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	84.328: Special Education_Parent Information Centers 


	Program Goal: 
	To provide training and information to parents of children with disabilities. 


	



	Objective 1 of 3: 
	Improve the quality of parent training and information projects. 


	Measure 1.1 of 4: The percentage of materials used by Parent Information Centers projects deemed to be of high quality by an independent review panel of  experts qualified to review the substantive content of the products or services.   (Desired direction: increase)   89a0e4 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	  
	69.6 
	Measure not in place 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	57.9 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	60 
	83.5 
	Target Exceeded 

	2010 
	63 
	76.3 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	65 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. 
U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Annual Expert Panel Review of Parent Information Center Products and Services.

Description of Expert Panel Review – OSEP provides an outside contractor with a list of 15-20 potential Science Expert Panel members who are nationally known experts in special education research, policy, and/or practice. The contractor randomly selects, contacts, and secures the review services of six to eight panel members, ensuring that no panelist is currently employed by an OSEP-funded program, grant or project.

The Science Expert Panel reviews a randomly selected sample of products and services made available through OSEP-funded Parent Information Centers (84.328 grantees). The grantees selected to provide data for this measure supply copies of one product and one service along with completed Product and Service Description forms. 

The program office defines a “product” as “a piece of work, in text or electronic form developed and disseminated by an OSEP-funded project to inform a specific audience on a topic relevant to the improvement of outcomes for children with disabilities. A “service” is defined as “work performed by an OSEP-funded project to provide information to a specific audience relevant to the improvement of outcomes for children with disabilities.” 

The grantee completes a Product and Service Description forms is to standardize the information used in the panel review. Information categories contained in the forms include: product or service name, target audience, alignment with program office target investment area (assessment; literacy; behavior; instructional strategies; early intervention; secondary transition; and inclusive practices), classification of product/service as evidence- or policy-based, and description of research-basis, if any, on the product or service.  

Panelists independently assess the quality of each product and service according to criteria described below in the Explanation section. 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. This measure applies to  all 84.328 grants (106 grants: 69 Parent Training and Information Center grants (84.328M), 7 Regional Parent Technical Assistance Center grants (84.328R), and 30 Community Parent Resource Center (84.328C) grants). FY 2009 funding for these grants totals $27,028,000. 

Since the number of products disseminated and services rendered annually by these grants exceeds the program office’s resources for assessment and analysis, the data for this measure are from a sample of (1) 84.328M and 84.328C grants and all 84.328R grants and (2) one product and one service from each of these grants in FY 2009. 

The grant sample is selected by an outside contractor according to three parameters established by the program office: (1) a 33% stratified random sample of 84.328M, (2) a 33% random sample of 84.328C grants, and (3) 100% of 328R grants. (All 328R grants are included in the grant sample because these grants provide technical assistance to the Parent Training and Information Center Program, including the development of model products and services). 

Each grantee submits one product and one service for review by the Science Expert Panel. The contractor provides copies of each item to the panel, along with  instructions for accessing, reviewing, and assessing the quality of each product and service. 

The AM-ICC inter-rater reliability score for the Parent Training and Information Program product and service quality review was 0.688, representing consistent results across the reviewers. [Note: values of AM-ICC from 0.40 to 0.50 are considered moderate, 0.51 to 0.70 are considered substantial, and 0.71 or higher are considered outstanding (Landis, J. R., Koch, G. G. [1977]. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics 33:159-174). Most statisticians prefer for AM-ICC values to be at least 0.55 or higher before claiming a good level of agreement.] 
Target Context. Targets for this measure were established on the basis of two years of trend data from 2007 and 2008.  

Explanation. 
Explanation of Method:

All 84.328 grants funded in the prior fiscal year (FY 2009) were included in the domain to be sampled. Samples were drawn from three clusters of grants divided by funding interval (under $225,000, $226,000 to $300,000, and $301,000 or more) and one-third of the grants within each class were sampled. Twenty-three(23) 84.328M grants, ten (10) 84.328C grants, seven(7) 84.328R grants were selected in this manner. The total number of grants in the 2010 sample for this measure was 40. Grants in the sample were representative with respect to the FY2009 84.328 grant portfolio in terms of grant purpose, activities, and funding level. 

An outside contractor requested a list of 5 products and/or services from each grantee in the grant sample. Each grantee was required to submit at least two products and two services. The contractor randomly selected one product and one service from each grantee list for review. 
In FY 2010 the Science Expert Panel (hereafter, 'Science panel) was comprised of five (5) experts. Forty (40) new products and 40 services were selected for review by the Science panel. Each product and service was accompanied by a Product or Service Description form filled out by the grantee. Each of the five (5) panelists reviewed each of the 40 products and 40 services. 

Panelists follow a Quality Assessment Scoring Guide, which addresses two criteria: (1) Substance – Does the product reflect evidence of conceptual soundness and quality, grounded in recent scientific evidence, legislation, policy, or accepted professional practice? (2) Communication – Is the product presented in such a way so as to clearly understood, as evidenced by being well-organized, free of editorial errors and appropriately formatted? The extent to which the product or service meets the substance criterion is measured using a seven -point scale from 0=Unacceptable, 1 or 2=Low, 3 or 4=Acceptable, and 5 or 6=Superior. The extent to which the product or service meets the communication criterion is measured using a four-point scale from 0=Unacceptable, 1=Low, 2=Acceptable, and 3=Superior. The maximum quality score is 9. 


The total score is the sum of the two quality dimension sub-scores. High quality is defined as a total score of 6.0 or higher on a scale of zero (0) to nine (9). 


Explanation of Calculation:

Results for FY 2010 were calculated as follows: 

Numerator is the total number of 84.328 project products and services reviewed by  Science Panel with average quality scores totaling 6 or higher 

Denominator is the total number of 84.328 project products and services reviewed

Result is multiplied by 100.

2010 Result = [(61 84.328 products and services with average scores totaling 6 or higher/80] x 100% = 76.3% 


	Measure 1.2 of 4: The percentage of Parent Information Centers products and services deemed to be of high relevance to educational and early intervention policy or practice by an independent review panel of qualified experts with appropriate expertise to review the substantive content of the products or services.   (Desired direction: increase)   89a0e5 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	  
	95.8 
	Measure not in place 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	95.2 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	96 
	89 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2010 
	  
	97.5 
	Measure not in place 

	2011 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Annual Expert Panel Review of Parent Information Center Products and Services. 

Description of  Expert Panel Review – OSEP provides an outside contractor with a list of 15-20 potential Parent  Expert Panelists who are parents of children and young adults with a wide range of disabilities and who have professional or advocacy experience in special education, including serving as peer reviewers for the Parent Training and Information Program. The contractor randomly selects, contacts, and secures the review services of six to eight panel members, ensuring that no panelist is currently employed by an OSEP-funded program, grant or project. 

The Parent Expert Panel reviews a randomly selected sample of products and services made available through OSEP-funded Parent Information Centers (84.328 grantees). The grantees selected to provide data for this measure supply a copy of one product and one service along with completed Product and Service Description forms. 

The program office defines a “product” as “a piece of work, in text or electronic form developed and disseminated by an OSEP-funded project to inform a specific audience on a topic relevant to the improvement of outcomes for children with disabilities. A “service” is defined as “work performed by an OSEP-funded project to provide information to a specific audience relevant to the improvement of outcomes for children with disabilities.” 

Each sampled grantee completes a Product and Service Description forms is to standardize the information used in the panel review. Information categories contained in the forms include: product or service name, target audience, and descriptions of the importance of the problem or critical issue the product or service is designed to solve; the extent to which the product or service matches the problem or issue facing the audiences for the product or recipients of the service; and the extent to which the content of the product or service is applicable to diverse populations within the audiences for product or the recipients of the service. 

Panelists independently assess the relevance of each product and service according to criteria described below in the Explanation section. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. This measure applies to all 84.328 grants (106 grants: 69 Parent Training and Information Center grants (84.328M), 7 Regional Parent Technical Assistance Center grants (84.328R), and 30 Community Parent Resource Center (84.328C) grants). FY 2009 funding for these grants totals $27,028,000. 

The data for this measure are from a sample of (1) 84.328M and 84.328C grants and all 84.328R grants and (2) one product and one service from each of these grants in FY 2009. 

The grant sample is selected by an outside contractor according to three parameters established by the program office: (1) a 33% stratified random sample of 84.328M, (2) a 33% random sample of 84.328C grants, and (3) 100% of 328R grants. (All 328R grants are included in the grant sample because these grants provide technical assistance to the Parent Training and Information Center Program, including the development of model products and services). 

Each grantee submits one product and one service for review by the Expert Panel. The contractor provides copies of each item to the panel. The contractor’s communication to the panel includes instructions for accessing, reviewing, and assessing the relevance of each product and service. 


The AM-ICC inter-rater reliability score for the Parent Training and Information Program product and service relevance review was .730, indicating consistency across the reviewers. [Note: values of AM-ICC from 0.40 to 0.50 are considered moderate, 0.51 to 0.70 are considered substantial, and 0.71 or higher are considered outstanding (Landis, J. R., Koch, G. G. [1977]. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics 33:159-174). Most statisticians prefer for AM-ICC values to be at least 0.55 or higher before claiming a good level of agreement.] 


Target Context. Targets for this measure were established on the basis of results for 2007 and 2008. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Method:

All 84.328 grants funded in the prior fiscal year (FY 2009) were included in the domain to be sampled. Samples were drawn from three clusters of grants divided by funding interval (under $225,000, $226,000 to $300,000, and $301,000 or more) and one-third of the grants within each class were sampled. Twenty-three(23) 84.328M grants, ten (10) 84.328C grants, seven(7) 84.328R grants were selected in this manner. The total number of grants in the 2010 sample for this measure was 40. Grants in the sample were representative with respect to the FY2009 84.328 grant portfolio in terms of grant purpose, activities, and funding level. 

An outside contractor requested a list of 5 products and/or services from each grantee in the grant sample. Each grantee was required to submit at least two products and two services. The contractor randomly selected one product and one service from each grantee list for review. 

The Parent Expert Panel was comprised of seven (7) members in 2010. Six panelists reviewed 40 products and 40 services; one panelist reviewed only 37 products and 38 services. [The percentage of ratings not made by all panelists was less than one percent (1%) of the total possible ratings, so that the failure of one panelist to review three products and two services did not significantly impact the results]. 

Panelists follow a Relevance Assessment Scoring Guide, which addresses three criteria: (1) Need – Does the content of the product or service attempt to solve an important problem or critical issue? (2) Pertinence – Does the content of the product or service tie directly to a problem or issue recognized as important by the target audience? and (3) Reach – To what extent is the content of the product or service applicable to diverse segments of the target audience? The extent to which the product or service meets each criterion is measured using a four-point scale from 0=Unacceptable, 1=Low, 2=Acceptable, and 3=Superior. Panelists complete the form for each product and service. 

The total score is the sum of the three relevance dimension sub-scores. High relevance is defined as a total score of 6 or higher on a scale of zero (0) to nine (9). 


Explanation of Calculation:
For this measure, the calculation is the number of individual products and services receiving an above average total relevance score of six (6) or higher across the three relevance criteria, divided by total number of materials reviewed, times 100. 


For 2010:  [(78 products and services with average relevance scores totaling 6 or higher/80] x 100 = 97.5% 

	Measure 1.3 of 4: The percentage of all Special Education Parent Training and Information Centers' products and services deemed by an independent review panel of qualified experts to be useful to improve educational or early intervention policy or practice.   (Desired direction: increase)   1953 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	  
	95.8 
	Measure not in place 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	95.2 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	95 
	86.3 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2010 
	95 
	95 
	Target Met 

	2011 
	95 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Annual Expert Panel Review of Parent Information Center Products and Services. 

Description of Expert Panel Review – OSEP provides an outside contractor with a list of 15-20 potential Parent Expert Panelists who are parents of children and young adults with a wide range of disabilities and who have professional or advocacy experience in special education, including serving as peer reviewers for the Parent Training and Information Program. The contractor randomly selects, contacts, and secures the review services of six to eight panel members, ensuring that no panelist is currently employed by an OSEP-funded program, grant or project. 

The Parent Expert Panel reviews a randomly selected sample of products and services made available through OSEP-funded Parent Information Centers (84.328 grantees). The grantees selected to provide data for this measure supply a copy of one product and one service along with completed Product and Service Description forms. 

The program office defines a “product” as “a piece of work, in text or electronic form developed and disseminated by an OSEP-funded project to inform a specific audience on a topic relevant to the improvement of outcomes for children with disabilities. A “service” is defined as “work performed by an OSEP-funded project to provide information to a specific audience relevant to the improvement of outcomes for children with disabilities.” 

Each sampled grantee completes a Product and Service Description forms is to standardize the information used in the panel review. Information categories contained in the forms include: product or service name, target audience, and descriptions of the importance of the problem or critical issue the product or service is designed to solve; the extent to which the product or service matches the problem or issue facing the audiences for the product or recipients of the service; and the extent to which the content of the product or service is applicable to diverse populations within the audiences for product or the recipients of the service. 

Panelists independently assess the relevance of each product and service according to criteria described below in the Explanation section. 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. This measure applies to all 84.328 grants (106 grants: 69 Parent Training and Information Center grants (84.328M), 7 Regional Parent Technical Assistance Center grants (84.328R), and 30 Community Parent Resource Center (84.328C) grants). FY 2009 funding for these grants totals $27,028,000. 

The data for this measure are from a sample of (1) 84.328M and 84.328C grants and all 84.328R grants and (2) one product and one service from each of these grants in FY 2009. 

The grant sample is selected by an outside contractor according to three parameters established by the program office: (1) a 33% stratified random sample of 84.328M, (2) a 33% random sample of 84.328C grants, and (3) 100% of 328R grants. (All 328R grants are included in the grant sample because these grants provide technical assistance to the Parent Training and Information Center Program, including the development of model products and services). 

Each grantee submits one product and one service for review by the Expert Panel. The contractor provides copies of each item to the panel. The contractor’s communication to the panel includes instructions for accessing, reviewing, and assessing the relevance of each product and service. 

The AM-ICC inter-rater reliability score for the Parent Training and Information Program product and service relevance review was .617, indicating consistency across the reviewers. [Note: values of AM-ICC from 0.40 to 0.50 are considered moderate, 0.51 to 0.70 are considered substantial, and 0.71 or higher are considered outstanding (Landis, J. R., Koch, G. G. [1977]. The measurement of observer agreement for categorical data. Biometrics 33:159-174). Most statisticians prefer for AM-ICC values to be at least 0.55 or higher before claiming a good level of agreement.] 

Target Context. Targets for this measure were established on the basis of data collected in 2007 and 2008. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Method: 
All 84.328 grants funded in the prior fiscal year (FY 2009) were included in the domain to be sampled. Samples were drawn from three clusters of grants divided by funding interval (under $225,000, $226,000 to $300,000, and $301,000 or more) and one-third of the grants within each class were sampled. Twenty-three(23) 84.328M grants, ten (10) 84.328C grants, seven(7) 84.328R grants were selected in this manner. The total number of grants in the 2010 sample for this measure was 40. Grants in the sample were representative with respect to the FY2009 84.328 grant portfolio in terms of grant purpose, activities, and funding level. 

An outside contractor requested a list of 5 products and/or services from each grantee in the grant sample. Each grantee was required to submit at least two products and two services. The contractor randomly selected one product and one service from each grantee list for review. 

The Parent Expert Panel was comprised of seven (7) members in 2010. Six panelists reviewed 40 products and 40 services; one panelist reviewed only 37 products and 38 services. [The percentage of ratings not made by all panelists was less than one percent (1%) of the total possible ratings, so that the failure of one panelist to review three products and two services did not significantly impact the results]. 

Panelists follow a Usefulness Assessment Scoring Guide, which addresses

Explanation of Calculation:
 
For this measure, the calculation is the number of individual items receiving average usefulness scores totaling 6 or higher, divided by total number of items reviewed, times 100.

This year, the percentage is calculated as follows: 

2010 Result = [(76 84.328 products and services with average usefulness scores totaling 6 or higher/80] x 100 = 95.0%. 
	Measure 1.4 of 4: The federal cost per unit of output provided by the Special Education Parent Training and Information Centers, by category.   (Desired direction: decrease)   1954 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	2.24 
	Target Met 

	2008 
	2.24 
	1.1 
	Did Better Than Target 

	2009 
	2.24 
	1.06 
	Did Better Than Target 

	2010 
	2.24 
	1.13 
	Did Better Than Target 

	2011 
	2.24 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. The number of parents and professionals served by 84.328 grantees in each of the technical assistance categories is derived from the National Parent Training and Information Center's annual report, “Parents Helping Families: Outcome Data” which reports results of an annual survey of State Parent Training and Information Centers (PTICs) conducted by the Center. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. The federal cost of technical assistance services rendered by the PTICs is currently expressed as a weighted cost per unit. 

Technical assistance services provided by PTICs are classified into four technical assistance categories, each of which is assigned an 'intensity' weight reflecting the amount of interaction and support required to render each service. The four TA categories and their intensity weights (in parentheses) are: parents and professionals accessing website materials and receiving newsletters (1); parents and professionals served through letters, telephone calls, and email exchanges (2); parents and professionals provided training, participating in-person meetings and receiving home visits (3); and parents and professionals receiving extended services including grantee attendance or participation in IEP meetings, and participation in mediation sessions and resolution sessions (4). 

OSEP plans to  revise this measure in 2011 to ensure that it yields more appropriate management information. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Calculation:

The calculation of the cost per weighted unit of TA is the sum of weighted units of TA divided by total program costs.

The denominator is defined as the Federal cost of funding the Parent Information Centers in the prior fiscal year. 

The numerator is the sum of weighted units of technical assistance (defined as the number of parents and professionals receiving technical assistance services in each of the four TA categories).

The calculation is the total 84.328 funding for a given fiscal year divided by the sum of weighted units of technical assistance. 

2010 Result= $27,028,000/[20,799,862(1) +2,123,744(2)+983,541(3)+48,040(4)]
 
= $27,028,000/23,955,187

=$1.13 


	



	Objective 2 of 3: 
	Parents served by Special Eduation Parent Information Centers investments will be knowledgeable about their IDEA rights and responsibilities. (Long-term measure) 


	Measure 2.1 of 1: The percentage of parents receiving Special Education Parent Information Centers services who report enhanced knowledge of IDEA rights and responsibilities.   (Desired direction: increase)   1956 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2009 
	85 
	90.6 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	87 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	89 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	90 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Special Education Parent Information Centers, National Parent Technical Assistance Center Annual Parent Survey 
Frequency of Data Collection: Biennial 

Data Quality. Data Quality. Data will be collected in 2011 through a telephone survey conducted by the National Parent Technical Assistance Center. Each PTI and CPRC administers the survey annually to a random sample of 25 parents in their database who have received information by phone or in-person, including those attending training events sponsored by the organization.

The 7 item survey evaluates the quality of information or services parents received from the PTI or CPRC, such as the usefulness of the information in resolving disputes with schools. Each PTI or CPRC administers the survey by telephone to 25 randomly selected parents who received information through telephone or in-person assistance,. The response format of the survey is selected-response.

PTIs and CPRCs submit responses to survey items to the contractor managing OSEP's performance measures. Responses obtained by Centers will be grouped and weighted by the population served by the centers (largest centers will have a weight of 3, medium sized centers will have weight of two, and small centers will have weight of one). 

Target Context.  Targets for this measure were established on the basis of pilot data collected by OSEP in 2007, and may be revised when additional data become available. 
Explanation. The calculation for this measure is: [Number of parents responding “yes” to item #1 + Number of parents responding “yes” to item #4 (times a weight of 2) + Number of parents responding “yes” to item #6 (times a weight of 4) / total number of parents answering item #1 + total number of parents answering item #4 (times a weight of 2) + total number of parents answering item #6 (times a weight of 4)] x 100.

2009 results:

[2722 + 2340(2) + 1779(4) / 2859+ 2808(2) + 2139(4)] x 100 
=[14,518/16,031] x 100 
=90.6% 


2009 Validation Study:
Because this was the first year of implementation of this method of calculating the measure, a validation study was conducted. 
 
During the summer of 2009, a random sample of 330 parents who had received services from 24 randomly selected PTIs answered a follow-up survey which asked whether their interaction with the PTI had enhanced their knowledge of IDEA rights and responsibilities. Ninety-four percent (94.2% +/- 5.57%) of parents reported enhanced knowledge of IDEA rights and responsibilities.

 
The follow-up survey to 330 parents included the same questions collected by the National Parent Survey.  The percentage of parents responding “YES” to selected Items on National Parent Survey and Parent Follow-Up Sample Survey 
were as follows:

Item 1 National Survey 2008 95.2% Item 1 Follow-up 97.1% Difference 1.9 (2.0%) 
Item 4 National Survey 2008 92.7% Item 2 Follow-up 94.2% Difference 1.5 (1.6%) 
Item 6 National Survey 2008 83.3% Item 3 Follow-up 84.7% Difference 1.4 (1.7%) 

A statistical test of the difference between the results obtained for the measure and results of the validation study indicated no statistically significant difference. 


	



	Objective 3 of 3: 
	Parents served by Special Education Parent Information Centers investments will be able to advocate for scientifically- or evidenced-based practices for their child. (Long-term objective. Target areas: assessment; literacy; behavior; instructional strategies; early intervention; and inclusive practices) 


	Measure 3.1 of 1: The percentage of parents receiving Special Education Parent Information Centers services who promote scientifically- or evidence-based practices for their infants, toddlers, children and youth.   (Desired direction: increase)   000014 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	73 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	74 
	79 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	75 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	76 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	77 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Special Education Parent Information Centers, survey of parents. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Biennial 

Data Quality. Data for this long-term measure is collected through an annual telephone survey developed by the National PTAC and conducted by the PTIs and CPRCs. All PTICs, and CPRCs receiving funds in the prior fiscal year (FY08) were included in the sample. 

Each PTI or CPRC administered the survey by telephone to a random sample of twenty-five (25) parents in their database of parents who had received information from the center by phone or in-person during the prior fiscal year, inclusive of parents who had attended training events sponsored by the center. 

The survey, a 7-item selected-response questionnaire, evaluates the quality of information and services parents received from the PTI or CPRC during the prior fiscal year. Three items on the survey were used to calculate the value of the present measure. 

The value of "yes" responses to the Items below were weighted to reflect their relevance to 'enhanced knowledge of rights and responsibilities' as follows: 

item #2 = weight of 1 
item #3 = weight of 2 
item #5 = weight of 2 
item #7 = weight of 4 
Target Context. Targets were established on the basis of pilot data obtained in 2007. 

Explanation. The calculation for this measure is: 
[Number of parents responding “yes” to item #2 + Number of parents responding “to a great extent ” to item #3 (times a weight of 2) + Number of parents responding “to a great extent” to item #5 + Number of parents responding "yes" to item #7(times a weight of 4)/ Number of parents answering item #2 + Number of parents answering item #3 (times a weight of 2) + Number of parents answering item #5 + Number of parents answering item #7 (times a weight of 4)]x 100 

2009 results: 
[2642 + 1909(2) + 1450 + 2165 (4) / 2850+ 2825(2) + 2840 + 2410(4)] x 100 
=[16,570/20,980] x 100% = 79.0% 



2009 Validation Study: 

Because this was the first year of implementation of this method of calculating the measure, a validation study was conducted. 

During the summer 2009, a random sample of 330 parents who had received services from 24 randomly selected PTIs answered a follow-up survey which asked whether their interaction with the PTI had resulted in their promotion of evidence-based practices for their children. Eighty-four percent (84.2% +/- 5.57%) of parents reported enhanced promotion of evidence-based practices for their children.

The follow-up survey to 330 parents included questions which addressed some of the same information collected by the National Parent Survey. The following provides a comparison of parent responses to the 'validation' survey in comparison to items on the National Parent Survey:

Item 1 National Survey 2008 95.2% Item 1 Follow-up 97.1% Difference 1.9 (2.0%) 
Item 4 National Survey 2008 92.7% Item 2 Follow-up 94.2% Difference 1.5 (1.6%) 
Item 6 National Survey 2008 83.3% Item 3 Follow-up 84.7% Difference 1.4 (1.7%) 

A statistical test of the difference between the results obtained for the measure and results of the validation study indicated no statistically significant difference.
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