almost everywhere" were confusing, but were able to 


explain the term "everywhere" effectively in their answer to 


the probe concerning this word.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_6


This school year, did your 


school provide teachers 


with laptop computers for 


teaching and class 


preparation?


No / Yes, some teachers. 


/ Yes, all teachers.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was unsure if the item covered instances 


where the school system provided the technology.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_7


This school year, did your 


school provide teachers 


with tablet computers 


for teaching and class 


preparation?


No / Yes, some teachers. 


/ Yes, all teachers.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school provide teachers 


with tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) for teaching and preparation?"


-Revise response options to include "Teachers are 


not assigned tablet computers but they are able to 


use them."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Three 


administrators thought that there might be some confusion 


about the term "tablet computer". Two other administrators 


noted that their school provided teachers with tablets but 


they were not assigned.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_8


This school year, did your 


school offer technical 


support to teachers for 


computers and tablet 


computers used in this 


school?


No / Yes, we have 


technical support staff in 


the school. / Yes, we are 


partnering with a provider 


outside the school.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot with the following revisions: Revise it to 


"This school year, did your school offer technical 


support to teachers for computers and tablet 


computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) 


used in this school?"


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student/school admin items that refer to 


tablets (e.g., Techn_Sc_4, Techn_Sc_7) for which these 


changes have been recommended.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_9


Does your school offer 


computer training for 


teachers (e.g., software, 


hardware, or the 


Internet)?


No / Yes, and training is 


mandatory. / Yes, but 


training is not mandatory.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school offer computer 


training for teachers?


-Revise response options to include "Some training 


is mandatory and some is voluntary"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators thought that the examples provided were 


confusing because hardware training is less common. Two 


other administrators thought that an response option 


describing some mandatory and some voluntary training 


was needed for their answer to be accurate.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_10


Does your school offer 


computer training for 


students (e.g., software, 


hardware, or the 


Internet)?


 No / Yes, teachers are 


encouraged to incorporate 


training during class time. 


/ Yes, there are 


opportunities for students 


outside of their regular 


classes.





Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise response options to include "Some 


training is mandatory and some is voluntary/We 


offer voluntary computer training courses/We offer 


required computer training courses"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators pointed out that certain classes are 


specifically about software, which is a different thing but 


related to what the item asks about. Four administrators 


made this same point but also noted that if this response 


option was included, they would want to be able to choose 


more than one answer (e.g., chances to take computer 


training classes and opportunities outside their regular 


classes.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc1


Does your school provide 


computers that students 


can use for schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms / Yes, in all 


classrooms


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise options to include "Yes, there are 


computers for the classrooms to share."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators were confused about the response options, as 


they did not include an option for where the computers are 


shared.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc2


In this school year, which 


of the following types of 


computers or other digital 


devices are available in 


your school for student 


use? Select all  that apply.


Desktop computers / 


Laptop computers / Tablet 


computers / Other digital 


devices: (Please 


specify)___


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response option to "Tablet 


computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire)"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator noted that he did not know exactly what was 


meant by "tablet computer", and three of these (and 


another administrator) thought the term "digital devices" 


was too vague.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc3


In your school, where are 


desktop computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms. / In 


all classrooms / In 


separate computer rooms 


only


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise the response option to "In separate rooms 


only"


-Add a response option that says "In classrooms 


and separate rooms."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Four 


administrators expressed difficulty with the item because 


his/her school had computers in both classrooms and other 


rooms. One other noted that they had computers in rooms 


that were neither computer rooms or classrooms, such as 


media centers. 


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc4


In your school, what is the 


total number of desktop 


computers available for 


students? Enter the 


number of computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the question is confusing, based 


on three instances of expressed confusion about the item, 


five instances of administrators indicating that the item 


was either difficult or very difficult to answer, and the 


answers provided to probes by administrators. Nine 


administrators noted that they did not know exactly how 


many computers they had in their school, and three of these 


felt they were not even able to estimate.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc5


What is the average age 


of these desktop 


computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6-10 


years / 11 or more years / 


I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Less than 1 


year / 1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /More than 


6 years/ I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Some of the 


administrators noted that they were estimating. One 


administrator said she was guessing.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc6


What is the technical 


condition of these 


desktop computers in 


your school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the item to "Describe the condition of 


these desktop computers in your school."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was unsure if this question was in regards to 


the desktops used by teachers or students. Another 


administrator was confused by the term "technical 


conditions" and indicated that the term was very broad. 


Two administrators expressed difficulty with the item 


because they were not sure of the technical condition of 


their computers.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc7


In your school, where are 


laptop computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms / In 


all classrooms / in 


separate computer rooms 


only / Students can 


borrow laptops for 


specific school projects. / 


Each student is assigned 


a laptop. 


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Yes/No".


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the question is 


confusing, based on two instances of expressed confusion 


about the item, five instances of administrators indicating 


that the item was either difficult or very difficult to answer, 


and the answers provided to probes by some 


administrators. Several administrators noted that laptop 


computers are stored in various places but are routinely 


brought into the classrooms for use on classwork, and this 


situation was not adequately captured by any of the 


response options. Other administrators noted that more 


than one option applied to the situation at their school (i.e., 


laptops in classrooms and separate rooms).


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc8


What is the total number 


of laptop computers 


available for students in 


your school? Enter the 


number of laptop 


computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc9


What is the average age 


of the laptop computers?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6-10 


years / 11 or more years / 


I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Less than 1 


year / 1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /More than 


6 years/ I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that administrators had trouble 


understanding or answering the item. Four administrators 


made comments in the probes regarding the meaningful 


distinction between the first few years of operation of a 


computer. The suggested changes are intended to capture 


these distinctions, and are aligned with the suggested 


changes for TechSc5.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc10


What is the technical 


condition of the laptop 


computers in your 


school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was confused by the term "technical 


conditions" and indicated that the term was very broad. 


One administrator expressed difficulty with the item 


because he/she was not sure of the technical condition of 


their computers. All others understood and were able to 


answer the item.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc11


In your school, where are 


tablet computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms / In 


all classrooms / in 


separate computer rooms 


only / Students can 


borrow tablet computers 


for specific school 


projects. / Each students 


is assigned a tablet 


computer.


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the question is 


confusing, based on three instances of expressed confusion 


about the item, five instances of administrators indicating 


that the item was either difficult or very difficult to answer, 


and the answers provided to probes by some 


administrators. Several administrators noted that laptop 


computers are stored in various places but are routinely 


brought into the classrooms for use on classwork, and this 


situation was not adequately captured by any of the 


response options. Other administrators noted that more 


than one option applied to the situation at their school (i.e., 


tablets in classrooms and separate rooms)


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc12


What is the total number 


of tablet computers 


available for students in 


your school? Enter the 


number of tablet 


computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the item to "What is the total number 


of tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) available for students in your school? 


Enter the number of tablet computers.


Coglab data gave indication that administrators had trouble 


understanding or answering the item. The recommended 


changes are intended to maintain consistency with 


student/school admin items that refer to tablets (e.g., 


Techn_Sc_4, Techn_Sc_7) for which these changes have 


been recommended.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc13


What is the average age 


of the tablet computers 


in your school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6 or 


more years / I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "What is the average age of the 


tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle 


Fire) in your school?"


-Revise the response options to "Less than 1 year / 


1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /6-10 years / 11 or 


more years / I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Only one 


administrator expressed confusion about the term "tablet 


computer", but other administrators have expressed these 


concerns in other coglab questions using the same 


terminology. The recommended change for the response 


options is for keeping consistency with other items asking 


about the age of other technology.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc14


What is the technical 


condition of these tablet 


computers in your 


school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "What is the technical condition of 


these tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) in your school?


-Revise responses to "All tablets are functional and 


operate quickly. / All tablets are functional, but 


some run more slowly than others. / All tablets are 


functional, but all or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the tablets do not operate and cannot be used. / 


Most of the tablets do not operate and cannot be 


used. / I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Less than half 


of the administrators noted that the term "tablet computer" 


is confusing here, or noted that the response options refer 


to "computers", which is different than "tablet computers". 


No administrators found the items difficult to answer and 


only one administrator noted that the item was confusing 


(due to confusion about the term "tablet computer").




Table 21
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_1


In your school, are there 


laptop computers that 


students can use for 


schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms. / Yes, in all 


classrooms.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise options to include "Yes, there are laptops 


for the classrooms to share."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Six teachers 


indicated that they did not think that the response options 


provided were sufficient, as they use a "laptop cart" that 


allows all the classrooms to share laptops.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_2


In your school, are there 


tablet computers that 


students can use for 


schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms. / Yes, in all 


classrooms.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise item to "In your school, are there 


tablet computers (e.g.,  iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle 


Fire) that students can use for schoolwork?" 


Providing explicit instruction with images of 


different technological devices (as done for the 


CAFS study) might address the issues as well.


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Four 


adminsitrators found the item confusing. One administrator 


noted that he was unsure of what technology was being 


specifically referred to, and two other administrators noted 


confusion with the word "tablet".


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_3


Does your school assign 


each student a laptop 


computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students 


cannot take it home. / 


Yes, and students can 


take it home.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise response options to include "Students 


are not assigned laptop computers but they are 


able to use them."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Three 


administrators were confused by the item. Two 


administrators were confused by the premise of the item, 


and indicated in their responses to the probes that they felt 


that the most important thing was whether or not students 


had access to them, and that whether or not students could 


take the laptops home with them was less important.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_4


Does your school assign 


each student a tablet 


computer that can be 


used for schoolwork?


No / Yes, but students 


cannot take it home. / 


Yes, and students can 


take it home.


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school assign each 


student a tablet computer (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, 


or Kindle Fire) that can be used for schoolwork?"


-Revise response options to include "Students are 


not assigned tablet computers but they are able to 


use them."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators were confused by term "tablet computer" 


and thought it should be clarified. One administrator 


indicated that his school has tablets for students to use but 


they are shared across classrooms.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_5


In your school, is there a 


wireless internet  


connection that students 


can use for schoolwork?


No / Yes, In some areas of 


the school. / Yes, 


everywhere or almost 


everywhere in the school.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator noted that the phrases "everywhere" or 


"almost everywhere" were confusing, but were able to 


explain the term "everywhere" effectively in their answer to 


the probe concerning this word.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_6


This school year, did your 


school provide teachers 


with laptop computers for 


teaching and class 


preparation?


No / Yes, some teachers. 


/ Yes, all teachers.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was unsure if the item covered instances 


where the school system provided the technology.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_7


This school year, did your 


school provide teachers 


with tablet computers 


for teaching and class 


preparation?


No / Yes, some teachers. 


/ Yes, all teachers.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school provide teachers 


with tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) for teaching and preparation?"


-Revise response options to include "Teachers are 


not assigned tablet computers but they are able to 


use them."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Three 


administrators thought that there might be some confusion 


about the term "tablet computer". Two other administrators 


noted that their school provided teachers with tablets but 


they were not assigned.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_8


This school year, did your 


school offer technical 


support to teachers for 


computers and tablet 


computers used in this 


school?


No / Yes, we have 


technical support staff in 


the school. / Yes, we are 


partnering with a provider 


outside the school.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot with the following revisions: Revise it to 


"This school year, did your school offer technical 


support to teachers for computers and tablet 


computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire) 


used in this school?"


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. The 


recommended changes are intended to maintain 


consistency with student/school admin items that refer to 


tablets (e.g., Techn_Sc_4, Techn_Sc_7) for which these 


changes have been recommended.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_9


Does your school offer 


computer training for 


teachers (e.g., software, 


hardware, or the 


Internet)?


No / Yes, and training is 


mandatory. / Yes, but 


training is not mandatory.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "Does your school offer computer 


training for teachers?


-Revise response options to include "Some training 


is mandatory and some is voluntary"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators thought that the examples provided were 


confusing because hardware training is less common. Two 


other administrators thought that an response option 


describing some mandatory and some voluntary training 


was needed for their answer to be accurate.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12Techn_Sc_10


Does your school offer 


computer training for 


students (e.g., software, 


hardware, or the 


Internet)?


 No / Yes, teachers are 


encouraged to incorporate 


training during class time. 


/ Yes, there are 


opportunities for students 


outside of their regular 


classes.





Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise response options to include "Some 


training is mandatory and some is voluntary/We 


offer voluntary computer training courses/We offer 


required computer training courses"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators pointed out that certain classes are 


specifically about software, which is a different thing but 


related to what the item asks about. Four administrators 


made this same point but also noted that if this response 


option was included, they would want to be able to choose 


more than one answer (e.g., chances to take computer 


training classes and opportunities outside their regular 


classes.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc1


Does your school provide 


computers that students 


can use for schoolwork?


No / Yes, in some 


classrooms / Yes, in all 


classrooms


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise options to include "Yes, there are 


computers for the classrooms to share."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Two 


administrators were confused about the response options, as 


they did not include an option for where the computers are 


shared.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc2


In this school year, which 


of the following types of 


computers or other digital 


devices are available in 


your school for student 


use? Select all  that apply.


Desktop computers / 


Laptop computers / Tablet 


computers / Other digital 


devices: (Please 


specify)___


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response option to "Tablet 


computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle Fire)"


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator noted that he did not know exactly what was 


meant by "tablet computer", and three of these (and 


another administrator) thought the term "digital devices" 


was too vague.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc3


In your school, where are 


desktop computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms. / In 


all classrooms / In 


separate computer rooms 


only


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise the response option to "In separate rooms 


only"


-Add a response option that says "In classrooms 


and separate rooms."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Four 


administrators expressed difficulty with the item because 


his/her school had computers in both classrooms and other 


rooms. One other noted that they had computers in rooms 


that were neither computer rooms or classrooms, such as 


media centers. 


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc4


In your school, what is the 


total number of desktop 


computers available for 


students? Enter the 


number of computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the question is confusing, based 


on three instances of expressed confusion about the item, 


five instances of administrators indicating that the item 


was either difficult or very difficult to answer, and the 


answers provided to probes by administrators. Nine 


administrators noted that they did not know exactly how 


many computers they had in their school, and three of these 


felt they were not even able to estimate.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc5


What is the average age 


of these desktop 


computers in your 


school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6-10 


years / 11 or more years / 


I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Less than 1 


year / 1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /More than 


6 years/ I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Some of the 


administrators noted that they were estimating. One 


administrator said she was guessing.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc6


What is the technical 


condition of these 


desktop computers in 


your school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the item to "Describe the condition of 


these desktop computers in your school."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was unsure if this question was in regards to 


the desktops used by teachers or students. Another 


administrator was confused by the term "technical 


conditions" and indicated that the term was very broad. 


Two administrators expressed difficulty with the item 


because they were not sure of the technical condition of 


their computers.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc7


In your school, where are 


laptop computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms / In 


all classrooms / in 


separate computer rooms 


only / Students can 


borrow laptops for 


specific school projects. / 


Each student is assigned 


a laptop. 


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Yes/No".


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the question is 


confusing, based on two instances of expressed confusion 


about the item, five instances of administrators indicating 


that the item was either difficult or very difficult to answer, 


and the answers provided to probes by some 


administrators. Several administrators noted that laptop 


computers are stored in various places but are routinely 


brought into the classrooms for use on classwork, and this 


situation was not adequately captured by any of the 


response options. Other administrators noted that more 


than one option applied to the situation at their school (i.e., 


laptops in classrooms and separate rooms).


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc8


What is the total number 


of laptop computers 


available for students in 


your school? Enter the 


number of laptop 


computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc9


What is the average age 


of the laptop computers?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6-10 


years / 11 or more years / 


I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the response options to "Less than 1 


year / 1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /More than 


6 years/ I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that administrators had trouble 


understanding or answering the item. Four administrators 


made comments in the probes regarding the meaningful 


distinction between the first few years of operation of a 


computer. The suggested changes are intended to capture 


these distinctions, and are aligned with the suggested 


changes for TechSc5.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc10


What is the technical 


condition of the laptop 


computers in your 


school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the item. One 


administrator was confused by the term "technical 


conditions" and indicated that the term was very broad. 


One administrator expressed difficulty with the item 


because he/she was not sure of the technical condition of 


their computers. All others understood and were able to 


answer the item.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc11


In your school, where are 


tablet computers 


available for students to 


work?


In some classrooms / In 


all classrooms / in 


separate computer rooms 


only / Students can 


borrow tablet computers 


for specific school 


projects. / Each students 


is assigned a tablet 


computer.


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not 


consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the question is 


confusing, based on three instances of expressed confusion 


about the item, five instances of administrators indicating 


that the item was either difficult or very difficult to answer, 


and the answers provided to probes by some 


administrators. Several administrators noted that laptop 


computers are stored in various places but are routinely 


brought into the classrooms for use on classwork, and this 


situation was not adequately captured by any of the 


response options. Other administrators noted that more 


than one option applied to the situation at their school (i.e., 


tablets in classrooms and separate rooms)


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc12


What is the total number 


of tablet computers 


available for students in 


your school? Enter the 


number of tablet 


computers.


FREE RESPONSE


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise the item to "What is the total number 


of tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) available for students in your school? 


Enter the number of tablet computers.


Coglab data gave indication that administrators had trouble 


understanding or answering the item. The recommended 


changes are intended to maintain consistency with 


student/school admin items that refer to tablets (e.g., 


Techn_Sc_4, Techn_Sc_7) for which these changes have 


been recommended.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc13


What is the average age 


of the tablet computers 


in your school?


Less than 1 year / 1-2 


years / 3-5 years / 6 or 


more years / I don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "What is the average age of the 


tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or Kindle 


Fire) in your school?"


-Revise the response options to "Less than 1 year / 


1-2 years / 2-4 years / 4-6 years /6-10 years / 11 or 


more years / I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that few administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Only one 


administrator expressed confusion about the term "tablet 


computer", but other administrators have expressed these 


concerns in other coglab questions using the same 


terminology. The recommended change for the response 


options is for keeping consistency with other items asking 


about the age of other technology.


Technology Use N/A SCHOOL ADM


D4, 8, 12TechSc14


What is the technical 


condition of these tablet 


computers in your 


school?


All computers are 


functional and operate 


quickly. / All computers 


are functional, but some 


run more slowly than 


others. / All computers 


are functional, but all or 


almost all run slowly. / 


Some of the computers do 


not operate and cannot be 


used. / Most of the 


computers do not operate 


and cannot be used. / I 


don't know.


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: 


-Revise item to "What is the technical condition of 


these tablet computers (e.g., iPad, Surface Pro, or 


Kindle Fire) in your school?


-Revise responses to "All tablets are functional and 


operate quickly. / All tablets are functional, but 


some run more slowly than others. / All tablets are 


functional, but all or almost all run slowly. / Some 


of the tablets do not operate and cannot be used. / 


Most of the tablets do not operate and cannot be 


used. / I don't know."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Less than half 


of the administrators noted that the term "tablet computer" 


is confusing here, or noted that the response options refer 


to "computers", which is different than "tablet computers". 


No administrators found the items difficult to answer and 


only one administrator noted that the item was confusing 


(due to confusion about the term "tablet computer").




Module: Grit – Student Items


Table 22
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Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


Grit_1 Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row .


Or


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Both instances of 


confusion about individual sub items occur with students in 


grade 4.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_1 a I finished whatever I began. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_3 b I tried very hard even after experiencing 


failure.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to " I tried 


very hard even after making mistakes."


One student indicated that he/she was confused by the 


item because he/she did not understand the word 


"experiencing". Additionally, item probes indicate that two 


other students may not understand the word but are 


inferring through use of the rest of the sentence.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_4 c I stayed committed to my goals, even if 


they took a long time to complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to "I 


continued to work on toward my goals, even if they took a long 


time to complete."


One student indicated that he/she did not understand the 


word committed.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_5 d I kept working hard even when I felt like 


quitting.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_6 e I continued working on what I set out to 


do, even if it took a long time to 


complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_7 f I kept trying to improve myself, even if it 


took a long time to get there.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


Grit_1 Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row .


Or


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_8 a I came to class prepared. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_9 b I remembered and followed directions. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_10 c I started working on assignments right 


away rather than waiting until the last 


minute.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_11 d I paid attention and resisted 


distractions.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_12 e I worked independently with focus. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_13 f I stayed on task without reminders from 


my teacher.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_14 g I paid attention in class even when I was 


bored.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENTSL8, 12


Grit_2 How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row. 


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However 2 of the students indicated that this item was 


difficult. This may indicate a cognitively complex item for 


these students. 


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_1 a New ideas and projects sometimes 


distract me from previous ones.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_2 b Setbacks (delays and obstacles) don’t 


discourage me. I bounce back from 


disappointments faster than most 


people.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_4 c I am a hard worker. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_5 d  I often set a goal but later choose to 


pursue (follow) a different one.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_7 e I finish whatever I begin. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_8 f I am diligent (hard working and careful). Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENTSL8, 12


Grit_3 How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row. 


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_1 a At school, new ideas and projects 


sometimes distract me from previous 


ones.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_2 b At school, setbacks (delays and 


obstacles) don’t discourage me. I bounce 


back from disappointments faster than 


most people.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_4 c At school, I am a hard worker. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_5 d At school,  I often set a goal but later 


choose to pursue (follow) a different 


one.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_6 e At school, I have difficulty maintaining 


(keeping) my focus on projects that take 


more than a few months to complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_7 f At school,  I finish whatever I begin. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_8 g At school, I am diligent (hard working 


and careful).


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_1 a Please read the descriptions of the 


following three fourth-grade students 


referred to here as student 1, student 2, 


and student 3. After you read each 


description, you will be asked to answer 


a question about each student based on 


the information provided.





Student 1 is always focused and works 


effectively for long periods of time even 


when others have stopped.  This student 


is committed to finish every task started, 


no matter how difficult the task 


becomes.


Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 1?





Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 1?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 1?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_2 b Student 2 is mostly focused and willing 


to work for long periods of time if 


needed. This student is determined to 


complete every task started as long as it 


doesn't take up too much time. 


Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 2?


Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 3?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 3?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_3 c Student 3 finds it difficult to stay 


focused and work independently on 


tasks for longer periods of time. This 


student is easily distracted by other 


commitments and often leaves tasks 


unfinished. 





Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 3?





Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 3?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 3?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Self-Rating)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_4 How persistent and resilient are you? Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "How 


persistent are you?"


Alternative revision: "How hardworking are you?"


Based on findings for the previous items, it is suggested to 


avoid the term "resilient".


Grit Grit (Self-Vignettes 


Comparison)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_5 Which of the three students described 


would you say is most similar to you?


Student 1/ Student 2 / Student 3 / I don't 


know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. Note, this item is part of the 


anchoring vignettes and cannot be used without the vignettes.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.
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Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


Grit_1 Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row .


Or


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Both instances of 


confusion about individual sub items occur with students in 


grade 4.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_1 a I finished whatever I began. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_3 b I tried very hard even after experiencing 


failure.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to " I tried 


very hard even after making mistakes."


One student indicated that he/she was confused by the 


item because he/she did not understand the word 


"experiencing". Additionally, item probes indicate that two 


other students may not understand the word but are 


inferring through use of the rest of the sentence.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_4 c I stayed committed to my goals, even if 


they took a long time to complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to "I 


continued to work on toward my goals, even if they took a long 


time to complete."


One student indicated that he/she did not understand the 


word committed.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_5 d I kept working hard even when I felt like 


quitting.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_6 e I continued working on what I set out to 


do, even if it took a long time to 


complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_7 f I kept trying to improve myself, even if it 


took a long time to get there.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


Grit_1 Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row .


Or


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_8 a I came to class prepared. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_9 b I remembered and followed directions. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_10 c I started working on assignments right 


away rather than waiting until the last 


minute.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_11 d I paid attention and resisted 


distractions.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_12 e I worked independently with focus. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_13 f I stayed on task without reminders from 


my teacher.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_14 g I paid attention in class even when I was 


bored.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENTSL8, 12


Grit_2 How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row. 


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However 2 of the students indicated that this item was 


difficult. This may indicate a cognitively complex item for 


these students. 


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_1 a New ideas and projects sometimes 


distract me from previous ones.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_2 b Setbacks (delays and obstacles) don’t 


discourage me. I bounce back from 


disappointments faster than most 


people.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_4 c I am a hard worker. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_5 d  I often set a goal but later choose to 


pursue (follow) a different one.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_7 e I finish whatever I begin. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_8 f I am diligent (hard working and careful). Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENTSL8, 12


Grit_3 How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row. 


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_1 a At school, new ideas and projects 


sometimes distract me from previous 


ones.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_2 b At school, setbacks (delays and 


obstacles) don’t discourage me. I bounce 


back from disappointments faster than 


most people.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_4 c At school, I am a hard worker. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_5 d At school,  I often set a goal but later 


choose to pursue (follow) a different 


one.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_6 e At school, I have difficulty maintaining 


(keeping) my focus on projects that take 


more than a few months to complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_7 f At school,  I finish whatever I begin. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_8 g At school, I am diligent (hard working 


and careful).


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_1 a Please read the descriptions of the 


following three fourth-grade students 


referred to here as student 1, student 2, 


and student 3. After you read each 


description, you will be asked to answer 


a question about each student based on 


the information provided.





Student 1 is always focused and works 


effectively for long periods of time even 


when others have stopped.  This student 


is committed to finish every task started, 


no matter how difficult the task 


becomes.


Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 1?





Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 1?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 1?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_2 b Student 2 is mostly focused and willing 


to work for long periods of time if 


needed. This student is determined to 


complete every task started as long as it 


doesn't take up too much time. 


Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 2?


Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 3?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 3?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_3 c Student 3 finds it difficult to stay 


focused and work independently on 


tasks for longer periods of time. This 


student is easily distracted by other 


commitments and often leaves tasks 


unfinished. 





Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 3?





Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 3?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 3?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Self-Rating)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_4 How persistent and resilient are you? Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "How 


persistent are you?"


Alternative revision: "How hardworking are you?"


Based on findings for the previous items, it is suggested to 


avoid the term "resilient".


Grit Grit (Self-Vignettes 


Comparison)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_5 Which of the three students described 


would you say is most similar to you?


Student 1/ Student 2 / Student 3 / I don't 


know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. Note, this item is part of the 


anchoring vignettes and cannot be used without the vignettes.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.




Table 24
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Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


Grit_1 Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row .


Or


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. Both instances of 


confusion about individual sub items occur with students in 


grade 4.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_1 a I finished whatever I began. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_3 b I tried very hard even after experiencing 


failure.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to " I tried 


very hard even after making mistakes."


One student indicated that he/she was confused by the 


item because he/she did not understand the word 


"experiencing". Additionally, item probes indicate that two 


other students may not understand the word but are 


inferring through use of the rest of the sentence.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_4 c I stayed committed to my goals, even if 


they took a long time to complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the sub-item to "I 


continued to work on toward my goals, even if they took a long 


time to complete."


One student indicated that he/she did not understand the 


word committed.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_5 d I kept working hard even when I felt like 


quitting.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_6 e I continued working on what I set out to 


do, even if it took a long time to 


complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_7 f I kept trying to improve myself, even if it 


took a long time to get there.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


Grit_1 Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row .


Or


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_8 a I came to class prepared. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_9 b I remembered and followed directions. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_10 c I started working on assignments right 


away rather than waiting until the last 


minute.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_11 d I paid attention and resisted 


distractions.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_12 e I worked independently with focus. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_13 f I stayed on task without reminders from 


my teacher.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Self-Control 


(school-specific 


stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


Grit_1_14 g I paid attention in class even when I was 


bored.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENTSL8, 12


Grit_2 How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row. 


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. 


However 2 of the students indicated that this item was 


difficult. This may indicate a cognitively complex item for 


these students. 


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_1 a New ideas and projects sometimes 


distract me from previous ones.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_2 b Setbacks (delays and obstacles) don’t 


discourage me. I bounce back from 


disappointments faster than most 


people.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_4 c I am a hard worker. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_5 d  I often set a goal but later choose to 


pursue (follow) a different one.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_7 e I finish whatever I begin. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_2_8 f I am diligent (hard working and careful). Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENTSL8, 12


Grit_3 How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row. 


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_1 a At school, new ideas and projects 


sometimes distract me from previous 


ones.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_2 b At school, setbacks (delays and 


obstacles) don’t discourage me. I bounce 


back from disappointments faster than 


most people.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_4 c At school, I am a hard worker. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_5 d At school,  I often set a goal but later 


choose to pursue (follow) a different 


one.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_6 e At school, I have difficulty maintaining 


(keeping) my focus on projects that take 


more than a few months to complete.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_7 f At school,  I finish whatever I begin. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (school-


specific sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12


Grit_3_8 g At school, I am diligent (hard working 


and careful).


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_1 a Please read the descriptions of the 


following three fourth-grade students 


referred to here as student 1, student 2, 


and student 3. After you read each 


description, you will be asked to answer 


a question about each student based on 


the information provided.





Student 1 is always focused and works 


effectively for long periods of time even 


when others have stopped.  This student 


is committed to finish every task started, 


no matter how difficult the task 


becomes.


Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 1?





Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 1?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 1?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_2 b Student 2 is mostly focused and willing 


to work for long periods of time if 


needed. This student is determined to 


complete every task started as long as it 


doesn't take up too much time. 


Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 2?


Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 3?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 3?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_3 c Student 3 finds it difficult to stay 


focused and work independently on 


tasks for longer periods of time. This 


student is easily distracted by other 


commitments and often leaves tasks 


unfinished. 





Based on this information how 


persistent and resilient is student 3?





Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


While this item worked well overall, some issues were 


identified that should be addressed to further improve the 


item before administration in Pilot.  Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "Based on 


this information how persistent is student 3?"


Alternative revision: "Based on this information how 


hardworking is student 3?"





Also, it is suggested to use this item only at grades 8 and 12.


Grade 12 students appear to have no trouble reading and 


answering these items, but students at lower grades, 


particularly grade 4 students have trouble with vocabulary 


used in these items.Six of the students in the coglab 


indicated that they did not understand the words 


"persistent" and "resilient". This was the only complaint 


about the anchoring vignette items.


Grit Grit (Self-Rating)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_4 How persistent and resilient are you? Not at all persistent and resilient / Not 


persistent and resilient/ Somewhat 


persistent and resilient / Mostly 


persistent and resilient / Very persistent 


and resilient





Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the item wording to 


avoid use of the term "resilient". Possible revision:   "How 


persistent are you?"


Alternative revision: "How hardworking are you?"


Based on findings for the previous items, it is suggested to 


avoid the term "resilient".


Grit Grit (Self-Vignettes 


Comparison)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


Grit_4_5 Which of the three students described 


would you say is most similar to you?


Student 1/ Student 2 / Student 3 / I don't 


know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot. Note, this item is part of the 


anchoring vignettes and cannot be used without the vignettes.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.




Module: Desire for Learning – Student Items


Table 25
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Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Curiosity_1


Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to the sub-items.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_1


a I was eager to explore new things. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_2


b I asked questions to help me learn 


better.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_3


c I took an active interest in learning. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_4


d I was curious to learn more. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_5


e I looked for opportunities to extend my 


knowledge.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENTSL8, 12NFC_1


How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.





Or 


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Apart from smaller issues with specific sub-items, this 


matrix item worked well. 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_1


a I prefer complex to simple problems. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the item to: "I like to 


solve complex problems." Note, the item did not result in 


difficulties for students when contextualized in the school 


context.


Two students stated that they found the item confusing: 


One grade 8 student, who simply said she did not 


understand, and one grade 12 student, who was confused 


by the item format. 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_3


b I like activities that challenge my 


thinking abilities.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_4


c I try to avoid situations where I will have 


to think in depth about something.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_5


d I find satisfaction in thinking hard and 


for long hours.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_6


e I like tasks that require little thought 


once I’ve learned them.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_7


f I enjoy thinking about new solutions to 


problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_8


g Learning new ways to think doesn’t 


excite me very much.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Seven of the students did one of the following: gave 


incorrect explanations of what the item meant, gave 


explanations that were worded in the wrong direction (e.g., 


I like versus I do not like), or specifically indicated that they 


did not understand the item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_9


h I like to think of my life as a puzzle that I 


must solve.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_10


i I don't find thinking abstractly very 


enjoyable.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_11


j I don't care how things work as long as 


they do.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but this students 


had consistent issues throughout the coglab interview. 


Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENTSL8, 12NFC_2


How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.





OR 


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Seven of the sub-items had minor or no issues, so the 


overall item should be retained.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_1


a At school, I  prefer complex to simple 


problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they answered the question at random, but this 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_2


b At school, thinking is not my idea of fun. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_3


c At school, I like activities that challenge 


my thinking abilities.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the question. Coglab data give 


no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_5


d At school, I find satisfaction in thinking 


hard for long hours.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_6


e At school, I like tasks that require little 


thought once I’ve learned them.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_7


f At school, I enjoy thinking about new 


solutions to problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to the coglab probes that 


indicated that they did not understand the question. Coglab 


data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_9


g At school, I like to think of my life as a 


puzzle that I must solve.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_10


h At school, I don't find thinking abstractly 


very enjoyable.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. 


Students tended to have difficulty with the term "abstractly". 


Suggest giving this sub-item lower priority than others.


Coglab data give some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. One 


grade 8 student found the item confusing and did not give 


clear answers to the probes about the content of the item, 


and two others gave answers to the probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_11


i At school, I don't care how things work 


as long as they do.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise sub-item to "At school, 


I don't need to understand how things work as long as they 


do."


Four students gave answers to the coglab probes that 


indicate that they thought the item implied something 


morally wrong or that it had to do with interpersonal 


relationships. The revision may alleviate this 


misunderstanding.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_1 a Please read the descriptions of the 


following three fourth-grade students 


referred to here as student 1, student 2, 


and student 3. After you read each 


description, you will be asked to answer 


a question about each student based on 


the information provided.                                  





Student 1 often asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material. This student wants to 


investigate new topics, and is highly 


motivated to learn more in all subjects. 





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn would you describe 


student 1?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_2 b Student 2 sometimes enjoys exploring 


new topics, but does not actively seek 


them out. This student occasionally asks 


questions to get a deeper understanding 


of the material.





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn is student 2?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_3 c Student 3  never asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material.  This student rarely expresses 


interest in class material, and avoids 


investigating or exploring new topics. 





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn is student 3?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Self-Rating)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_4 How curious and eager to learn are 


you?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Self-Vignettes 


comparison)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_5 Which of the three students described is 


most similar to you?


Student 1 often asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material. This student is eager to 


investigate new topics, and is highly 


motivated to learn more in all subjects. /  


Student 2 sometimes enjoys exploring 


new topics, but does not actively seek 


them out. This student occasionally asks 


questions to get a deeper understanding 


of the material. /  Student 3 never asks 


questions in class to get a deeper 


understanding of the material.  This 


student rarely expresses interest in class 


material, and avoids investigating or 


exploring new topics. /  I don't know.


Minor issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. One Gr 


4 student indicated this item as difficult.


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1


The following statements are about 


peoples' intelligence. How much do you 


agree with each of the following 


statements? Select one answer choice 


on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well, so the overall item should 


be retained.


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_1


a You have a certain amount of 


intelligence, and you really can't do 


much to change it.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_2


b Your intelligence is something about you 


that you can't change very much.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_3


c You can learn new things, but you can't 


really change your basic intelligence.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_4


d You have a certain amount of 


intelligence, but you can change it if you 


apply yourself.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_5


e Your intelligence is something about you 


that you can change during your life.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_6


f As you are learning new things, your 


intelligence can grow.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset 


(Attribution to 


Effort or 


Intelligence)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_7


Thinking about your grades in school, 


which of the following do you think is 


more important to get good grades?


How intelligent you are/ How much 


effort you apply / Both about the same / 


I don't know.


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.




Table 26
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Curiosity_1


Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to the sub-items.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_1


a I was eager to explore new things. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_2


b I asked questions to help me learn 


better.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_3


c I took an active interest in learning. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_4


d I was curious to learn more. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_5


e I looked for opportunities to extend my 


knowledge.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENTSL8, 12NFC_1


How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.





Or 


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Apart from smaller issues with specific sub-items, this 


matrix item worked well. 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_1


a I prefer complex to simple problems. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the item to: "I like to 


solve complex problems." Note, the item did not result in 


difficulties for students when contextualized in the school 


context.


Two students stated that they found the item confusing: 


One grade 8 student, who simply said she did not 


understand, and one grade 12 student, who was confused 


by the item format. 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_3


b I like activities that challenge my 


thinking abilities.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_4


c I try to avoid situations where I will have 


to think in depth about something.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_5


d I find satisfaction in thinking hard and 


for long hours.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_6


e I like tasks that require little thought 


once I’ve learned them.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_7


f I enjoy thinking about new solutions to 


problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_8


g Learning new ways to think doesn’t 


excite me very much.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Seven of the students did one of the following: gave 


incorrect explanations of what the item meant, gave 


explanations that were worded in the wrong direction (e.g., 


I like versus I do not like), or specifically indicated that they 


did not understand the item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_9


h I like to think of my life as a puzzle that I 


must solve.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_10


i I don't find thinking abstractly very 


enjoyable.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_11


j I don't care how things work as long as 


they do.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but this students 


had consistent issues throughout the coglab interview. 


Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENTSL8, 12NFC_2


How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.





OR 


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Seven of the sub-items had minor or no issues, so the 


overall item should be retained.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_1


a At school, I  prefer complex to simple 


problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they answered the question at random, but this 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_2


b At school, thinking is not my idea of fun. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_3


c At school, I like activities that challenge 


my thinking abilities.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the question. Coglab data give 


no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_5


d At school, I find satisfaction in thinking 


hard for long hours.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_6


e At school, I like tasks that require little 


thought once I’ve learned them.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_7


f At school, I enjoy thinking about new 


solutions to problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to the coglab probes that 


indicated that they did not understand the question. Coglab 


data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_9


g At school, I like to think of my life as a 


puzzle that I must solve.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_10


h At school, I don't find thinking abstractly 


very enjoyable.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. 


Students tended to have difficulty with the term "abstractly". 


Suggest giving this sub-item lower priority than others.


Coglab data give some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. One 


grade 8 student found the item confusing and did not give 


clear answers to the probes about the content of the item, 


and two others gave answers to the probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_11


i At school, I don't care how things work 


as long as they do.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise sub-item to "At school, 


I don't need to understand how things work as long as they 


do."


Four students gave answers to the coglab probes that 


indicate that they thought the item implied something 


morally wrong or that it had to do with interpersonal 


relationships. The revision may alleviate this 


misunderstanding.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_1 a Please read the descriptions of the 


following three fourth-grade students 


referred to here as student 1, student 2, 


and student 3. After you read each 


description, you will be asked to answer 


a question about each student based on 


the information provided.                                  





Student 1 often asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material. This student wants to 


investigate new topics, and is highly 


motivated to learn more in all subjects. 





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn would you describe 


student 1?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_2 b Student 2 sometimes enjoys exploring 


new topics, but does not actively seek 


them out. This student occasionally asks 


questions to get a deeper understanding 


of the material.





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn is student 2?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_3 c Student 3  never asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material.  This student rarely expresses 


interest in class material, and avoids 


investigating or exploring new topics. 





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn is student 3?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Self-Rating)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_4 How curious and eager to learn are 


you?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Self-Vignettes 


comparison)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_5 Which of the three students described is 


most similar to you?


Student 1 often asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material. This student is eager to 


investigate new topics, and is highly 


motivated to learn more in all subjects. /  


Student 2 sometimes enjoys exploring 


new topics, but does not actively seek 


them out. This student occasionally asks 


questions to get a deeper understanding 


of the material. /  Student 3 never asks 


questions in class to get a deeper 


understanding of the material.  This 


student rarely expresses interest in class 


material, and avoids investigating or 


exploring new topics. /  I don't know.


Minor issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. One Gr 


4 student indicated this item as difficult.


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1


The following statements are about 


peoples' intelligence. How much do you 


agree with each of the following 


statements? Select one answer choice 


on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well, so the overall item should 


be retained.


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_1


a You have a certain amount of 


intelligence, and you really can't do 


much to change it.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_2


b Your intelligence is something about you 


that you can't change very much.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_3


c You can learn new things, but you can't 


really change your basic intelligence.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_4


d You have a certain amount of 


intelligence, but you can change it if you 


apply yourself.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_5


e Your intelligence is something about you 


that you can change during your life.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_6


f As you are learning new things, your 


intelligence can grow.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset 


(Attribution to 


Effort or 


Intelligence)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_7


Thinking about your grades in school, 


which of the following do you think is 


more important to get good grades?


How intelligent you are/ How much 


effort you apply / Both about the same / 


I don't know.


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.
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Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Curiosity_1


Thinking about school this year, how 


much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to the sub-items.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_1


a I was eager to explore new things. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_2


b I asked questions to help me learn 


better.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_3


c I took an active interest in learning. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_4


d I was curious to learn more. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Curiosity (school-


specific stem)


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Curiosity_1_5


e I looked for opportunities to extend my 


knowledge.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENTSL8, 12NFC_1


How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.





Or 


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Apart from smaller issues with specific sub-items, this 


matrix item worked well. 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_1


a I prefer complex to simple problems. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise the item to: "I like to 


solve complex problems." Note, the item did not result in 


difficulties for students when contextualized in the school 


context.


Two students stated that they found the item confusing: 


One grade 8 student, who simply said she did not 


understand, and one grade 12 student, who was confused 


by the item format. 


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_3


b I like activities that challenge my 


thinking abilities.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_4


c I try to avoid situations where I will have 


to think in depth about something.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_5


d I find satisfaction in thinking hard and 


for long hours.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_6


e I like tasks that require little thought 


once I’ve learned them.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item. 


Note: The decontextualized version of this item was 


accidentally omitted from the coglab protocols. The 


evaluation is therefore based on the contextualized 


version.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_7


f I enjoy thinking about new solutions to 


problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_8


g Learning new ways to think doesn’t 


excite me very much.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Many issues


This item did not perform well in coglabs. Do not consider for 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Seven of the students did one of the following: gave 


incorrect explanations of what the item meant, gave 


explanations that were worded in the wrong direction (e.g., 


I like versus I do not like), or specifically indicated that they 


did not understand the item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_9


h I like to think of my life as a puzzle that I 


must solve.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_10


i I don't find thinking abstractly very 


enjoyable.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Two students gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but these two 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(not school-


specific)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_1_11


j I don't care how things work as long as 


they do.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item, but this students 


had consistent issues throughout the coglab interview. 


Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENTSL8, 12NFC_2


How much does each of the following 


statements describe a person like you? 


Select one answer choice on each row.





OR 


How much does each of the following 


statements apply to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Seven of the sub-items had minor or no issues, so the 


overall item should be retained.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_1


a At school, I  prefer complex to simple 


problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they answered the question at random, but this 


students had consistent issues throughout the coglab 


interview. Other students did not appear to have trouble.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_2


b At school, thinking is not my idea of fun. Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_3


c At school, I like activities that challenge 


my thinking abilities.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to coglab probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the question. Coglab data give 


no indication that students had problems understanding or 


responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_5


d At school, I find satisfaction in thinking 


hard for long hours.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_6


e At school, I like tasks that require little 


thought once I’ve learned them.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_7


f At school, I enjoy thinking about new 


solutions to problems.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


One student gave answers to the coglab probes that 


indicated that they did not understand the question. Coglab 


data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_9


g At school, I like to think of my life as a 


puzzle that I must solve.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_10


h At school, I don't find thinking abstractly 


very enjoyable.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. 


Students tended to have difficulty with the term "abstractly". 


Suggest giving this sub-item lower priority than others.


Coglab data give some indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. One 


grade 8 student found the item confusing and did not give 


clear answers to the probes about the content of the item, 


and two others gave answers to the probes that indicated 


that they did not understand the item.


Desire for 


Learning


Need for Cognition 


(school-specific 


sub-items)


STUDENT


SM


8, 12NFC_2_11


i At school, I don't care how things work 


as long as they do.


Not at all like me / Not much like me / 


Somewhat like me / Mostly like me / 


Very much like me


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise sub-item to "At school, 


I don't need to understand how things work as long as they 


do."


Four students gave answers to the coglab probes that 


indicate that they thought the item implied something 


morally wrong or that it had to do with interpersonal 


relationships. The revision may alleviate this 


misunderstanding.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_1 a Please read the descriptions of the 


following three fourth-grade students 


referred to here as student 1, student 2, 


and student 3. After you read each 


description, you will be asked to answer 


a question about each student based on 


the information provided.                                  





Student 1 often asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material. This student wants to 


investigate new topics, and is highly 


motivated to learn more in all subjects. 





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn would you describe 


student 1?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_2 b Student 2 sometimes enjoys exploring 


new topics, but does not actively seek 


them out. This student occasionally asks 


questions to get a deeper understanding 


of the material.





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn is student 2?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Anchoring 


Vignettes)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_3 c Student 3  never asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material.  This student rarely expresses 


interest in class material, and avoids 


investigating or exploring new topics. 





Based on this information, how curious 


and eager to learn is student 3?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Self-Rating)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_4 How curious and eager to learn are 


you?


Not at all curious and eager to learn / 


Not very curious and eager to learn / 


Somewhat curious and eager to learn / 


Mostly curious and eager to learn / Very 


much curious and eager to learn


No issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


Desire for 


Learning


Desire for Learning 


(Self-Vignettes 


comparison)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


DesForLearn_1_5 Which of the three students described is 


most similar to you?


Student 1 often asks questions in class 


to get a deeper understanding of the 


material. This student is eager to 


investigate new topics, and is highly 


motivated to learn more in all subjects. /  


Student 2 sometimes enjoys exploring 


new topics, but does not actively seek 


them out. This student occasionally asks 


questions to get a deeper understanding 


of the material. /  Student 3 never asks 


questions in class to get a deeper 


understanding of the material.  This 


student rarely expresses interest in class 


material, and avoids investigating or 


exploring new topics. /  I don't know.


Minor issues


-This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





Coglab data give very little indication that students had 


problems understanding or responding to this item. One Gr 


4 student indicated this item as difficult.


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1


The following statements are about 


peoples' intelligence. How much do you 


agree with each of the following 


statements? Select one answer choice 


on each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well, so the overall item should 


be retained.


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_1


a You have a certain amount of 


intelligence, and you really can't do 


much to change it.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_2


b Your intelligence is something about you 


that you can't change very much.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_3


c You can learn new things, but you can't 


really change your basic intelligence.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_4


d You have a certain amount of 


intelligence, but you can change it if you 


apply yourself.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_5


e Your intelligence is something about you 


that you can change during your life.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_6


f As you are learning new things, your 


intelligence can grow.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / Somewhat 


disagree / Somewhat agree / Agree / 


Strongly agree


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


When probed, one Student struggled with the word 


"intelligence" and two others indicated that several items 


were difficult to understand. 


Desire for 


Learning


Growth Mindset 


(Attribution to 


Effort or 


Intelligence)


STUDENTD4, 8, 12


GrowthMind_1_7


Thinking about your grades in school, 


which of the following do you think is 


more important to get good grades?


How intelligent you are/ How much 


effort you apply / Both about the same / 


I don't know.


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.




Module: Desire for Learning – Teacher Items


Table 28
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Responde


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item 


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


Desire for Learning Growth Mindset


TEACHERSL4, 8


GrowthMind_T_1


The following statements are 


about peoples' intelligence. To 


what extent do you agree with 


each of the following 


statements? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


Desire for Learning Growth Mindset


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


GrowthMind_T_1_1


a You have a certain amount of 


intelligence, and you really can't 


do much to change it.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree 


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


Desire for Learning Growth Mindset


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


GrowthMind_T_1_2


b Your intelligence is something 


about you that you can't change 


very much.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree 


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


Desire for Learning Growth Mindset


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


GrowthMind_T_1_3


c You can learn new things, but 


you can't really change your 


basic intelligence.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree 


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item. 


Desire for Learning Growth Mindset


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


GrowthMind_T_1_4


d You have a certain amount of 


intelligence, but you can change 


it if you apply yourself.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree 


Minor issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following 


revisions if we decide to include this item in the 


2016 Core pilot: 


-Revise sub-item to "You are born with a certain 


amount of intelligence, but you can change it if 


you apply yourself."


Coglab data gave indication that a teacher had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Desire for Learning Growth Mindset


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


GrowthMind_T_1_5


e Your intelligence is something 


about you that you can change 


during your life.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree 


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


Desire for Learning Growth Mindset


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


GrowthMind_T_1_6


f As you are learning new things, 


your intelligence can grow as 


well.


Strongly disagree / Disagree / 


Somewhat disagree / Somewhat 


agree / Agree / Strongly agree 


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


Desire for Learning Growth Mindset


TEACHERD4, 8


GrowthMind_T_2_0


Based on your experience as a 


teacher, which of the following 


do you consider more critical for 


student success in school? 


Students' general intelligence / 


Students' level of effort applied 


/ Both about the same / I don't 


know.


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot. Based on teachers' responses to 


the item-specific probe, one consideration could 


be to add additional response options.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.




Module: School Climate – Student Items


Table 29
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_0 In this school year, how often have you 


felt any of the following ways about your 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well with only minor or no issues, 


so the overall item should be retained.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_1 a I felt like an outsider (or left out of 


things) at school.


Never or almost never / Less than half of 


the time / About half of the time / Most 


of the time / Always or almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_3 b I felt like I belong at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_4 c I felt that I was treated fairly by my 


teachers.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_5 d I felt that teachers encouraged me to do 


my best.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_6 e I worried about crime and violence at my 


school.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_7 f I felt excited about something I learned 


in my classes.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_8 g I felt awkward and out of place at 


school.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_9 h I felt happy at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_0 In this school year, how often have you 


felt any of the following ways about your 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well with only minor or no issues, 


so the overall item should be retained.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_10 a I looked forward to going to school in the 


morning.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_11 b I felt lonely at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_12 c I did not feel safe on my way to and from 


school. 


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_13 d I felt that I learned something that I can 


use in my daily life.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_14 e I felt that I learned something that will 


help me in the future.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_15 f I felt that I would like to go to a different 


school if I could.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_8


g Things are ideal in my school.  Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise sub-item to "Things are 


excellent in my school." and/or give this item lower priority for 


potential inclusion in the pilot.


-All of the sub-items work well, so the overall item should 


be retained.


-Coglab data from several students in grades 4 and 8  


indicated that they did not know what the word "ideal" 


meant.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_9


h I am satisfied with my school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_10


i I have given up on school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_12


j I am proud to go to this school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Bullying_1


In this school year, have other students 


from your school done any of the 


following things to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row. 


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_1


a Made fun of me or called me names It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_2


b Left me out of their games or activities  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_3


c Spread lies about me  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_4


d Stole something from me  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_5


e Hit or hurt me (for example, shoving, 


hitting, kicking) 


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_6


f Made me do things I didn’t want to do  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_7


g Threatened me It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_8


h Shared embarrassing information about 


me online


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_11


i Posted mean or hurtful messages about 


me on the Internet


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_13


j Took embarrassing pictures or videos of 


me


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1 Thinking about the teachers in your 


school, how much does each of the 


following statements describe your 


school? Select one circle in each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





The sub-items work well, so the overall item should be 


retained. One grade 4 student indicated that the item was 


difficult, but was able to answer the items and probes.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_2 a Teachers in this school encourage 


students to take school seriously.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_3 b Teachers in this school believe that all 


students can get good grades.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_4 c Teachers in this school have high 


expectations for students.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_5 d Teachers in this school encourage 


students to compete with each other.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_6 e Teachers in this school challenge us to 


achieve more than we thought we could.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_7 f Teachers in this school encourage us 


that we can master difficult material if 


we apply enough effort.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.




Table 30

[image: image25.emf]Module Construct or Facet


Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_0 In this school year, how often have you 


felt any of the following ways about your 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well with only minor or no issues, 


so the overall item should be retained.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_1 a I felt like an outsider (or left out of 


things) at school.


Never or almost never / Less than half of 


the time / About half of the time / Most 


of the time / Always or almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_3 b I felt like I belong at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_4 c I felt that I was treated fairly by my 


teachers.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_5 d I felt that teachers encouraged me to do 


my best.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_6 e I worried about crime and violence at my 


school.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_7 f I felt excited about something I learned 


in my classes.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_8 g I felt awkward and out of place at 


school.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_9 h I felt happy at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_0 In this school year, how often have you 


felt any of the following ways about your 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well with only minor or no issues, 


so the overall item should be retained.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_10 a I looked forward to going to school in the 


morning.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_11 b I felt lonely at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_12 c I did not feel safe on my way to and from 


school. 


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_13 d I felt that I learned something that I can 


use in my daily life.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_14 e I felt that I learned something that will 


help me in the future.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_15 f I felt that I would like to go to a different 


school if I could.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_8


g Things are ideal in my school.  Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise sub-item to "Things are 


excellent in my school." and/or give this item lower priority for 


potential inclusion in the pilot.


-All of the sub-items work well, so the overall item should 


be retained.


-Coglab data from several students in grades 4 and 8  


indicated that they did not know what the word "ideal" 


meant.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_9


h I am satisfied with my school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_10


i I have given up on school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_12


j I am proud to go to this school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Bullying_1


In this school year, have other students 


from your school done any of the 


following things to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row. 


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_1


a Made fun of me or called me names It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_2


b Left me out of their games or activities  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_3


c Spread lies about me  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_4


d Stole something from me  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_5


e Hit or hurt me (for example, shoving, 


hitting, kicking) 


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_6


f Made me do things I didn’t want to do  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_7


g Threatened me It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_8


h Shared embarrassing information about 


me online


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_11


i Posted mean or hurtful messages about 


me on the Internet


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_13


j Took embarrassing pictures or videos of 


me


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1 Thinking about the teachers in your 


school, how much does each of the 


following statements describe your 


school? Select one circle in each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





The sub-items work well, so the overall item should be 


retained. One grade 4 student indicated that the item was 


difficult, but was able to answer the items and probes.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_2 a Teachers in this school encourage 


students to take school seriously.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_3 b Teachers in this school believe that all 


students can get good grades.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_4 c Teachers in this school have high 


expectations for students.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_5 d Teachers in this school encourage 


students to compete with each other.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_6 e Teachers in this school challenge us to 


achieve more than we thought we could.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_7 f Teachers in this school encourage us 


that we can master difficult material if 


we apply enough effort.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.




Table 31
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_0 In this school year, how often have you 


felt any of the following ways about your 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well with only minor or no issues, 


so the overall item should be retained.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_1 a I felt like an outsider (or left out of 


things) at school.


Never or almost never / Less than half of 


the time / About half of the time / Most 


of the time / Always or almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_3 b I felt like I belong at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_4 c I felt that I was treated fairly by my 


teachers.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_5 d I felt that teachers encouraged me to do 


my best.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_6 e I worried about crime and violence at my 


school.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_7 f I felt excited about something I learned 


in my classes.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_8 g I felt awkward and out of place at 


school.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_9 h I felt happy at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_0 In this school year, how often have you 


felt any of the following ways about your 


school? Select one answer choice on 


each row.


N/A


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


All of the sub-items work well with only minor or no issues, 


so the overall item should be retained.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_10 a I looked forward to going to school in the 


morning.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_11 b I felt lonely at school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_12 c I did not feel safe on my way to and from 


school. 


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_13 d I felt that I learned something that I can 


use in my daily life.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_14 e I felt that I learned something that will 


help me in the future.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_15 f I felt that I would like to go to a different 


school if I could.


Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_8


g Things are ideal in my school.  Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during coglabs. We 


could consider the following revisions if we decide to include 


this item in the 2016 Core pilot: Revise sub-item to "Things are 


excellent in my school." and/or give this item lower priority for 


potential inclusion in the pilot.


-All of the sub-items work well, so the overall item should 


be retained.


-Coglab data from several students in grades 4 and 8  


indicated that they did not know what the word "ideal" 


meant.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_9


h I am satisfied with my school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_10


i I have given up on school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Belonging


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Belong_1_12


j I am proud to go to this school. Almost never / Less than half of the time 


/ About half of the time / Most of the 


time / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12Bullying_1


In this school year, have other students 


from your school done any of the 


following things to you? Select one 


answer choice on each row. 


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_1


a Made fun of me or called me names It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_2


b Left me out of their games or activities  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_3


c Spread lies about me  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_4


d Stole something from me  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_5


e Hit or hurt me (for example, shoving, 


hitting, kicking) 


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_6


f Made me do things I didn’t want to do  It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_7


g Threatened me It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_8


h Shared embarrassing information about 


me online


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_11


i Posted mean or hurtful messages about 


me on the Internet


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Bullying


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12Bullying_1_13


j Took embarrassing pictures or videos of 


me


It hasn’t happened to me/ Only once or 


twice this year / 2 or 3 times a month / 


About once a week / Several times a 


week


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENTSL4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1 Thinking about the teachers in your 


school, how much does each of the 


following statements describe your 


school? Select one circle in each row.


n/a


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.





The sub-items work well, so the overall item should be 


retained. One grade 4 student indicated that the item was 


difficult, but was able to answer the items and probes.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_2 a Teachers in this school encourage 


students to take school seriously.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_3 b Teachers in this school believe that all 


students can get good grades.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_4 c Teachers in this school have high 


expectations for students.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_5 d Teachers in this school encourage 


students to compete with each other.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_6 e Teachers in this school challenge us to 


achieve more than we thought we could.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.


School 


Climate


Teacher 


Expectations


STUDENT


SM


4, 8, 12


TeacherExp_St_1_7 f Teachers in this school encourage us 


that we can master difficult material if 


we apply enough effort.


Not at all / Mostly not / Somewhat / 


Mostly yes / Very much


 





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for potential 


inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data give no indication that students had problems 


understanding or responding to this item.




Module: School Climate – Teacher Items


Table 32
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School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERSL4, 8


TeacherSat_1 How frequently do you feel the 


following way about being a 


teacher? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


OR


How much does each the 


following statements apply to 


you? Select one answer choice 


on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_1 a I am content with my profession 


as a teacher.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_2 b I am satisfied with being a 


teacher at this school.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_3 c I find my work full of meaning 


and purpose.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_4 d I am enthusiastic about my job. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_5 e My work inspires me. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_6 f I am proud of the work I do. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_7 g I am frustrated as a teacher. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_8 h I am supported by the teachers 


at my school.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_9 i I am going to continue teaching 


for as long as I can.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


Many issues


This sub-item did not perform well in coglabs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the 


question is confusing, based on one explicit 


mention of confusion and the four teachers who 


would change their answer if the item mentioned 


their love of teaching. 


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERD4, 8


TeacherSat_2 In comparison to a year ago, are 


you now more or less satisfied 


with being a teacher at this 


school? 


I was not at this school a year 


ago. / Less satisfied than last 


year / About the same / More 


satisfied than last year


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERD4, 8


TeacherSat_3 A year from now, do you expect 


to be more or less satisfied with 


being a teacher at this school?


Less satisfied than this year / 


About the same / More satisfied 


than this year / I do not plan to 


be a teacher at this school next 


year. 


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHERSL4, 8TALIS_2


On average, how often do you 


do the following in this school? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_1


a Teach jointly in the same class Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_2


b Observe other teachers' classes 


and provide feedback


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_3


c Engage in joint activities across 


different classes and age groups 


(e.g., projects)


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_4


d Exchange teaching materials 


with colleagues


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_5


e Engage in discussions about the 


learning development of specific 


students


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_6


f Work with other teachers in my 


school to ensure common 


standards in evaluations for 


assessing student progress


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_7


g Attend team conferences Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. The item would require revisions if it 


were to be included in the 2016 Core pilot.


-Coglab data gave some indication that teachers 


had trouble understanding or answering the item.


-Teachers did not agree on what was meant by 


the term "team conferences." Eight teachers 


talked about groups of teachers within a grade at 


their school, and three thought the item 


concerned meetings outside the school with 


others who did not work with them at their school.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_8


h Take part in collaborative 


professional learning


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHERSL4, 8TALIS_3


In your teaching, how important 


do you consider each of the 


following? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_1


a Get students to believe they can 


do well in schoolwork


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_2


b Help my students to value 


learning


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_3


c Craft good questions for my 


students


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_4


d Maintain order in the classroom Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_5


e Motivate students who show 


low interest in schoolwork


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items. One teacher noted that  


motivating students is important, but that her 


main job is to teach. She indicated  that students 


need to come to the classroom ready to learn.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_6


f Make my expectations about 


student behavior clear


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_7


g Help students to think critically Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_8


h Get students to follow 


classroom rules


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_9


i Calm a student who is disruptive 


or noisy


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers did not agree completely that this item 


content is important. One teacher noted that 


calming disruptive students was not her priority 


because he/she was focused on getting through 


all the material required. Another teacher 


indicated that sometimes learning is noisy, and 


that he/she did not require silence to teach. 


However, the teacher elaborated that sometimes 


disruptive students can get in the way of the 


learning of others, requiring him/her to address 


the problematic behavior.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_10


j Use a variety of assessment 


strategies


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_11


k Provide an alternative 


explanation or example when 


students are confused


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_12


l Implement alternative 


instructional strategies in my 


classroom


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_13


mFacilitate students' own inquiry Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_14


n Teach students to find solutions 


to problems on their own


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_15


o Allow students to think of 


solutions to practical problems 


themselves before showing 


them how they are solved


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_16


p Teach students to improve their 


thinking and reasoning 


processes


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_17


q Teach students specific 


curriculum content


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items. One teacher indicated that 


the item was confusing but did not give any 


indication of why/how.




Table 33

[image: image28.emf]Module Construct or Facet


Responde


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item 


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERSL4, 8


TeacherSat_1 How frequently do you feel the 


following way about being a 


teacher? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


OR


How much does each the 


following statements apply to 


you? Select one answer choice 


on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_1 a I am content with my profession 


as a teacher.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_2 b I am satisfied with being a 


teacher at this school.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_3 c I find my work full of meaning 


and purpose.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_4 d I am enthusiastic about my job. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_5 e My work inspires me. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_6 f I am proud of the work I do. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_7 g I am frustrated as a teacher. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_8 h I am supported by the teachers 


at my school.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_9 i I am going to continue teaching 


for as long as I can.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


Many issues


This sub-item did not perform well in coglabs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the 


question is confusing, based on one explicit 


mention of confusion and the four teachers who 


would change their answer if the item mentioned 


their love of teaching. 


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERD4, 8


TeacherSat_2 In comparison to a year ago, are 


you now more or less satisfied 


with being a teacher at this 


school? 


I was not at this school a year 


ago. / Less satisfied than last 


year / About the same / More 


satisfied than last year


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERD4, 8


TeacherSat_3 A year from now, do you expect 


to be more or less satisfied with 


being a teacher at this school?


Less satisfied than this year / 


About the same / More satisfied 


than this year / I do not plan to 


be a teacher at this school next 


year. 


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHERSL4, 8TALIS_2


On average, how often do you 


do the following in this school? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_1


a Teach jointly in the same class Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_2


b Observe other teachers' classes 


and provide feedback


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_3


c Engage in joint activities across 


different classes and age groups 


(e.g., projects)


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_4


d Exchange teaching materials 


with colleagues


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_5


e Engage in discussions about the 


learning development of specific 


students


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_6


f Work with other teachers in my 


school to ensure common 


standards in evaluations for 


assessing student progress


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_7


g Attend team conferences Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. The item would require revisions if it 


were to be included in the 2016 Core pilot.


-Coglab data gave some indication that teachers 


had trouble understanding or answering the item.


-Teachers did not agree on what was meant by 


the term "team conferences." Eight teachers 


talked about groups of teachers within a grade at 


their school, and three thought the item 


concerned meetings outside the school with 


others who did not work with them at their school.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_8


h Take part in collaborative 


professional learning


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHERSL4, 8TALIS_3


In your teaching, how important 


do you consider each of the 


following? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_1


a Get students to believe they can 


do well in schoolwork


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_2


b Help my students to value 


learning


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_3


c Craft good questions for my 


students


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_4


d Maintain order in the classroom Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_5


e Motivate students who show 


low interest in schoolwork


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items. One teacher noted that  


motivating students is important, but that her 


main job is to teach. She indicated  that students 


need to come to the classroom ready to learn.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_6


f Make my expectations about 


student behavior clear


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_7


g Help students to think critically Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_8


h Get students to follow 


classroom rules


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_9


i Calm a student who is disruptive 


or noisy


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers did not agree completely that this item 


content is important. One teacher noted that 


calming disruptive students was not her priority 


because he/she was focused on getting through 


all the material required. Another teacher 


indicated that sometimes learning is noisy, and 


that he/she did not require silence to teach. 


However, the teacher elaborated that sometimes 


disruptive students can get in the way of the 


learning of others, requiring him/her to address 


the problematic behavior.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_10


j Use a variety of assessment 


strategies


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_11


k Provide an alternative 


explanation or example when 


students are confused


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_12


l Implement alternative 


instructional strategies in my 


classroom


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_13


mFacilitate students' own inquiry Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_14


n Teach students to find solutions 


to problems on their own


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_15


o Allow students to think of 


solutions to practical problems 


themselves before showing 


them how they are solved


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_16


p Teach students to improve their 


thinking and reasoning 


processes


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_17


q Teach students specific 


curriculum content


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items. One teacher indicated that 


the item was confusing but did not give any 


indication of why/how.




Table 34
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Responde


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item 


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERSL4, 8


TeacherSat_1 How frequently do you feel the 


following way about being a 


teacher? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


OR


How much does each the 


following statements apply to 


you? Select one answer choice 


on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_1 a I am content with my profession 


as a teacher.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_2 b I am satisfied with being a 


teacher at this school.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_3 c I find my work full of meaning 


and purpose.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_4 d I am enthusiastic about my job. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_5 e My work inspires me. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_6 f I am proud of the work I do. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_7 g I am frustrated as a teacher. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_8 h I am supported by the teachers 


at my school.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_9 i I am going to continue teaching 


for as long as I can.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


Many issues


This sub-item did not perform well in coglabs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the 


question is confusing, based on one explicit 


mention of confusion and the four teachers who 


would change their answer if the item mentioned 


their love of teaching. 


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERD4, 8


TeacherSat_2 In comparison to a year ago, are 


you now more or less satisfied 


with being a teacher at this 


school? 


I was not at this school a year 


ago. / Less satisfied than last 


year / About the same / More 


satisfied than last year


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERD4, 8


TeacherSat_3 A year from now, do you expect 


to be more or less satisfied with 


being a teacher at this school?


Less satisfied than this year / 


About the same / More satisfied 


than this year / I do not plan to 


be a teacher at this school next 


year. 


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHERSL4, 8TALIS_2


On average, how often do you 


do the following in this school? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_1


a Teach jointly in the same class Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_2


b Observe other teachers' classes 


and provide feedback


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_3


c Engage in joint activities across 


different classes and age groups 


(e.g., projects)


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_4


d Exchange teaching materials 


with colleagues


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_5


e Engage in discussions about the 


learning development of specific 


students


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_6


f Work with other teachers in my 


school to ensure common 


standards in evaluations for 


assessing student progress


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_7


g Attend team conferences Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. The item would require revisions if it 


were to be included in the 2016 Core pilot.


-Coglab data gave some indication that teachers 


had trouble understanding or answering the item.


-Teachers did not agree on what was meant by 


the term "team conferences." Eight teachers 


talked about groups of teachers within a grade at 


their school, and three thought the item 


concerned meetings outside the school with 


others who did not work with them at their school.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_8


h Take part in collaborative 


professional learning


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHERSL4, 8TALIS_3


In your teaching, how important 


do you consider each of the 


following? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_1


a Get students to believe they can 


do well in schoolwork


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_2


b Help my students to value 


learning


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_3


c Craft good questions for my 


students


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_4


d Maintain order in the classroom Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_5


e Motivate students who show 


low interest in schoolwork


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items. One teacher noted that  


motivating students is important, but that her 


main job is to teach. She indicated  that students 


need to come to the classroom ready to learn.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_6


f Make my expectations about 


student behavior clear


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_7


g Help students to think critically Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_8


h Get students to follow 


classroom rules


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_9


i Calm a student who is disruptive 


or noisy


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers did not agree completely that this item 


content is important. One teacher noted that 


calming disruptive students was not her priority 


because he/she was focused on getting through 


all the material required. Another teacher 


indicated that sometimes learning is noisy, and 


that he/she did not require silence to teach. 


However, the teacher elaborated that sometimes 


disruptive students can get in the way of the 


learning of others, requiring him/her to address 


the problematic behavior.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_10


j Use a variety of assessment 


strategies


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_11


k Provide an alternative 


explanation or example when 


students are confused


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_12


l Implement alternative 


instructional strategies in my 


classroom


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_13


mFacilitate students' own inquiry Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_14


n Teach students to find solutions 


to problems on their own


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_15


o Allow students to think of 


solutions to practical problems 


themselves before showing 


them how they are solved


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_16


p Teach students to improve their 


thinking and reasoning 


processes


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_17


q Teach students specific 


curriculum content


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items. One teacher indicated that 


the item was confusing but did not give any 


indication of why/how.
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School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERSL4, 8


TeacherSat_1 How frequently do you feel the 


following way about being a 


teacher? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


OR


How much does each the 


following statements apply to 


you? Select one answer choice 


on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_1 a I am content with my profession 


as a teacher.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_2 b I am satisfied with being a 


teacher at this school.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_3 c I find my work full of meaning 


and purpose.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_4 d I am enthusiastic about my job. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_5 e My work inspires me. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_6 f I am proud of the work I do. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_7 g I am frustrated as a teacher. Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_8 h I am supported by the teachers 


at my school.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHER


SM


4, 8


TeacherSat_1_9 i I am going to continue teaching 


for as long as I can.


Almost never / Very rarely / 


Rarely / Sometimes / Often / 


Very often / Almost always


Many issues


This sub-item did not perform well in coglabs. Do 


not consider for inclusion in the 2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data indicate that the intent of the 


question is confusing, based on one explicit 


mention of confusion and the four teachers who 


would change their answer if the item mentioned 


their love of teaching. 


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERD4, 8


TeacherSat_2 In comparison to a year ago, are 


you now more or less satisfied 


with being a teacher at this 


school? 


I was not at this school a year 


ago. / Less satisfied than last 


year / About the same / More 


satisfied than last year


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher 


Satisfaction


TEACHERD4, 8


TeacherSat_3 A year from now, do you expect 


to be more or less satisfied with 


being a teacher at this school?


Less satisfied than this year / 


About the same / More satisfied 


than this year / I do not plan to 


be a teacher at this school next 


year. 


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHERSL4, 8TALIS_2


On average, how often do you 


do the following in this school? 


Select one answer choice on 


each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_1


a Teach jointly in the same class Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_2


b Observe other teachers' classes 


and provide feedback


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_3


c Engage in joint activities across 


different classes and age groups 


(e.g., projects)


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_4


d Exchange teaching materials 


with colleagues


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_5


e Engage in discussions about the 


learning development of specific 


students


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_6


f Work with other teachers in my 


school to ensure common 


standards in evaluations for 


assessing student progress


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_7


g Attend team conferences Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. The item would require revisions if it 


were to be included in the 2016 Core pilot.


-Coglab data gave some indication that teachers 


had trouble understanding or answering the item.


-Teachers did not agree on what was meant by 


the term "team conferences." Eight teachers 


talked about groups of teachers within a grade at 


their school, and three thought the item 


concerned meetings outside the school with 


others who did not work with them at their school.


School Climate Teacher Practices 


(TALIS)


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_2_8


h Take part in collaborative 


professional learning


Never / Once a year or less / 2-4 


times a year / 5-10 times a year 


/ 1-3 times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHERSL4, 8TALIS_3


In your teaching, how important 


do you consider each of the 


following? Select one answer 


choice on each row.


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_1


a Get students to believe they can 


do well in schoolwork


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_2


b Help my students to value 


learning


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_3


c Craft good questions for my 


students


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_4


d Maintain order in the classroom Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_5


e Motivate students who show 


low interest in schoolwork


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items. One teacher noted that  


motivating students is important, but that her 


main job is to teach. She indicated  that students 


need to come to the classroom ready to learn.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_6


f Make my expectations about 


student behavior clear


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_7


g Help students to think critically Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_8


h Get students to follow 


classroom rules


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_9


i Calm a student who is disruptive 


or noisy


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers did not agree completely that this item 


content is important. One teacher noted that 


calming disruptive students was not her priority 


because he/she was focused on getting through 


all the material required. Another teacher 


indicated that sometimes learning is noisy, and 


that he/she did not require silence to teach. 


However, the teacher elaborated that sometimes 


disruptive students can get in the way of the 


learning of others, requiring him/her to address 


the problematic behavior.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_10


j Use a variety of assessment 


strategies


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_11


k Provide an alternative 


explanation or example when 


students are confused


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_12


l Implement alternative 


instructional strategies in my 


classroom


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_13


mFacilitate students' own inquiry Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_14


n Teach students to find solutions 


to problems on their own


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_15


o Allow students to think of 


solutions to practical problems 


themselves before showing 


them how they are solved


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_16


p Teach students to improve their 


thinking and reasoning 


processes


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had 


trouble understanding or answering the item.


School Climate Teacher Practices


TEACHER


SM


4, 8TALIS_3_17


q Teach students specific 


curriculum content


Not important at all / Not 


Important/ Somewhat important 


/ Important / Very important


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 


2016 Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that 


teachers had trouble understanding or answering 


the item or sub-items. One teacher indicated that 


the item was confusing but did not give any 


indication of why/how.




Module: School Climate – School Administrator Items


Table 36
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADM


SL4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_0 On average, how often do 


teachers do the following 


in this school? Select one 


answer choice on each 


row. 


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_1 a Teach jointly in the same 


class


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item. 


One administrator noted that joint teaching occurs everyday 


in his/her building and that having an additional response 


option would be helpful.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_2 b Observe other teachers' 


classes and provide 


feedback


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_3 c Engage in joint activities 


across different classes 


and age groups (e.g., 


projects)


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_4 d Exchange teaching 


materials with colleagues


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_5 e Engage in discussions 


about the learning 


development of specific 


students


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_6 f Work with other teachers 


in my school to ensure 


common standards in 


evaluations for assessing 


student progress


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise item to "Work with other teachers in 


my school to ensure common school-based 


standards in evaluations for assessing student 


progress."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Few 


administrators expressed confusion with the term "standards", 


indicating that they were unsure if the item was talking about 


external standards (e.g., common core) or internal standards 


(developed by the teachers).


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_7 g Attend team conferences Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise item to "Attend group teacher 


meetings at your school."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Few 


administrators misunderstood the term "teacher conferences" 


to be meetings external to their school or school system.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_8 h Take part in collaborative 


professional learning


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item. 


One administrator stated that he/she thought the item was 


confusing


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADM


SLN/A


PriSch_1 Please identify the 


organizations to which 


your school belongs. 


Select one answer choice 


on each row.


N/A


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-items.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_01 a American Association of 


Christian Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_02 b Association of Christian 


Schools International


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_03 c Christian Schools 


International


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_04 d National Association of 


Episcopal Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_05 e National Association of 


Independent Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_06 f National Catholic 


Educational Association


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_07 g National Society of 


Hebrew Day Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_08 h The Association of 


Boarding Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADM


DN/A


PriSch_2 Please identify the 


organization listed below 


to which your school is 


most closely affiliated. 


Select all that apply. 


American Association of 


Christian Schools / 


Association of Christian 


Schools International  / 


Christian Schools 


International/ National 


Association of Episcopal 


Schools / National 


Association of 


Independent Schools / 


National Catholic 


Educational Association / 


National Society of 


Hebrew Day Schools / The 


Association of Boarding 


Schools / None of the 


above





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.




Table 37
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Respondent


Type


Grades


Item ID


Sub-item letter


Item Response Options


Evaluation


Summary Evaluation Rationale


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADM


SL4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_0 On average, how often do 


teachers do the following 


in this school? Select one 


answer choice on each 


row. 


n/a


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_1 a Teach jointly in the same 


class


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item. 


One administrator noted that joint teaching occurs everyday 


in his/her building and that having an additional response 


option would be helpful.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_2 b Observe other teachers' 


classes and provide 


feedback


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_3 c Engage in joint activities 


across different classes 


and age groups (e.g., 


projects)


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_4 d Exchange teaching 


materials with colleagues


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_5 e Engage in discussions 


about the learning 


development of specific 


students


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_6 f Work with other teachers 


in my school to ensure 


common standards in 


evaluations for assessing 


student progress


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise item to "Work with other teachers in 


my school to ensure common school-based 


standards in evaluations for assessing student 


progress."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Few 


administrators expressed confusion with the term "standards", 


indicating that they were unsure if the item was talking about 


external standards (e.g., common core) or internal standards 


(developed by the teachers).


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_7 g Attend team conferences Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


Some issues


Some issues with this item were identified during 


coglabs. We could consider the following revisions 


if we decide to include this item in the 2016 Core 


pilot: Revise item to "Attend group teacher 


meetings at your school."


Coglab data gave indication that some administrators had 


trouble understanding or answering the item. Few 


administrators misunderstood the term "teacher conferences" 


to be meetings external to their school or school system.


School Climate N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


4, 8, 12


SchoolClim1_8 h Take part in collaborative 


professional learning


Never / Once a year or 


less / 2-4 times a year / 5-


10 times a year / 1-3 


times a month / Once a 


week or more


Minor issues


This item performed well in coglabs with very few 


issues. Consider for potential inclusion in the 2016 


Core pilot.


Coglab data gave very little indication that administrators 


had trouble understanding or answering the overall item. 


One administrator stated that he/she thought the item was 


confusing


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADM


SLN/A


PriSch_1 Please identify the 


organizations to which 


your school belongs. 


Select one answer choice 


on each row.


N/A


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-items.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_01 a American Association of 


Christian Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_02 b Association of Christian 


Schools International


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_03 c Christian Schools 


International


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_04 d National Association of 


Episcopal Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_05 e National Association of 


Independent Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_06 f National Catholic 


Educational Association


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_07 g National Society of 


Hebrew Day Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADMSM


N/A


PriSch_1_08 h The Association of 


Boarding Schools


Yes/No


No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.


n/a N/A SCHOOL ADM


DN/A


PriSch_2 Please identify the 


organization listed below 


to which your school is 


most closely affiliated. 


Select all that apply. 


American Association of 


Christian Schools / 


Association of Christian 


Schools International  / 


Christian Schools 


International/ National 


Association of Episcopal 


Schools / National 


Association of 


Independent Schools / 


National Catholic 


Educational Association / 


National Society of 


Hebrew Day Schools / The 


Association of Boarding 


Schools / None of the 


above





No issues


This item performed well in coglabs. Consider for 


potential inclusion in the 2016 Core Pilot.


Coglab data gave no indication that teachers had trouble 


understanding or answering the sub-item. Please note that 


this evaluation is based on the response of a single 


participant due to the prioritization of school SES above all 


other factors as a sampling criteria.
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� NCES collects student question data, referred to as core questions, that are required by law (20 U.S.C. § 9622; i.e., race, ethnicity, and socioeconomic status) and provide a context for reporting student performance.



� These are counts at the item level. Some of these are matrix items that include more than one sub-item.



� For students under age 18, parents/guardians received the various contact information.











5 Roach, A. T., & Sato, E. (2009). White paper: Cognitive interview methods in reading test design and development for alternate assessments based on modified academic achievement standards (AA-MAS). Dover, NH: Measured Progress and Menlo Park, CA: SRI International.



� Participants who identify as biracial are included in the “other” category.



� Please note that the 90 minutes included time for introductions (maximum 15 minutes), conducting the interview (60 minutes), and debriefing and/or time for additional questions/feedback from the participants (maximum 15 minutes). 
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