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	Strategic Goal 1 

	Discretionary 

	IDEA, Part D-2, Section 674 

	Document Year 2010 Appropriation: $ 

	CFDA 
	84.327: Special Education_Technology and Media Services for Individuals with Disabilities 


	Program Goal: 
	To promote the development, demonstration, and use of technology and media services to improve results for infants, toddlers, children, and youth with disabilities. 


	



	Objective 1 of 3: 
	Improve the quality of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects. 


	Measure 1.1 of 5: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects judged to be of high quality.   (Desired direction: increase)   1792 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2006 
	Set a Baseline 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	80 
	Target Met 

	2008 
	BL+1PP 
	83.3 
	Target Exceeded 

	2009 
	82 
	100 
	Target Exceeded 

	2010 
	83 
	96.9 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	84 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	85 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	85 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	85 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	85 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. OSEP provides an outside contractor with a list of 15-20 potential Science Panel members who are nationally known experts in special education research, policy, and practice. The contractor randomly selects, contacts, and secures the review services of six-eight (6-8) Science Panelists, ensuring that no panelist has any connection to any OSEP program, grant or project that would create a conflict of interest. The Science Expert Panel members are provided with review instructions, scoring rubrics, and training to ensure reliable expert reviews. 

The six- to eight-member Science Panel reviews a sample of products released and services provided during the prior fiscal year by CFDA H327 projects funded in the prior fiscal year (if 84.327A, closed projects only). For the Steppingstones projects, the primary product or service developed by each project is requested. For non-Steppingstones projects, each project sends a list to the contractor of their primary products produced and the contractor randomly selects one product for the annual review. For Media projects, each project submits three samples of captioning and/or description conducted over the previous fiscal year. Product and service descriptions and the product or service itself are reviewed and scored on whether it was evidence-based, valid, complete, and up-to-date. 

The purpose of the Product and Service Description form is to standardize the information used in the panel review. The forms were developed with the program office and updated annually. Information categories for this measure include product or service name and descriptions of: target audience, alignment with program office target investment area (assessment; literacy; behavior; instructional strategies; early intervention; and inclusive practices), product/service source as evidence- or policy-based, and statement of quality by the project. 

Panelists work individually to assess the quality of each product and service according to criteria described in the Explanation section. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. This measure applies to all 84.327 grants (84.327A—Steppingstones I and II;  84.327C—Media ; and all other 84.327 projects. This list of projects constitutes a census of all projects receiving funds in FY2009 (for 84.327A, only those closed in FY 2009). This year, products from 32 Technology and Media projects which produced a product in FY2009 were reviewed. 

Eight (8) of the reviewed projects were Steppingstones I projects, six (6) were Steppingstones II projects, nine (9) were Media projects (H327C), and nine (9) were non-Steppingstones technology projects. Each product and service submitted by a project was accompanied by a Product or Service Description form. Each product or service was accompanied by a complete Product or Service Description. Grants in the sample were representative with respect to the 84.327 target investment areas.

The contractor provides copies of each procuct to the Science Expert Panel, along with instructions for accessing, reviewing, and assessing the quality of each product and service. Panelists rate the products and services using the Quality Assessment Scoring Guide described in the Explanation section below. 

The AM-ICC inter-rater reliability score for the Technology and Media  product and service quality review was .483 representing moderately 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). 
Target Context. Targets for this measure were established on the basis of 2007 and 2008 results. Given the consistently high results obtained for this measure OSEP will consider  in 2011 increasing in the standard for a rating of high quality. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Method:

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. 

High quality is defined as a score of 6 or higher out of 9 possible points. 

Explanation of Scoring Calculation = the percentage is calculated as follows: Total number of 84.327 project products and services reviewed by the Science Expert Panel with average quality scores totaling 6 or higher divided by the total number of 84.327 project products and services reviewed times 100. 

2010 Result = [(31 84.327 products and services with average quality scores totaling 6 or higher/32] x 100
 = 96.9% 

	Measure 1.2 of 5: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects that produce findings, products, and/or services that contribute to improving results for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities.   (Desired direction: increase)   00001y 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2006 
	  
	43 
	Measure not in place 

	2007 
	  
	82 
	Measure not in place 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	81.8 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	83 
	100 
	Target Exceeded 

	2010 
	84 
	96.9 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	85 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	86 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 


Source. OSEP provides an outside contractor with a list of 15-20 potential Science Panel members who are nationally known experts in special education research, policy, and practice. The contractor randomly selects, contacts, and secures the review services of six-eight (6-8) Science Panelists, ensuring that no panelist has any connection to any OSEP program, grant or project that would create a conflict of interest. The Science Expert Panel members are provided with review instructions, scoring rubrics, and training to ensure reliable expert reviews. 

The six- to eight-member Science Panel reviews a sample of products released and services provided during the prior fiscal year by CFDA H327 projects funded in the prior fiscal year (if 84.327A, closed projects only). For the Steppingstones projects, the primary product or service developed by each project is requested. For non-Steppingstones projects, each project sends a list to the contractor of their primary products produced and the contractor randomly selects one product for the annual review. For Media projects, each project submits three samples of captioning and/or description conducted over the previous fiscal year. 

The purpose of the Product and Service Description form is to standardize the information used in the panel review. The forms were developed with the program office and updated annually. Information categories for this measure include product or service name and descriptions of: ease of understanding of the product or service; likelihood that the product or service will be used by the intended audiences; and information about the use of the product or service over time in diverse settings by intended audiences. 

Panelists work individually to assess the usefulness of each product and service according to criteria described in the Explanation section. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. This measure applies to all 84.327 grants (84.327A—Steppingstones I and II; 84.327C—Media ; and all other 84.327 projects. This list of projects constitutes a census of all projects receiving funds in FY2009 (for 84.327A, only those closed in FY 2009). This year, products from 32 Technology and Media projects which produced a product in FY2009 were reviewed. 

Eight (8) of the reviewed projects were Steppingstones I projects, six (6) were Steppingstones II projects, nine (9) were Media projects (H327C), and nine (9) were non-Steppingstones technology projects. Each product and service submitted by a project was accompanied by a Product or Service Description form. Each product or service was accompanied by a complete Product or Service Description. Grants in the sample were representative with respect to the 84.327 target investment areas. 

The contractor provides copies of each procuct to the Science Expert Panel, along with instructions for accessing, reviewing, and assessing the quality of each product and service. Panelists rate the products and services using the Quality Assessment Scoring Guide described in the Explanation section below. 

The Technology and Media Stakeholder Expert Panel consisted of 6 members. On the dimension of Usefulness, 4 of the 6 reviewers reviewed all 32 products, 1 reviewer reviewed 30 of the 32 products, and one reviewer reviewed 22 of the 32 products (this reviewer had technical problems preventing the review of all  video files). 

The AM-ICC inter-rater reliability score for the Technology and Media product and service usefulness review was .682 representing substantially consistent results across 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). 
Target Context. Targets for this measure were established on the basis of results obtained in 2007 and 2008. 

Explanation. Explanation of Method: 

Panelists follow a Quality Assessment Scoring Guide, which addresses three criteria: (1)ease of understanding of the product or service;(2) likelihood that the product or service will be used by the intended audiences; (3) likelihood of sustained use of the product or service over time in diverse setting with intended audiences.   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. High usefulness is defined as a score of 6 or higher out of 9 possible points.

Explanation of Scoring Calculation:

The percentage is calculated as follows: Total number of 84.327 project products and services reviewed by the Science Expert Panel with average quality scores totaling 6 or higher divided by the total number of 84.327 project products and services reviewed times 100. 

2010 Result = [(31 84.327 products and services with average quality scores totaling 6 or higher/32] x 100 

= 96.9% 
	Measure 1.3 of 5: The federal cost per unit of technology products and services funded by the Special Education Technology and Media Services program.   (Desired direction: decrease)   00000000000000n 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	216,878.2 
	Target Met 

	2009 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	126,808.93 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	156,284.75 
	Did Not Meet Target 

	2011 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Special Education Technology and Media Services, technology grantee submissions. Dollars per developed CFDA 327 technology products. 
Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. 
A total of 19 of the 32 projects (all projects except those funded for research and development) provided cost data for this measure. From the group of technology projects, four (4) provided useful data (40% response/utility rate). All nine (9) of the Media projects provided cost data (100%).

 The cost per unit for technology projects is computed separately from media projects in order to better track cost efficiency over time each of these program areas. The current measure reflects costs per unit for non-media technology products only. 
Target Context. Targets have not yet been established for this measure. OSEP plans to revise the efficiency measure in 2011, and will reset targets in 2013, after two years of data have been collected under the revised method. 

Explanation. 
Explanation of Method:

The current measure tracks the average cost per unit of sampled 84.327 products released in the prior fiscal year. The method for obtaining cost per unit (CPU) of output measures is the sum of averaged costs per unit for 84.327 projects (not including media or Steppingstones projects), and divided by number of projects included in the sample. 




Explanation of Calculation:

In 2010, 4 of 10 projects submitted cost per unit information on developed technology products. The average cost per unit for these products = $625,135/4 = $156,284.75 

	Measure 1.4 of 5: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects judged to be of high relevance to improving outcomes of infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities.   (Desired direction: increase)   1790 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	90.9 
	Target Met 

	2008 
	91 
	100 
	Target Exceeded 

	2009 
	93 
	100 
	Target Exceeded 

	2010 
	95 
	96.9 
	Target Exceeded 

	2011 
	95 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	95 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 


Source. OSEP provides an outside contractor with a list of 15-20 potential Science Panel members who are nationally known experts in special education research, policy, and practice. The contractor randomly selects, contacts, and secures the review services of six-eight (6-8) Science Panelists, ensuring that no panelist has any connection to any OSEP program, grant or project that would create a conflict of interest. The Science Expert Panel members are provided with review instructions, scoring rubrics, and training to ensure reliable expert reviews. 

The six- to eight-member Science Panel reviews a sample of products released and services provided during the prior fiscal year by CFDA H327 projects funded in the prior fiscal year (if 84.327A, closed projects only). For the Steppingstones projects, the primary product or service developed by each project is requested. For non-Steppingstones projects, each project sends a list to the contractor of their primary products produced and the contractor randomly selects one product for the annual review. For Media projects, each project submits three samples of captioning and/or description conducted over the previous fiscal year. Projects also fill out a Product and Service Description form and include this form when submitting products for review. 

The purpose of the Product and Service Description form is to standardize the information used in the panel review. The forms were developed with the program office and updated annually. Information categories for this measure include product or service name and descriptions of  (1)Need: the importance of the problem or critical issue the product or service is designed to solve; (2)Pertinence: 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 (3) Reach: 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 work individually to assess the relevance of each product and service according to criteria described in the Explanation section. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. This measure applies to all 84.327 grants (84.327A—Steppingstones I and II; 84.327C—Media ; and all other 84.327 projects. This list of projects constitutes a census of all projects receiving funds in FY2009 (for 84.327A, only those closed in FY 2009). This year, products from 32 Technology and Media projects which produced a product in FY2009 were reviewed. 

Eight (8) of the reviewed projects were Steppingstones I projects, six (6) were Steppingstones II projects, nine (9) were Media projects (H327C), and nine (9) were non-Steppingstones technology projects. Each product and service submitted by a project was accompanied by a Product or Service Description form. Each product or service was accompanied by a complete Product or Service Description. Grants in the sample were representative with respect to the 84.327 target investment areas. 

The contractor provides copies of each procuct to the Science Expert Panel, along with instructions for accessing, reviewing, and assessing the quality of each product and service. Panelists rate the products and services using the Quality Assessment Scoring Guide described in the Explanation section below. 

The Technology and Media Stakeholder Expert Panel consisted of 6 members. On the dimension of Relevance, 5 of the 6 reviewers reviewed all 32 products, 1 reviewer reviewed 31 of the 32 products. 

The AM-ICC inter-rater reliability score for the Technology and Media product and service relevance review was .797 representing highly consistent results across 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). 
Target Context. Targets were established on the basis of data obtained in 2007. 

Explanation. Explanation of Method: 

The contractor provides copies of each product to the 6-8 -person Technology and Media Stakeholder expert panel. The contractor’s communication to the panel includes instructions for accessing, reviewing, and assessing the relevance of each product and service. 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. High relevance is defined as  a relevance score totalling 6 or higher

Explanation of Scoring Calculation: 

The percentage is calculated as follows: Total number of 84.327 project products and services reviewed by the Science Expert Panel with average relevance scores totaling 6 or higher divided by the total number of 84.327 project products and services reviewed times 100. 

2010 Result = [(31 84.327 products and services with average relevance scores totaling 6 or higher/32] x 100 

= 96.9% 

	Measure 1.5 of 5: The federal cost per unit of media services for the Special Education Technology and Media Services Program.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a1a7 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2008 
	  
	3,422 
	Measure not in place 

	2009 
	  
	1,393.12 
	Measure not in place 

	2010 
	  
	1,781.17 
	Measure not in place 

	2011 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. Data Source is H327C Project Final reports submitted by grantees responsible for producing video description for children with blindness and low vision over the course of all project years, and refers to projects closed in the prior calendar year. For reporting year 2010, data refers to H327C Projects which were closed in 2009. 

Frequency of Data Collection: Annual 

Data Quality. Data has been re-calculated for reporting years 2008 and 2009, and  has been recorded for reporting year 2010 based upon grantee final reports of the number of hours of video description completed over the course of the project period. Total project funding for projects closed in the prior fiscal year is divided by the number of hours of description completed, to obtain cost per hour of video description. 

Target Context. A Baseline was established in 2010 which represents the cost per hour that the program expects to maintain. 

Explanation. The numerator is the federal cost of funding the H327C  projects (closed projects funded over a period of three years) that perform video description for children with blindness or low vision. The denominator is the number of hours of video description (Media services) provided by  H327C projects funded to provide video description, combined across projects that closed in the prior fiscal year. 

2010 Media Efficiency Calculation: 

$ 3629581.00/2037.75 hours described video

= $1781.17per hour of video description 


Prior Years Data:

 2009 Media Efficiency Calculation:
 
$ 4077664.00/2927 hours described video
 
= $1393.12 per hour of video description

 
2008 Media Efficiency Calculation:

$ 2,700,000.00/789 hours captioned and described video

= $3422.00 per hour of captioned and described video 

	



	Objective 2 of 3: 
	Investments in the Technology and Media Services program will develop and validate current and emerging technologies that incorporate scientifically- or evidence-based materials and services. (Long-term objective. Focus areas: assessment; literacy; behavior; instructional strategies; early intervention, and inclusive practices) 


	Measure 2.1 of 1: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects that validate their products and services.   (Desired direction: increase)   00001z 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2009 
	Set a Baseline 
	72.7 
	Target Met 

	2010 
	  
	62.5 
	Measure not in place 

	2011 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. Expert Panel - OSEP provides an outside contractor with a list of 15-20 potential Science Panel members who are nationally known experts in special education research, policy, and practice. The contractor randomly selects, contacts, and secures the review services of six-eight (6-8) Science Panelists, ensuring that no panelist has any connection to any OSEP program, grant or project that would create a conflict of interest (each panelist is required to sign a waiver stating they have no conflict of interest). The Science Expert Panel members are provided with review instructions, scoring rubrics, and training to ensure reliable expert reviews. 

The six- to eight-member Science Panel reviews evidence submitted by projects that their products and/or services resulted in improvements in the outcomes of interest. Projects in this measure include projects that completed 3+2 reviews or that ended and submitted final reports in FY 2009. Steppingstones phase I projects, NIMAC, and the NIMAS center were excluded. 

Evidence was provided in 3+2 briefing books and materials, final reports, major products, and other sources and might include findings from a research study (group experimental, single subject, quasi-experimental, qualitative, etc.), an evaluation study, data collected from end users of the product, evaluations by advisory panels or focus groups, and/or similar forms of data collected by the project, reviews of previous research, descriptions of policies or design guidelines, theories, conceptual frameworks, and other information supporting the case that the project’s products or services result in improvements in the outcomes of interest. 
Frequency of Data Collection: Biennial 

Data Quality. A panel of 6-8 Science experts knowledgeable of evidence-based practices and services in special education rate evidence submitted by CFDA H327 technology projects funded during the prior fiscal year (Note: NIMAS and NIMAC centers are excluded due to the specialized nature of their services. Also, among 327A [Steppingstones] projects, only phase II projects were included). 

Projects submit evidence to demonstrate that their products and services resulted in improvements in the outcomes of interest. Acceptable evidence included findings from a research or evaluation study, data collected from end users of the product, evaluations by advisory panels or focus groups, reviews of previous research, and could include descriptions of policies or design guidelines, theories, conceptual frameworks, or other supporting documentation. 

Products and service descriptions were rated on the extent to which the projects developed both evidence-based and validated technologies. Evidence was rated by external experts on a 4 point scale: 0=unacceptable, 1=low, 2=acceptable, 3=superior. 
Target Context. 
Targets have not yet been established for this measure, which was first implemented in 2009. Targets will be established in 2011, after three years of data have been collected on this measure. 
Explanation. In 2010, 8 selected centers submitted evidence for review (100% response rate). Expert panelists rated the evidence of efficacy on a 4-point scale. Products and services with evidence rated as “2" (acceptable) or above will meet the criterion of being “validated”. 

Calculation: number of sampled projects with products earning a score of 2 or greater/ total number of sampled projects x 100. 

2010 results--5 projects with average efficacy ratings of 2 or higher as judged by the Science Panel divided by the total number of projects times 100= 5/8 x 100 = 62.5% 
	



	Objective 3 of 3: 
	Investments in the Special Education Technology and Media Services program will make validated, evidence-based technologies to improve results for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities available for widespread use. (Long-term objective.) 


	Measure 3.1 of 1: The percentage of Special Education Technology and Media Services projects that make validated technologies available for widespread use.   (Desired direction: increase)   1952 

	Year 
	Target 
	Actual
(or date expected) 
	Status 

	2009 
	Set a Baseline 
	94.11 
	Target Met 

	2010 
	  
	100 
	Measure not in place 

	2011 
	BL+2PP 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 

	2013 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2013) 
	Pending 

	2015 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. Expert Panel - OSEP provides an outside contractor with a list of 15-20 potential Science Panel members who are nationally known experts in special education research, policy, and practice. The contractor randomly selects, contacts, and secures the review services of six-eight (6-8) Science Panelists, ensuring that no panelist has any connection to any OSEP program, grant or project that would create a conflict of interest (each panelist is required to sign a waiver stating they have no conflict of interest). The Science Expert Panel members are provided with review instructions, scoring rubrics, and training to ensure reliable expert reviews. 

The six- to eight-member Science Panel reviews evidence submitted by projects of the availability of their products or services in the context of the need for the project or service in the targeted user population (including a description of the target population). Projects in this measure include projects that completed 3+2 reviews or that ended and submitted final reports in FY 2009. Steppingstones phase I projects, NIMAC, and the NIMAS center were excluded. 
Frequency of Data Collection: Biennial 

Data Quality. A panel of 6-8 Science Panel experts knowledgeable of evidence-based practices and services rate evidence submitted by all CFDA H327 technology projects funded during the prior fiscal year (if 327A, closed projects only) pertaining to the availability of evidence-based technology products. 

Projects funded in FY 2009 were asked to submit evidence for the availability of their products or services in the context of the need for the product or service in the targeted user population (including a description of the target population). Projects were required to submit evidence documenting the availability (e.g. unit sales, accessible web downloads, broadcast venues, etc.) or potential availability (e.g. distribution agreements, accessible web sites, dissemination and marketing plans, etc.), of their technologies and evidence that support for using the product or service (if needed) was also available.(e.g. technical assistance, users’ manuals, usability tests, etc.). 

Availability was rated by panelists on a 4 point scale: 0=unacceptable, 1=low, 2=acceptable, 3=superior. 

In 2010, 8 selected centers submitted evidence of the availability of their products and services for review. The current measure evaluated the percent of projects that made validated products and services available for widespread use. 
Target Context. Targets will be established on the basis of two years of data for this measure. Data was collected for the first time in 2009. 

Explanation. Evidence rated as “2 Acceptable” or higher met the criterion of availability. Only products or services that met the criterion of “validated” in measure 2.1 “2 " (Acceptable” or higher) were included in the denominator in calculating the percentage of validated projects that are available for widespread use. 

Calculation: (number of projects with 'available' and validated products/total number of validated projects) x 100.

5/5 x 100 =100% 
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