MEMORANDUM	OMB # 1850-0803 v.114

DATE:	October 29, 2014

TO:	Jennifer E. Park and Shelly Martinez
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs, Office of Management and Budget

FROM:	Elise Christopher
	HSLS:09 Project Officer, National Center for Education Statistics

THROUGH:	Kashka Kubzdela
	National Center for Education Statistics
	
SUBJECT:	High School Longitudinal Study of 2009 (HSLS:09) second follow-up field test Cog Labs Recruitment --  Response to OMB Passback

This memorandum provides responses to OMB passback of October 24, 2014 on the HSLS:09 OMB submission for the second follow-up field test cognitive testing recruitment activities.
1. I think the age groups referenced in the recruitment materials are not consistent with the age groups referenced in the consent or screener material. Please check.

NCES response:  The target group for this study is individuals aged 20-22. However, the recruitment flyers specify a slightly wider range of ages (19-23) in order to maximize the accuracy of the screening process.  That is, during the screening process a wider range allows RSS to screen out individuals who are close to the desired age but would claim to be the exact desired age if they knew it. We added a footnote to the recruitment flyer explaining this.

2. Typically, both risks and benefits are communicated in consent forms, even if the only risk is loss of confidentiality and there is no direct benefit to the individual. (Incentives are not considered benefits.) Please check.

NCES response:  We amended the consent form with the following:
There is no physical risk and only minimal risk associated with data confidentiality. We will protect your information. We do not anticipate that any of the discussion topics will make you uncomfortable or upset. However, you may refuse to answer any question or take a break at any time. There are no direct benefits to you for participating in this study, but we hope that these interviews will help us develop and improve questions for a national survey about individual’s experiences as they transition from high school to postsecondary education and the labor force.

3. The introductory script to the screener does not seem to mention the voluntary nature of each question and the subsequent lab. (I know folks would be calling in to be screened, but they could be reminded that they need not answer each question, and taking the screener does not require them to participate in the lab.) Perhaps this could be made clearer, esp given that you ask about sexual identity and transgender.
NCES response:  We have added the following statement to the screener introduction:
Both this screening and the interview are voluntary; you may choose not to answer any question you don’t want to.   
    

4. How do your gender and sexual identity questions compare to those used by NCHS and or IOM? (The latter have been considered good practice based on the cogn lab work done at NCHS.)

[bookmark: _GoBack]NCES response: The items we plan to cognitively test were suggested by a panel of experts on LBGTQ research made up of members of GLSEN, The Fenway Institute, and the Gender Identity in US Surveillance (GeniUSS) group. The items came from a variety of sources, including the CDC's Youth Risk Behavior Survey (YRBS), the MA Department of Public Health's Youth Health Survey, and the NICHD's National Longitudinal Survey of Adolescent Health, among others.  Some of these items are very similar to items used by NCHS, though more testing with this population is warranted for the HSLS survey given the need to select only a very few well-performing items due to limited space on the questionnaire. Per OMB’s recommendation, we reached out to NCHS, and spoke with Dr. Kristen Miller, who is one of the leads at NCHS on cognitive testing of gender and sexual identity questions, including for the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS). Dr. Kristen Miller offered suggestions on wording and expressed her enthusiasm for our cognitive interview plans for LGBT items with this population. HSLS staff is actively participating in emerging conversations on this topic (e.g., on October 28th staff participated in an interagency meeting about LGBT student data collections organized by the Department of Education’s Office of Civil Rights, which included representatives from CDC, NCHS, and DOJ among others).
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