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(??? – denotes inaudible text)

*Q:  Question

A:  Answer

Operator:  At this time all sites are on the line and in a listen only mode, and right now I’d like to hand the meeting over to your host, Ms. Jane Nell Luster.  Go ahead please.

Jane Nell Luster:  Thank you.  I want to welcome all of you to the Data Community of Practice Utilization Group teleconference today.  

Our topic today is the Parent Family Participation and Perception Survey—especially for Part C—including items related to preschool, and today we’re pleased to have with us, Dr. Batya Elbaum of the University of Miami.  Batya is consulting with the National Center for Special Accountability Monitoring to develop the measure and survey forms, and for those of you who either had trouble or haven’t had the opportunity to look, I want to let you know that the slides Batya is using in her presentation, and the survey items, can be found on the TA Communities of Practice website.  That’s www.tacommunities.org, under the Data Section, Part C, B Community.

We’ve organized today’s call for Batya to provide you with information on how development of this measure started, how it was designed, what stage we’re in now, and of importance to many of you, when it will be available for your use, and there will be time at the end for you to ask questions.  Now I wan to turn the call over to Batya.

Dr. Batya Elbaum:  Hello everybody, this is Batya Elbaum speaking to you from Miami.  I’m very pleased that all of you could participate.  For any of you happened to have attended the National Accountability Conference, the information I’m going to be presenting today is very similar to what I presented there, and I’m hoping however that if any of you heard that, that you’ll glean something new from today’s presentation, and I may be able to answer some of your questions at the end.

To start out and just set the stage for what I’m going to discuss, I’d like to mention three points related to the context in which the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring has moved forward on development of this survey instrument.

First of all, as all of you know, both Research and Best Practice have highlighted the importance of family centered early intervention, and these are the models that are definitely considered best practice, and they really undergird the work we’re doing with Part C.

Also, accountability systems are increasingly cognizant of how important it is to get input from families who are, in a sense, the consumers and clients of our services, for the purposes of quality assurance and continuous improvement.  And additionally, leading to even higher stakes, now Part C lead agencies, as you all know, are being asked to provide data—both on their efforts to involve families, and the impact of these efforts on families and children.  So if you go to the next slide, you see the question that for the first time Part C lead agencies were asked to report on in the annual performance report, and that question was, do family support services and resources increase the family’s capacity to enhance outcomes for infants and toddlers, and their families.

Now this was a very broad question that states answered in a whole variety of ways.  The Early Childhood Outcome Center that NCSEAM is collaborating with in some areas, made a presentation at the Accountability Conference concerning how states address this question.  Many of them reported on family satisfaction with services, some on the characteristics of services.  About half had some information on family outcomes, and only about 19% had information on child outcomes, addressing this question.  So there really is a need which NCSEAM is trying to address, to provide states with instruments that they will be able to use to gather data and report data on questions related to family involvement and family and child outcomes.

Now the next slide says something about the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring, which you may be already quite familiar with.  This Center was funded by OSEP, with the broader mission of providing assistance to states on improving their monitoring process, but as part of that broad mission, NCSEAM established what we call the Parent Family Involvement Work Group, which is made up of a variety of individuals in different roles—researchers, parents, representatives of Part C at the State level, and also local agencies—and this group was charged with the objective of developing survey instruments, as I said, that states can use in order to include parent and family input into the accountability system.

Now the specific goal of the NCSEAM Parent Involvement Work Group is, as you see on the next screen, to develop a set of survey instruments that we hope will yield valid, reliable, and especially, useful measures of families’ perceptions and families’ involvement in early intervention and special education.  So the key thing to note here is that we are focussing on input from families.  That is, families as a data source.  And while we acknowledge that there are other ways to gather data on family involvement, for example counts of meetings attended, of trainings provided, and so forth, our purpose really focuses on gathering data from families themselves.

Well, as you move to the next screen, we posed two critical questions as we began our process.  The first was, what is it we want to measure, and the second, how do we measure it.

With regard, moving to the next screen, to the first question, what is it we want to measure, we based our process of developing content on several sources—research done in the area of early childhood development, and particularly early intervention.  We asked for stakeholder input and the opinions of professionals who’ve been working in the field for many years.  I’ll say a little bit more about that.

With regard to how we were going to measure the content, we began with a very rigorous measurement approach, which is a little bit different from some kinds of approaches to survey development that you may be familiar with, so I’ll tell you a little bit more about that as we move along.

As you see on the next screen, we had several aspects of what we call the Phase I of Instrument Development.  First of all we reviewed a very large body of empirical research, and much of that research is referenced on the National Monitoring Center’s website.  We reviewed existing instruments that are designed to gather data on parent family involvement.  

Some states have already deployed their own surveys and we, there have been also national studies and we gleaned some items from them.  But especially we held focus group interviews which included families, advocates, community representatives, early intervention school district personnel, in a number of states including Mississippi, New Mexico, New Hampshire, Kentucky, Florida, so that we got a very good geographical and ethnic and age system distribution, and we essentially asked all of these groups this guiding question: What is it that we ought to ask families about their involvement in and perceptions about early intervention services; what are the things that families want to tell us, as agency representatives, about their involvement and about those services?  And we asked participants in these focus groups to generate items that we might include in an eventual survey that we would administer to families receiving early intervention services.  

And last, we sent out these items to a number of professionals in the field of early intervention, and also to PACER and various other parent training and information centers, for feedback.  So the outcomes of this phase of our project, which are on the next screen, were first of all, a very large set of proposed items, something on the order of 500, covering Early Intervention and Special Education, with quite a bit of overlap.

We also developed some preliminary analyses that indicated that the items fell into five groups, which I’ll talk about in just a minute, articulating what we think are five separable dimensions of family involvement and concerns.  Our analyses also indicated a tentative ordering of the items within each dimension, which I’ll talk about in just a moment.

So based on these suggested items, we developed forms for an item validation study.  That study is currently going on.  We have ten partner states working with us.  The State of California has also developed an online version of these items that families can respond to online, as well as on an optical scan form.  We are deploying this item validation study in different languages, again to what we hope will end up being a very broad representative sample of families.

So in Phase II on your next screen, of Instrument Development, we, as I said, are gathering data right now within the states.  The forms are being sent to a centralized location for scanning.  The window for gathering the data will close at about January, early January of 2005, and so as you go to the next screen, you’ll see what the outcomes of this phase are projected to be.

First of all, we will have item responses from a sample of families with a child being served under Part C or Part B.  We will have analyses that will either support or suggest changes in what we’re calling the structure of the items.  I’m referring to those different factors or dimensions.  And then we’ll have individual item calibrations, which I will talk about momentarily.  From this very large set of items, what we hope to derive is a set of 20-40 items for each dimension, and as I said, I think there are going to be five of them, that will articulate these five dimensions in a quite systematic way that I’m about to describe.

If you go to the next screen, you will see what the five positive dimensions are.  Again, we’re waiting for empirical confirmation, but we have good reason to believe that these are the dimensions that will come out of our item validation study.  

The first of them has to do with families’ perceptions of the agency efforts to engage them in meaningful partnerships.  These are items that have to do with the way families are treated, with cultural sensitivity, with the availability of staff, with accommodations made in order to enable families to participate.  Those are all of the ways in which we promote and support and maintain family involvement.

The next dimension, is families’ perceptions of the quality of services provided to them and their children, so this goes into the area of the perceived expertise of service providers, service coordination, the timeliness of services, consistency, the degree to which the services match the family’s needs, things of that nature.

The third dimension, is families report to the ways in which they participate in the early intervention process, and so from the family’s perspective, this may mean attending meetings, providing input, serving on local advisory committees, providing feedback about the quality of services to their local agencies, serving on statewide committees.  So all the way from the child level up to the state, and possibly even national level.

The fourth dimension, is families’ perceptions of the impact of early intervention services on their child.  So depending on the needs of the child, what are the impacts as perceived by the family of early intervention.  Is the child making progress in designated areas of need, is the child responding positively to the services provided, is the child reaching developmental benchmarks or making the maximum progress that the family would expect to see.

And the last dimension, is families’ perceptions of the impact of early intervention on the family itself.  A lot of work has been done of late on family outcomes.  Again, the Early Childhood Outcome Center is working on that with some input from NCSEAM and many other groups, to identify what are important outcomes for families, and many of these have to do with the family’s knowledge about their child, about services, their ability to advocate for their child, quality of life issues, integration into the community, optimism, confidence in their abilities to parent their child.  So we have items that express all of this range of possible family outcomes.

Okay, so that gives you a sense of the five dimensions, and if you want to look at all of the items, they are also posted on the National Monitoring Center’s website, and are available to you in a variety of other ways which you can ask about at the end of this call.

So let me now segway to the next screen which talks about item calibration.  Now this is a technical term used in the area of measurement, but the concept is really fairly simple.  The example I’ve given in previous talks is that of taken from sports, particularly diving and gymnastics, where certain moves—for example dives—are assigned a certain degree of difficulty, and what that degree of difficulty indexes is how hard the dives are, irrespective of who does them.  What that implies is, is that there is a certain ordering of these dives from least difficult to most difficult, and that any diver would go through the same progression and would tend to find dives with a lower degree of difficulty easier than those with a higher degree of difficulty.

Well it’s the same concept applied to items.  Now when you have items on a test, they range from easier to more difficult, to extremely difficult.  On a survey, if you are measuring a unidimensional variable, that is something that can be measured in linear units, you have items that most people with agree with, to items where you get partial agreement, to items that very few people agree with, and that we call the agreeability or endorseability of the item.  So we assign numbers to items based on sample population responses that index each item's difficulty, or we could call it agreeability.

Now what happens is, when you have items that are very carefully selected to measure this single thing, whether it is agency efforts to engage families in meaningful partnerships, or family outcomes, or any of those five dimensions that I just spoke to you about, what you see is that the order of difficulty is relatively constant across all respondents.  Now that doesn’t mean that there’s not some amount of variability, but the overall pattern is very consistent.

So to give you an idea of what we have already discovered based on sample data, if we refer to that very first dimension that I described, which has to do with agency or program’s efforts to engage families in meaningful partnerships, we find that the easiest items are items that have to do with staff being available, being respectful, being encouraging, providing information.  These are what we think of as relatively easy items.  That is, agencies are generally doing a good job of being available, respectful, being encouraging of families.

As you move into items that have to do with listening to families’ ideas and acting on them, providing choices in terms of which services are received, who provides them, where they’re provided, those items do not elicit as much agreement as the ones I described earlier.  In other words, those things are more difficult to achieve.  And then as you move up into actually supporting families’ participation, which may involve things like providing interpreters, providing transportation, accommodating family schedules, those get to be quite difficult, as well as providing training, which is often costly, and involving families in evaluation, which not too many agencies currently are doing.

So just to show you how this has played out with some actual data that we have from one state that has administered a survey that includes these type of items, if you look on the next screen, you have some items from a Mississippi Part C family survey, which we had permission to analyze—they were very gracious in sharing these data—with the item calibration.  So remember, the lower the item calibration, meaning the degree of difficulty, the easier this is to achieve, or another way of thinking about it, the more people said yes we agree.  So someone from the program told me about the results of my child’s evaluation in a way that was easy to understand.  That was one of the easier to achieve items.  That is, many families would answer yes to that item.  A little more difficult, my child’s service providers respect our beliefs, values, and cultural background, but still in the easy or frequently agreed with range.

If you look on the next screen, we’re going to move up a notch to printed materials from First Step—that’s the name of their early intervention system—are easy to read and easy to understand.  So it’s a little bit more difficult to be understandable to families in a written form than it is face to face, which is fairly intuitive.  Also, someone from the program talks to me regularly about the services my child receives.  So building into this, the regularity of the communication makes it a little bit more difficult.

On the next screen: The service coordinator listens to me when I talk about what is best for my child; I was listened to when my concerns were addressed at my child’s IFSP meeting.  So again, these pose a little more difficulty because this requires actually listening and taking into consideration the information provided by families.

And on the next screen, the most difficult items in this particular group were these: I can suggest and/or choose what services my child or family will get, and service began as soon as I told my child was eligible.  So offering choices to families and providing services in a very timely fashion, are among the more challenging things that early intervention agencies have to accomplish.

Now what you’re going to see on the next screens, and I know that the print is small here (you certainly don’t need to read all of them), but these are items that we have drawn from different surveys—one in Mississippi, one from Connecticut—that really address similar issues.  What we’ve done is, we’ve matched certain items based on their content.  So as the Mississippi Part C survey has an item that reads as follows—my child’s service providers respect our beliefs, values, and cultural background—we found a similar item on the Connecticut Part C survey that read like this—families feel that staff respect them and their child and their culture, and value their opinions and input.  So you can see how those two have very similar content, and what we did was analyze each of the states’ surveys separately, come up with item calibrations for all the items separately, and then correlate them.

Now as data people, you know that a correlation indexes the degree to which there’s a linear relationship between two variables.  What that means is that if you have a correlation of zero, you have completely unrelated data points, so as one point goes up, the point on the corresponding variable can go up, down, or stay the same.  There’s no relationship.  If you have a correlation that approaches 1, what that suggests is that the data points on these different variables are lining up in a very systematic, regular, linear way.

Well when we performed the intercorrelations between the partnership items for Mississippi and the partnership items for Connecticut, we saw that the correlation was .966, indicating an almost perfect correlation—that is, the measure going along the X axis and the measure going along the Y axis were measuring the same thing in perfectly consistent and translatable units just like inches and centimeters.  That gives us a great deal of confidence in the consistency of ordering of these items, and in their relative placement along what we could consider to be a ruler that measures perceptions about partnerships.

Now we did the same thing, which you’ll see displayed on the next couple of screens, looking at Part B items that articulate this same dimension across two different state surveys—Florida’s and New York's—and if you scroll, you’ll find another by various correlation graph which shows yet another correlation of over .9.  So you see the items marching up that diagonal from lower left to upper right, indicating completely consistent measures on these items.  And then, just to convince ourselves that family involvement in Part C and family involvement in Part B—even though legislatively, and in terms of, you know, the philosophy of the approach, we know that Part B has less of a family focus than Part C—we found that the relationships were exactly the same.  That is, what is easier to achieve in terms of partnerships within early intervention, is just the same, easier to achieve with school age populations; what is more difficult is more difficult across those groups.  And so you see another correlation of above .9 for Part B and Part C items.

So that takes us into Part – or Phase III of our instrument development.  What we are going to do once we have digested, analyzed the data from our national item validation study, and boiled it down to these 20, 30, perhaps 40—but we hope fewer items—per dimension, is to assist a number of states (actually as many states as want to will be able to utilize these instruments.  NCSEAM will be providing more technical assistance to the partner states at this point) to administer this survey addressing as many of these dimensions as each state deems appropriate for its purposes, and part of that technical assistance will involve discussions about how to administer the survey.  We have lots of options, including optical scanning forms, face to face administration, there are possibilities for online delivery, telephone delivery, so we need to discuss with each state what’s going to work in each state.

We need to think about sampling and how many families need to be involved in order to provide states with the amount of information that will provide a reliable picture of early intervention performance on these dimensions, and we’ll have some conversations about the timeline because there’s lots of options there about having rolling data collection versus data collection in a particular window of time, and those are the kinds of things we’ll discuss.  And then we’ll analyze the data and develop some report formats that will be useful to state agencies and, perhaps separately, to families and other audiences.

Now I do have to say something about data reporting because all of the benefit of this endeavor really hinges on how the data can be reported out, not just to OSEP and the APR, but also back to districts or regions, agencies, and to families, so that it can be used in continuous improvement efforts.

What we will derive from these surveys is a score for each dimension that expresses, in equal units, the quantity of the variables being measured.  What that means is that for any unit of analysis—be it the state level or the level of a particular region that is responsible for early intervention—we can have a score representing parents’, families’ perceptions of the extent to which the agency puts forth efforts to involve families, or a score relating to family outcomes, or a score relating to families’ perceptions of their children’s outcomes.

Now just as on any kind of test or measure, there is this concept of error of measurement, so you might vary a reasonably asked question—how fine will the distinctions be, and what will be our level of confidence in this number that we would derive from a survey.  Well our goal here, which we put at the outset, was to have an instrument that would allow us to define four or five statistically reliable distinct ranges of performance so that we will know, based on the measure that comes out for a particular dimension, whether a state, or if the state wants to use this within its state different agencies are performing, any terminology will do at the very lowest range, the second, the middle, the second to the highest, the highest, and we will know over time if the measure is administered, again, whether improvement represents significant improvement with respect to a previous point in time, or in fact whether two different agencies or states, compared to one another, are really significantly different from one another on a given dimension.

So what you have if you move forward in the PowerPoint to a graph that says Sample Analysis, Perceived Partnerships, this is simply an example of what cab be done with these measures.  This particular graph illustrates some data from parents.  This had to do with Part B.  It’s just here for illustrative purposes.  And the four bars that you see going from left to right, are Pre-K, Elementary, Middle School, and Secondary School, and what this graph tells us is that if you look at different age groups—that is, ages of the children being served—you find that families perceive that Pre-K does a much better job of involving families meaningfully in educational decision making than the other groups.  Elementary still does q quite good job, but then we see this fairly drastic decrement as we go to Secondary Schools.  So these kinds of analyses can be quite revealing because they allow us to allocate resources where we most need them. 

Now the outcomes of this phase of our project will be measures of states’ performance on each dimension of perceptions—either all five that we have identified, or any subset that the state feels are relevant to its particular goals and objectives—and depending in individual states’ needs, we can just aggregate the data by any variable of interest, including for example, ethnicity of the families served so that we could ask the question, are the measures of family involvement and family perception similar across families of different cultural backgrounds.

Our Phase IV of Instrument Development posits the following.  We would like to create a single database with data from different administrations of the instrument across different states and over time, so that we can do a lot of ongoing quality control and recalibration of the items if necessary.  We would like to add new items as needed, in order to make the instruments more responsive to changes.  

The way we are approaching instrument development is based on what we call an open architecture just like large item banks for college entrance tests, the nape.  They all have rotating items, which are first calibrated so you know how difficult they are, and then they can substitute for existing items as needed.  And we would like to make the instruments available as research tools so that we, or states, or other agencies, can evaluate the effectiveness of particular improvement efforts.  So we will know, for example, when we allocate greater resources to parent involvement and family involvement, what kind of impact are we getting, what kinds of programs seem to result in the greatest positive change.

The outcomes of this last phase, we project will be maintenance of a national measurement system for family participation and perceptions which will provide longitudinal data, that is data over time on states’ performance, hopefully indicating very significant improvement over time.  We’ll have data that can then inform further research on family involvement, and of course of greatest importance to all of us, improved results for children and families.  That ends my presentation, and now we can move into the question and answer period.

Operator:  Okay, great.  At this time, ladies and gentlemen, if you would like to ask a question, please press the star and 1 on your touch-tone phone.  If your question has been answered or you wish to withdraw yourself from the queue at any time, you may press the pound key.  Once again, to ask a question of our presenter today, please press the star and 1 on your touch-tone phone now, and let’s pause one moment for the first question to queue.

Okay, we’ll take our first question from the site of Monique Spruil.  Go ahead please.

*Q:  Yes, I wanted to know, do you actually have any reference material for how you’re going to actually go through with your measurement for your correlations?  Is there a measurement source that you’re actually using?  Any journal articles that you recommend, or books?

A:    Oh yes, actually.  I don’t know if that’s something I should just give over the phone.  I’ll give one over the phone, and others you can certainly e-mail me for.

*Q:  Oh sure.

A:    My e-mail is listed in the presentation, but the basic approach to measurement we’re using is called Rasch modeling, or Rasch analysis.  It’s part of a family of measurement techniques known as Item Response Theory…

*Q:  Mm-hmm.

A:    …and the best and most accessible book—it’s now available in paperback, it’s very readable—is by Bond and Fox.  Those are the two authors.  It’s called Applying the Rasch Model.

*Q:  How do you spell Rasch?

A:    Pardon?

*Q:  How do you spell Rasch?

A:    R-a-s as in Sam, c as in Charlie, h as in hotel.

*Q:  Okay.  I’ve heard of Item Response Theory, but probably not of Rasch modeling.

A:    Okay.  And if you’d like further references, I can certainly e-mail them to you.

*Q:  Oh great.  Thank you so much.

A:    You’re very welcome.

Operator:  Thank you very much, and there have been no further questions queued up at this time, but I would like to give everyone another opportunity.  So to ask a question, please press the star and 1 on your touch-tone phone now, and we’ll take our next question from the site of Alice Ridgeway.  Go ahead please.

*Q:  My microphone was up.  Hi Batya, how are you?

A:    Hi.

*Q:  I have a question about trying to align other monitoring efforts in our system while we wait for your project to sort of come to fruition, and I was wondering if you had any recommendations—particularly within the context of focus monitoring…

A:    Mm-hmm.

*Q:  …for gathering similar data that we might be able to triangulate when we do our APRs?

A:    Absolutely.  That’s an excellent question.  What we have done so far with a number of states is to take their existing data—of course redacted of any identifying information that might reside in the data file—and analyze their data in the same way that we’re analyzing the data from our national item validation survey, and so we’ve had these conversations with the states that I’ve mentioned in the talk, but also several others.  And I think that’s going to be very fruitful because it will allow those states that have already been deploying family surveys, to relate information that they may obtain from the NCSEAM instrument to information that they already have from their own survey efforts.  So that can help inform our survey, again, be another – provide convergent evidence of the consistency of these phenomena, but can also help the stare so that they can in a sense, retroactively use existing data as baseline data.

*Q:  Right.

A:    So if your state already has data from families on any items or dimensions that seem even close to the items that NCSEAM is deploying, we would very much be interested in sharing and providing you with those analyses.

*Q:  Okay.  Actually I’m calling from Connecticut Part C.  I was the one that e-mailed you…

A:    There you are.

*Q:  …??? files.

A:    Okay.  Well, we will definitely provide back to you…

*Q:  Great.

A:    …information that you can use then in any way that would be useful to you.

*Q:  Marvelous.  Thank you.

A:    Sure.  You’re very welcome.

Operator:  Thank you.  We’ll take our next question from the site of Kathy Bishop.  Go ahead please.

*Q:  Hi Batya.

A:    Hi Kathy.

*Q:  Is there a plan to develop a survey that would be more directly addressing the three to five population?

A:    I’m so glad you asked that question.  It – what emerged from our conversations in the focus groups that we had in these various states, which cut across Part C, Part B, and of course included three-to five, was that neither set of items that we currently have, either for Part C or Part B, was really targeted to the preschool population.  In part it’s a question of wording, in part a question of the great variety of context in which children three to five receive their services, and so we acknowledge that we need to do something somewhat different for three to five, and so we’re going to be having some conversations with folks at the upcoming OSEP Early Childhood Conference in February to see how we can pull items or item content from this vast pool that we already have, that would be more targeted to that population—and, of course, also add any items that reflect aspects of services or partnerships that we haven’t already captured.  And so that’s in the offing for the first part of this coming year, and I should also use this opportunity—and thank you again for prompting me, Kathy—to say something more about the timeline of our work on developing these instruments.

We hope to have the sets of items that will reliably articulate these different dimensions ready by summer of next year, of 2005.  That is the Part C and the School Age Part B, and we hope that the Preschool won’t be far behind.

*Q:  Great.  Thanks, Batya.

A:    Sure, Kathy.

Operator:  Okay, thank you very much, and there are no further questions at this time so I’d like to hand it back over to Dr. Elbaum.

Dr. Batya Elbaum:  Well thank you very much.  I would like to just say that if you have any questions, by all means feel free to e-mail me directly or to contact Jane Nelll Luster, or in fact, to contact our coordinator, Lisa Persinger, at the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring.  We will be available for any questions you may have on our project.

Jane Nell Luster:  And I’d also like, if I could, to take a minute to thank Batya for her time this afternoon and thank all of you who joined us this afternoon, and we appreciate your time.  Again, if any of you had trouble getting the documents, I have updated everything on the Communities of Practice website, so hopefully there’ll be no more difficulties.  And thank you very much.

Dr. Batya Elbaum:  Bye-bye.

Jane Nell Luster:  Bye.

Operator:  Thank you very much for joining us today, ladies and gentlemen.  This concludes today's conference, and you may now disconnect.

*End of conference call
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