Data Decision-Making for Program-Wide Implementation
In program-wide implementation, data are used to assess fidelity of implementation and
intervention and to assess the outcomes that result from those efforts. Essentially, data are
used to address the questions of:
• Are we doing what we say we are doing? (Implementation and Intervention Fidelity)
• Is it making a difference? (Outcomes)
In our first question, we have made a distinction between implementation fidelity and
intervention fidelity. Researchers who are engaged in addressing issues related to
implementation have offered useful guidance about the value of that distinction (Dunst, Trivette,
& Raab, 2013). Implementation fidelity refers to “the degree to which coaching, in-service
training, instruction, or any other kind of evidence-based professional development practice is
used as intended…”, while intervention fidelity refers to “the degree to which evidence-based
intervention practices are used as intended….” For a program to implement an innovation, both
implementation and intervention fidelity are critical to achieving meaningful outcomes.
In Table 1, we show how data are used for data decision-making as you support and implement
the evidence-based practices that you will use to promote child and family outcomes. In this
table, you will note that each element is linked and aligned to a data tool to inform decisions and
evaluate outcomes.
The measures that will be used in your program-wide implementation should be specific to the
selected EBPs, include a fidelity measure that is aligned to the implementation of those
practices, and include measures of the child and/or family outcomes that are expected to
change as a result of the implementation of your selected practices. The evaluation plan for the
program-wide implementation will include measures on multiple levels for the purpose of
monitoring implementation and intervention fidelity, identifying areas of need, understanding
outcomes, and making data decisions. Thus, data collection will be conducted at multiple levels
and be used for specific purposes. In Table 1, we have offered an illustration of the tools that
might be used, the purpose of various measures, and how data are used for data decisionmaking.
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Table 1. Data Decision-Making Measures for Program-Wide Implementation
Purpose

Measures

Data

Use by Program

Implementation of the
critical elements of
program wide
implementation
components

•

Practice-Based Coaching contact
log (link)

Provides information on
coaching visits, duration,
and activities

•

Analysis of coaching supports provided to
teachers including strategies used, duration,
and frequency of coaching

Intervention
Fidelity:

Practice implementation
assessment tool

•

Practitioners

Examples:

Observations of
practitioners’ use of the
selected practices

Initial, global assessment is used to
understand areas of practitioner strengths
and needs, to create professional
development plans, guide planning of
training, and inform coaching.
Ongoing use of practice implementation tools
to guide coaching activities and coaching
action plans
Growth in intervention fidelity by individual
practitioners and across practitioners

Implementation

Examples:

Fidelity

Benchmarks of Quality for
Classroom-Based Programs
(Implementing Recommended
Practices Edition)(Binder & Fox,
2016)

•

Growth in implementation fidelity (% of critical
elements fully implemented; implementation
score)
Target areas for implementation; create
leadership team action plan

Or
Benchmarks of Quality for Home
Visiting Programs (Implementing
Recommended Practices Edition)
(Trivette & Jones, 2016)

•

•
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Reaching Potentials with
Recommended Practices
Observation Scale –
Classrooms (RP2 OS-C;
Strain, Bovey, & Fox, 2015)
Reaching Potentials with
Recommended Practices
Observation Scale – Home

•
•

•

•

Child

Visiting Programs (RP2 OSHV; Trivette & Jones, 2015)
Teaching Pyramid
Observation Tool (Hemmeter,
Fox, Snyder, 2014)
Recommended Practices
Performance Checklists (see
www.ectacenter.org)

Child outcome measures:
Examples:
• STARE: Scale for Teacher
Assessment of Routine
Engagement (McWilliam,
2000)
• Progress monitoring tools (e.g.,
Direct Behavior Rating,
Chafouleas et al., 2010; PTR
Behavior Rating Scale, Dunlap
et al., 2010)
• Social Emotional Assessment
Measure (e.g., SEAM; Squires
et al., 2014)
• Curriculum-based Assessment
(e.g., Teaching Strategies™
Gold)
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Target child engagement
with peers, adults, and
materials

•
•

Assess current status
Track growth in outcomes

Figure 1. Implementing Recommended
Practices: A data decision-making approach

Select
Recommended
Practices for
implementation
that will influece
desired child
outcomes

Develop
implementation
infrastructure to
promote the use
of the selected
practices

Use Program-Wide
Benchmarks of Quality
to assess current
implementation
infrastructure, guide
program
implementation actions,
and monitor
implementation
progress
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Measure
implementation of
selected
Recommended
Practices

Use practice
observation or
assessment tool to
identify professional
development growth
areas

Provide PracticeBased Coaching
for Intervention
Fidelity

Examine Child
and Family
Outcomes

Use practice
observation or
assessment tool to
evaluate intervention
fidelity and practice
change

Use child and family
outcome progress
monitoring tool to
examine changes in
outcomes aligned to
selected practices

Use coaching log to
examine coaching effort
related to change in
practice

References

Binder, D. P., & Fox, L. (2016). Benchmarks of Quality for Classroom-Based Programs
(Implementing Recommended Practices Edition). Available from:
http://ectacenter.org/~pdfs/sig/4_9_benchmarks_classroom.pdf
Chafouleas, S.M, Riley-Tillman, T. C. & Christ, T.J. (2010). DBR Standard Form. University of
Connecticut. Available from: http://dbr.education.uconn.edu/.
Dunlap, G., Iovannone, R., Kincaid, D., Wilson, K., Christiansen, K., Strain, P., & English, C.
(2010). Prevent-Teach-Reinforce: The School-Based Model of Individualized Behavior Support.
Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes.
Dunst, C. J., Trivette, C. M., & Raab, M. (2013). An implementation science framework for
conceptualizing and operationalizing fidelity in early childhood intervention studies. Journal of
Early Intervention, 35, 1-13.
Hemmeter, M.L., Fox, L., & Snyder, P. S. (2014). Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool for
Preschool Classrooms (TPOT™) Manual, Research Edition. Baltimore: Paul H. Brookes.
McWilliam, R. (2000). Scale for Teachers’ Assessment of Routines Engagement. Chapel Hill:
Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.
Squires, J., Bricker, D., Waddell, M., Funk, K., Clifford, J., & Hoselton, R. (2014). SocialEmotional Assessment/Evaluation Measure (SEAM™), Research Edition. Baltimore, MD: Paul
H. Brookes
Strain, P.S., Bovey, E., & Fox, L. (2015). Reaching Potentials with Recommended Practices
Observation Scale – Classrooms (RP² OS-C). Available from:
http://ectacenter.org/~pdfs/sig/6_7_os-classroom.pdf
Trivette, C. M. & Jones, A. (2015). Reaching Potentials with Recommended Practices
Observation Scale – Home Visiting (RP² OS-HV). Available from:
http://ectacenter.org/~pdfs/sig/6_8_os-homevisiting.pdf
Trivette, C. M., & Jones, A. (2016). Benchmarks of Quality for Home Visiting Programs
(Implementing Recommended Practices Edition). Available from:
http://ectacenter.org/~pdfs/sig/4_10_benchmarks_homevisiting.pdf

The contents of this document were developed under cooperative agreements from the U.S.
Department of Education, #H326P120002, #H326P17001, and #H326B170003, from the
Office of Special Education Programs, U.S. Department of Education. However, these
contents do not necessarily represent the policy of the U.S. Department of Education, and
you should not assume endorsement by the Federal Government. ECTA Center Project
Officer, Julia Martin Eile and NCPMI Project Officer, Jennifer Tschantz.
This document can be found at:
http://ectacenter.org/sig

Page 5 of 5

