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	Program Goal:
	To assist states and their partners in systems improvement through the integration of scientific-based practices.


	



	Objective 1 of 3: 
	States and other recipients of Special Education Technical Assistance and Dissemination program services will implement scientifically- or evidence-based practices for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities. (Long-term objective. Target areas: assessment; literacy; behavior; instructional strategies; early intervention; and inclusive practices)


	Measure 1.1 of 1: The percentage of school districts and service agencies receiving Special Education Technical Assistance and Dissemination services regarding scientifically- or evidence-based practices for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities that implement those practices.   (Desired direction: increase)   00000g

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2007 
	Set a Baseline 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2008 
	BL+2PP 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Frequency of Data Collection. Biennial 

Data Quality.  OSEP developed this measure in 2008. 

Target Context. Targets will be set on the basis of 2010 data. 

Explanation. OSEP-funded technical assistance and dissemination projects that are funded around specific content areas must work with States or districts to support the implementation of scientifically- or evidence-based practices in those content areas over the course of the project. 

Methodology to be used in 2008

· OSEP will purposefully sample the following seven TA&D Content Centers: NECTAC, NIUSI, NCEO, CELL, K-8 Access Center, Secondary Transition Center, PBIS Center. 
· OSEP will randomly select an appropriate sample of content centers from the remaining content center excel file. 
· OSEP will ask each center in the sample to search the TA&D Matrix to cull out their TA&D services that are evidence-based, and are designed to result in implementation of those practices at the district level. These will be submitted to OSEP 
· OSEP will randomly select a sample of services from the total number of services submitted by the Content Centers, and from those services, randomly select a sample of Sates/districts that were the recipients of those services. 
· OSEPwill contact the Center whose services were selected, and ask them to contact the selected States and ask for a minimum of three districts that the State worked with to implement the practice. If the Center works directly with districts, they must submit a list of all the districts that they are working with in the selected State. OSEPwill then select three districts from that list and give the names of those districts back to the Center. 
· The Center will then survey those districts with an instrument provided by OSEP and individualized by the Center to the evidence–based program/practice. 
· The survey will ask the following information: 

1) When did you receive information about (the program/practice) from your State Education Agency (or Center if the Center worked directly with the district)? 
2) Given the descriptions provided below, which best reflects the progress of your district in implementing (the program/practice)? (check the one that best fits) 

_____No information – You did not receiving information about program/practice from the State or Center. 

_____No implementation - You received information about program/practice but have no plans to implement in at this time. Why? 

_____Exploration: You are currently engaged in activities to assess the potential match between your needs and the program or practice. 

_____Installation: You are currently engaged in activities focused on tasks that need to be accomplished in preparation for doing things differently in keeping with the tenets of the program or practice. Typical these activities include human resource strategies, policy development, referral mechanisms, reporting frameworks, outcome expectations, realigning current staff/volunteers, hiring new staff/volunteers to meet program qualifications requirements, and purchasing needed technology. 

_____Initial implementation: Your staff/volunteers are in place and trained to implement (the program/practice). Your have organizational supports and functions operating, external partners and collaborators are honoring their commitments, and students are beginning to receive the (program/practice). 

_____Full implementation: You are learning from your implementation efforts and integrating that learning into practitioner, organizational, and community practices, policies, and procedures. The (program/practice) is fully operational with full staffing/volunteer complements. Anticipated benefits to students are being realized. 


The results of these surveys will then be returned to Macro to be scored. Macro will give 0 points for scores in the first two categories: 1) no information; 2) no implementation. Scores in any of the four remaining categories will be given a score of 1. 

Method developed in 2008, to be implemented in 2009. Service descriptions reflecting ‘evidence-based’ services designed for implementation at the district level are to be solicited from seven content Centers (specified by OSEP) and 6 other randomly selected Centers. Centers are to contact States and ask for a minimum of three districts per State with whom the State worked. Selected districts to be surveyed on the extent to which evidence-based practices for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabilities have been implemented in the targeted areas: assessment; literacy, behavior, instructional strategies, early intervention, and inclusive practices. 

	



	Objective 2 of 3: 
	Improve the quality of Special Education Technical Assistance and Dissemination projects.


	Measure 2.1 of 4: The percentage of all Special Education Technical Assistance and Dissemination products and services deemed by experts to be useful by target audiences to improve educational or early intervention policy or practice.   (Desired direction: increase)   1947

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2005 
	  
	43 
	Measure not in place 

	2006 
	Set a Baseline 
	46 
	Target Met 

	2007 
	48 
	77.6 
	Target Exceeded 

	2008 
	50 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	52 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	54 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. OSEP Technical Assistance and Dissemination Expert Panel Review 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. OSEP developed the measure in 2006 and refined it in 2007. 

Target Context. Based on the results of 2009, out-year targets may need to be adjusted upward, depending upon the stability of trend data.

Targets should be tentatively set as follows:

2009: 55
2010: 60
2011: 65 

Explanation. A purposive and representative, as well as additional random sample of TA&D centers from the OSEP TA&D Network were selected for evaluation in FY08 and were asked to submit products and service descriptions for evaluation. 

Sampling:
Categorical Sampling Methodology for TA&D Projects 

1) Random sample of National and Regional TA&D Projects 
2) Random sample of State Deaf-Blind Projects 
3) Purposeful sample of TA&D Projects (not included in # 1 above) related to OSEP’s long-term performance measures. 
a. Inclusive practices – NUISI 
b. Instructional strategies – K-8 Access Center & Student Progress Monitoring Center, RTI Center 
c. Assessment – NCEO 
d. Secondary Transition – NSTTAC 
e. Early Childhood – NECTAC 
f. Literacy – Center for Early Literacy Learning (CELL) 
g. Behavior (I can’t remember if this is one of our long term goals.) If it is, the PBIS Center would be here. 

Sampling Methodology for TA&D Products 

1) Request that each project in the sample submit their “best” policy or practice product produced in 2007. (These will be sorted into practice or policy categories and submitted for review to the science panel or state panel respectively). 
2) Randomly select one 2007 product for each project in the sample from the NICHCY product database. (Sort and submit for review as above). 

Sampling Methodology for TA&D Services 

1) Randomly select one service for each project in the sample from the TA&D Matrix. 
2) Request that the projects submit a three page description of that service (which will be standardized across all projects). 
3) Sort these services into practice and policy categories and submit to the science or State panels as above. 

Science Panel receives only the products and services descriptions. 

State Panel receives all products. The will rate only the policy products and services on quality, and all products and services on relevance and usefulness. 


For each TA&D product and service description (sample of products and services) the 23 Center indicated the intensity level of the product or service (unit of TA). The number of sampled units of TA within each level is then weighted appropriately (1 for level 1, 2 for level 2, and 3 for level 3). This sum is then weighted to the total number of products produced by the sample of Centers. This total number of TA units is then multiplied by the average quality, relevance, and usefulness (QRU) rating divided by 9 (maximum quality rating). That amount is divided into the amount funded for these institutions for FY 2007. 

Total = 321 products/ services produced by 23 Centers in sample in 2007. The 41 products represent 12.8% of the products/services produced. 

The 23 Centers providing products or services were given $28,240,477 in funding in FY 2007. 

Products were requested from 10 State Deaf Blind Programs 
• 3 Programs provided no products/services 
• 1 Program provided 1 product/service 
• 6 Programs provided 2 products/services. 

The 7 Programs that provided products/services were given $1,428,645 in funding in FY 2007. 

Total funding is $29,669,122 of which 95% is for TA&D Centers and 5% is for State Deaf Blind Programs. 

Calculation of the efficiency indicator: 

Intensity Level weighted number of products/services = 96 
• 23 level 1 products/services=23 products/services 
• 20 level 2 products/services=40 products services 
• 11 level 3 products/services=33 products/services 

Adjusted cost for developing the products/services = $29,669,122 X (41/321) = $3,789,514 

Average rating for the products/services submitted by the State Deaf Blind Programs = 6.14 
Average rating for the products/services submitted by the TA&D Centers= 7.03 

Weighted average of the ratings = 6.14 X .05 + 7.03 x .95 = 6.99 

% out of 9: 6.99/9 = 0.7762 

Efficiency Indicator: $3,789,514/ (96 X .7762) = $50,857.77 

	Measure 2.2 of 4: The federal cost per unit of technical assistance provided by the Special Education Technical Assistance and Dissemination program, by category, weighted by an expert panel quality rating.   (Desired direction: decrease)   1948

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2006 
	Set a Baseline 
	(December 2007) 
	Pending 

	2007 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2008) 
	Pending 

	2008 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. OSEP Technical Assistance and Dissemination Expert Panel Review 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Data Quality. OSEP developed the efficiency measure in 2006 and refined it in 2007. However, results in 2008 were found to be uninterpretable, and the method will be evaluated for revision in  2009. 

Target Context. Targets will be established on the basis of data collected in 2009. 

Explanation. Method was developed in 2007, piloted in 2008. Method to be revised in 2009.

2008 Method:
For each product and service description (sample of products and services) the Center indicated the intensity level of the product or service (unit of TA). The number of sampled units of TA within each level is then weighted appropriately (1 for level 1, 2 for level 2, and 3 for level 3). This sum is then weighted to the total number of products produced by the sample of Centers. This total number of TA units is then multiplied by the average quality, relevance, and usefulness (QRU) rating divided by 9 (maximum quality rating). That amount is divided into the amount funded for these institutions for FY 2007. 

Total = 321 products/ services produced by 23 Centers in sample in 2007. The 41 products represent 12.8% of the products/services produced. 

The 23 Centers providing products or services were given $28,240,477 in funding in FY 2007. 

Products were requested from 10 State Deaf Blind Programs 
· 3 Programs provided no products/services 
· 1 Program provided 1 product/service 
· 6 Programs provided 2 products/services. 

The 7 Programs that provided products/services were given $1,428,645 in funding in FY 2007. 

Total funding is $29,669,122 of which 95% is for TA&D Centers and 5% is for State Deaf Blind Programs. 

Calculation of the efficiency indicator: 

Intensity Level weighted number of products/services = 96 
· 23 level 1 products/services=23 products/services 
· 20 level 2 products/services=40 products services 
· 11 level 3 products/services=33 products/services 

Adjusted cost for developing the products/services = $29,669,122 X (41/321) = $3,789,514 

Average rating for the products/services submitted by the State Deaf Blind Programs = 6.10 
Average rating for the products/services submitted by the TA&D Centers= 6.84 

Weighted average of the ratings = 6.10 X .05 + 6.84 x .95 = 6.803 

% out of 9: 6.803/9 = 0.7559 

Efficiency Indicator: $3,789,514/ (96 X .7559) = $52,221.33 


2008 Score: $52,221.33 per unit of TA 
	Measure 2.3 of 4: The percentage of Technical Assistance and Dissemination products and services deemed to be of high quality by an independent review panel of qualified experts or individuals with appropriate expertise to review the substantive content of the products and services.   (Desired direction: increase)   89a0e6

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2005 
	  
	56 
	Measure not in place 

	2006 
	  
	74 
	Measure not in place 

	2007 
	  
	74.3 
	Measure not in place 

	2008 
	76 
	80 
	Target Exceeded 

	2009 
	77 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	78 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. OSEP Technical Assistance and Dissemination Evaluation Report. 

Data Quality. OSEP revised the measure in 2007 

Target Context. Targets established on the basis of 2007-08 data:

Targets should appear as follows: 
2009: 75
2010: 77
2011: 80 

Explanation. Products and service descriptions were requested from 26 TA&D centers and 10 State Deaf Blind Programs. A panel of 6 State Stakeholders reviews these products and service descriptions relative to whether the product/service description content is responsive to priority issues and challenges confronting the target groups. 

The products/service descriptions were judged on three dimensions of relevance: (1) Need – Does the content of the material attempt to solve an important problem or critical issue? (2) Pertinence – Does the content of the material match the problem or issue facing the target group or groups? And (3) Reach – To what extent is the content of the material applicable to diverse populations, within the target group? Each of the three relevance dimensions was measured using a three-point scale. The total score was the sum of the three relevance dimension sub-scores (total scores ranging from 0-9). The final score is the weighted percentage based on the proportion each of the two programs (TA&D or Deaf-Blind Programs) represents of the total budget spent on the programs providing products and services descriptions for review. 

Scoring Calculation 
TA&D Measure 2.1 = Total number of TA&D Center products and services reviewed by a science expert panel with average quality scores totaling 6 or higher divided by the total number of TA&D Center products and services reviewed times the proportion of the FY2007 budget spent on TA&D projects times 100% PLUS the total number of State Deaf-Blind project products and services reviewed by a science expert panel with average quality scores totaling 6 or higher divided by the total number of State Deaf-Blind project products and services reviewed times the proportion of the FY2007 budget spent on State Deaf-Blind projects times 100%. 

TA&D Measure 2.1 = (35 TA&D products and services with average scores totaling 6 or higher/42) x .955 = 79.24% + (2 State Deaf-Blind products and services with average scores totaling 6 or higher/12) x .045 = 0.77% 
= 80.01% or 80.0% 


	Measure 2.4 of 4: The percentage of Technical Assistance and Dissemination products and services deemed be of high relevance to educational and early intervention policy or practice by an independent review panel of qualified members of the target audiences of the technical assistance and dissemination. 
  (Desired direction: increase)   89a0e7

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2005 
	  
	63 
	Measure not in place 

	2006 
	  
	94 
	Measure not in place 

	2007 
	  
	94.89 
	Measure not in place 

	2008 
	94 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	94 
	(October 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	94 
	(October 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. OSEP Technical Assistance and Dissemination Expert Panel Product and Service Description Reviews 

Data Quality. OSEP revised the measure in 2007. 

Target Context. Targets established on the basis of data in 2007 and 2008

Target for 2009: 90
2010: 92
2011: 94 

Explanation. Products and service descriptions were requested from 26 TA&D centers and 10 State Deaf Blind Programs. The TA&D centers were requested to provide their best product or service and OSEP randomly chose a typical product or service from a database that is maintained on products and services. The goal was for each center, if feasible, to be represented by one product and one service description. The State Deaf Blind Programs were asked to provide a “best” product and a typical product. Random selection could not be used for them because there is no database of products and services. 

A panel of 6 State Stakeholders reviewed these products and service descriptions relative to whether the product/service description content is responsive to priority issues and challenges confronting the target groups. The products/service descriptions were judged on three dimensions of relevance: (1) Need – Does the content of the material attempt to solve an important problem or critical issue? (2) Pertinence – Does the content of the material match the problem or issue facing the target group or groups? And (3) Reach – To what extent is the content of the material applicable to diverse populations, within the target group? Each of the three relevance dimensions was measured using a three-point scale. The total score was the sum of the three relevance dimension sub-scores (total scores ranging from 0-9). 

The percentage of products scoring six or greater was calculated separately for the State Deaf Blind Programs and the TA&D Centers who submitted products or service descriptions. The final score is the weighted percentage based on the proportion each of these represents of the total budget spent on the programs providing products and services descriptions for review. 

Scoring Calculation 
TA&D Measure 3.1 = Total number of TA&D Center products and services reviewed by a State Stakeholder expert panel with average relevance scores totaling 6 or higher divided by the total number of TA&D Center products and services reviewed times the proportion of the FY2007 budget spent on TA&D projects times 100% PLUS the total number of State Deaf-Blind project products and services reviewed by a State Stakeholder expert panel with average relevance scores totaling 6 or higher divided by the total number of State Deaf-Blind project products and services reviewed times the proportion of the FY2007 budget spent on State Deaf-Blind projects times 100%. 

TA&D Measure 3.1 = (40 TA&D products and services with average scores totaling 6 or higher/41) x .955 = 92.99% + (5 State Deaf-Blind products and services with average scores totaling 6 or higher/12) x .045 = 1.89% 
= 94.88% or 94.9% 


	



	Objective 3 of 3: 
	The Special Education Technical Assistance and Dissemination program will identify, implement and evaluate evidence-based models to improve outcomes for infants, toddlers, children and youth with disabiltiies. (Long-term objective. Target areas: assessment; literacy; behavior; instructional strategies; early intervention; and inclusive practices)


	Measure 3.1 of 1: Of the Special Education Technical Assistance and Dissemination projects responsible for developing models, the percentage that identify, implement and evaluate effective models.   (Desired direction: increase)   1950

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2006 
	Set a Baseline 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2008 
	BL+2PP 
	(October 2009) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2012) 
	Pending 

	2012 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	(October 2014) 
	Pending 

	2014 
	Maintain a Baseline 
	Undefined 
	Pending 


Source. U.S. Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Special Education Special Education Technical Assistance and Dissemination survey of districts. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Biennial 

Data Quality. Measure was developed in 2007 and revised in 2008. 

Target Context. Baseline will be established in 2012 on the basis of findings from model demonstration products. 

Explanation. Data for this long-term measure will be collected every 2 to 3 years.

2007: Method drafted. 
2008: method refined and approved. The 12 programs being funded by OSEP, during FY 2007, for model demonstration have been sent surveys to ascertain the extent to which proposed models have been identified, implemented and evaluated.  Data will be analyzed in 2009. 

2009 Method:
For the purposes of this evaluation, OSEP defines model as a program of known attributes or dimensions that, when successfully implemented and sustained, will improve child and/or systems outcomes. Other terms which may connote  “model” include: innovation, approach, program, practice, strategy, intervention or systems. 

Methodology 

· OSEP will send a survey to all projects in a database of projects responsible for developing models (n=12) . · The survey requests the following information: 

Model Identification (check all that apply) 

_______Your project has identified or demonstrated one or more models with specific components or strategies that are based on theory, research, or evaluation data documenting positive child or system outcomes. 

Describe the model(s) briefly: 


Model Implementation 

_______Your project’s model(s) is implemented in one or multiple setting where it is further developed and tested. 

_____Your project’s model(s) is being replicated in a number of new settings with new practitioners. 

Your project’s model is currently being implemented in __________number of sites. 


Model Evaluation 

Your project is currently evaluating (check all that apply): 

_____Your model (s) to identify core components 

_____Potential implementation sites to determine their fit with model. 

_____Your model(s) to ensure fidelity of implementation 

_____Your model(s) to determine its effectiveness 

_____To determine the cost/benefits of your model(s) 

Scoring method to be developed in 2008. 
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