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Focus of the session

• Describe and illustrate activities put in place 
to support high quality data for the DRDP 
Assessment System for preschool special 
education

• The dimensions of quality, include fidelity, 
agreement, completeness, reliability, validity, 
and utility
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What is the DRDP?

• Authentic assessment
• Part of the statewide assessment system for all children 
in CDE‐funded programs

• Focused on progress, not deficits 
• Appropriate for children from birth to 5 years of age
• Links with federal and state accountability 
requirements

• Scaled using the Rasch measurement model 
• Permits reporting by different criteria e.g., 8 
Developmental Indicator groups or OSEP outcomes

• Scaled and normed on a large sample of children from  
California 
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Availability for other states

Fee based options from CDE
– Training and technical assistance

– Web‐based data storage and scaling

draccess.org 
– Download the instruments 

– Related resources 

– Training materials  

– Crosswalks with the OSEP indicators
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Resources for using the DRDP access

• Online video based training
http://draccess.org/training/learningmodules.html

• Written guidance for using the DRDP 
instruments
http://draccess.org/assessors/guidancefordrdp.html

• DRDP access manual
http://draccess.org/pdf/Instruments/DRDPaccess/AccessManual.pdf

• DRDP access OSEP outcomes crosswalk
http://draccess.org/pdf/OSEPCrosswalk.pdf
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Dimensions 
of Quality

UtilityUtility

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Fidelity

The extent to which 
procedures are implemented 
as planned with intended 
recipients 
(Dunst et al., 2008; National 

l h k )

UtilityUtility

Implementation Research Network, 2008)

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Agreement

The extent to which two 
independent assessors assign 
the same scores under similar 
conditions
(Bakeman & Gottman, 1997)  UtilityUtility

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Completeness

The extent to which the 
appropriate respondents are 
identified and correctly 
sampled and sufficient 
response rates are obtained

UtilityUtility
p

(National Center for Educational Statistics, 
2003)

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Reliability

The extent to which 
assessment scores are 
consistent across different 
aspects of the measurement 
setting; for example, time, 

UtilityUtility
g; p , ,

raters, items
(Thompson, 2003)

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Validity

The degree to which scores 
from an assessment measure 
the intended construct
(AERA, APA & NCME, 1999

UtilityUtility

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Utility

UtilityUtility

• The extent to which stakeholders 
find the information generated 
from the assessment to be useful  
(accessible, relevant, timely, 
complete and accurate)

• Data of high quality means data

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
Data of high quality means data 
that are fit for use by data 
consumers  (Strong & Lee, 2003)
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Fidelity

UtilityUtility

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Two major areas of fidelity

Implementation of 
the assessment

Data
entry
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Implementation of the assessment

Guidance for IEP teams

• determining which instrument to use

• determining what adaptations to use

Administration of the assessment

• using the instrument as intended                                     

• observation and documentation of child behavior

• completing rating records
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Guidance for IEP teams

• Document: Guidance for IEP Teams
www.draccess.org/assessors/GuidanceForIEPteams.html

• Evaluation of use of document
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Using the instrument as intended

Resources:
• Limited number of F2F training sessions are 
available by request

• Intranet site with materials for DR accessIntranet site with materials for DR access
trainers

• Online modules 
• Documents:

– User’s Guide 
– Understanding the DRDP access Measurement 
Model

18
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Observation and documentation
of child behavior

• Developmental Sequences (portal/document)

• Assessing Children with Disabilities who are 
English Learners

• Strategies to Support SLPsg pp

• The Role of Family Observations in the Desired 
Results Developmental Profile Assessment 
System

• Adaptations Handout and Online Module
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Completing rating records

• Included in all training and training materials

• Timeline for data reporting provided

• Rating records submitted to SELPA personnel 
who check for completeness and enter datap
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Data entry: SEDRS

• Training in data entry procedures
– listserv, phone and e‐mail support

• Built‐in validations 

• Statewide analysis checksy
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Agreement

UtilityUtility

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Agreement

• Inter‐observer agreement is an important 
dimension of quality in observational 
assessment

• Participants rate video clips as part of training 
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Collecting and 
Analyzing Statewide 
Data to Improve Data 
Quality: 
Completeness, 
Reliability, Validity UtilityUtility

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

Completeness Completeness 

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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Measuring and improving data quality

1. Select dimension of quality assurance
– Fidelity, agreement, completeness reliability, validity, and 

utility

2. Create a target for the dimension 

3. Collect data on the dimension 

4. Analyze data on the dimension 

5. Drill down the analysis 

6. Provide supports on the dimension 

7. Collect and analyze data to determine the 
success of the support
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Step 1: Select a dimension of quality 

• We selected completeness because we are in the 
early stages of implementation
– Systematic missing data can lead to biased results 

• Three components to complete data (in this• Three components to complete data (in this 
example):
1. All children within the local area are assessed.

2. All measures are rated

3. Unable to rate is only used in rare cases (less than 1%)
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Types of incomplete data

Unable to Rate:
In the rare circumstance that you find yourself 
unable to rate a measure, mark Unable to Rate 
and circle the reason why you were unable to 
rate the Measure (absence or other)( )

Missing Data: 
When data entry clerks receive incomplete or 
illegible paper forms they first attempt to contact 
the assessor and, if that is not successful, they 
select missing data
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Step 2: Create a target for the dimension 

• We set targets based on the percent of 
records with missing ratings and unable to 
rate by local area

• Rates of incomplete data should be no greater 
than 10%

• Targets were based on results from the spring 
2007 statewide collection and previous 
research studies 

28

Step 3: Collect data on the dimension 

“Unable to Rate”

“Missing Data”
29

Step 4: Analyze data on the dimension 

Local Areas that Met Criteria
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Step 5: Drill down

Local Areas that Met Criteria by Type of Incomplete Data
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Measure 32: Measurement

Number of Children Marked Unable to Rate by Measure Across Type
(N = 19,363)

UR: Absence UR: Other

Measure 32: Measurement

N
um

be
r 
of
 C
hi
ld
re
n 
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Step 6: Provide supports on the dimension

• Strategies to improve completeness
– Additional training on the use of adaptations

• We are developing an online module on the use of 
adaptations

Targeted training on procedures for rating the– Targeted training on procedures for rating the 
Measure: Measurement 

– Revisions to the web‐based data system
• We added features that allow local administrators to 
monitor the quality of their data through several 
functionalities
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Revisions to the web-based data system 

Search allSearch all 
records by data 

quality

34

Click on a child’s 
name to view their 

assessment

35 36



California’s Approach to Supporting 
High Quality Data

June 23, 2009

Desired Results access Project
www.draccess.org 7

37

Step 7: Collect and analyze data to determine 
the success of the support 

• We will compare the number of SELPAs that 
meet targets for the missing data indicator to 
rates before we added additional features
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Defining score reliability and validity 
(Thompson, 2003)

Reliability

The extent to which assessment scores are 
consistent across different aspects of the 
measurement context or setting (e.g. time, 
raters or items) 

Validity

The degree to which scores from an 
assessment measure the intended construct
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Difference between reliability and agreement

Rater 1 Rater 2

Child 1:  23 13

Perfect reliability, no agreement

Child 2: 32 22

Child 3: 44 34

Child 4: 10 0

Child 5:  13 3 
40

Importance of ongoing reliability and 
validity checks

• The reliability and validity of scores reported in 
the test manual are not sufficient to support the 
reliability and validity of scores from your 
assessment system

• M diti f t h h d• Many conditions of measurement have changed
– Purpose is accountability

– Assessors vary across time

– Not all assessors participate in training

– Characteristics of children in accountability system 
might differ from children who participated in studies 
reported in test manual
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Facets of score reliability examined

Reliability Statistic Measurement 
Condition

Range of 
Values Across 

8 Indicators
Average

Alpha, the consistency of 
ratings across Measures 
within an Indicator

Calibration study
(n = 1644) .88 - .97 .94

within an Indicator. 
(Criterion Value =.80) Statewide Collection

(n = 16,105) .89 - .96 .93

Test-retest (Pearson r),
the stability of scores 
across time 
(Criterion Value = .60)

Calibration study
(n = 887)

.86 - .92 .90

Statewide Collection (n 
= 8065) .56* - .78 .74

* The test‐retest reliability of Literacy scores was .56;
this was .20 lower than any other Indicator 42
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Sensitivity across measurement conditions

Indicator 
(** p < .05)

Statewide 
Collection
95% CI
(n = 8065)

Calibration
95% CI
(n = 707)

Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Lower 
Bound

Upper 
Bound

Language** 7.41 7.98 8.30 10.00
Literacy 9.94 10.89 8.60 10.20
Learning and Cognitive 
Competence**

7.79 8.40 9.60 11.20

Math** 8.46 9.02 9.40 11.00
Motor Skills** 6.79 7.38 9.00 10.50
Self-Regulation** 8.25 8.93 9.40 11.30
Self-Concept and
Social and Interpersonal Skills**

8.05 8.59 9.10 10.70

Safety and Health** 7.23 7.74 7.90 9.60
Time 2 – Time 1;  6 month interval between assessments 43

Summary of changes in score reliability and 
validity across conditions of measurement

• Little change in the consistency of ratings 
across Measures within an Indicator 

• Big change in the consistency of scores across 
time
– This change was especially large for the Indicator 
Literacy

• Statistically significant change in sensitivity to 
growth 

44

Utility of DRDP 
Data for programs

UtilityUtility

FidelityFidelity

AgreementAgreement

CompletenessCompleteness

ReliabilityReliability

ValidityValidity
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DRDP data available to programs

• SEDRS Developmental Status Reports

• SEDRS Developmental Progress Reports

• Special Education Local Area Planning (SELPA) 
assessment results

• District assessment results

• SELPA Data Quality Reports

• District Data Quality Reports

46
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Reflective Data Analysis

49

Understanding DRDP data through 
reflective data analysis

• Analyze data within the context of the team

• Build time to review and analyze data into 
existing staff meetings

• Ask questions about the data:
– How well is the DRDP Assessment System being 
implemented in our program?

– How are children with IEPs progressing?

– What are the implications for curricular 
improvements, program design, and staff 
development? 
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Steps for reflective data analysis

1. Identify expectations 

2. Turn expectations into data questions

3. Analyze data to answer the questiony q

4. Drill down the trend

5. Plan activities for continuous program 
improvement 
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Step 1: Identify expectations

For example: 
– Most children with visual impairments are 
assessed with the "Visual Supports" adaptation

– The majority of children demonstrate improved 
f ti i ll I di tfunctioning across all Indicators 
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Step 2: Turn expectations into a data 
question

Data Question:
– What percent of children with visual impairments 
were assessed with visual supports? 
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Step 3: Use data to answer the question

• Find out:
– What percentage of these assessments indicate 
the adaptation was not used?

– Are there patterns or trends?

• Bring this data back to the team to determine 
the next steps in the analysis 
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Step 4: Drill down the trend

• What does the data or trend tell us? 

• What other sources of data will inform us?
– Interviews of staff regarding their process for 
making assessment decisions

• What other questions arise from these 
investigations? 
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Step 5: Plan continuous improvement activities

• What steps can be taken in the areas of?
– Training

– Supervision

– Policies and procedures

• Determine activities, timelines, responsible 
persons

• Determine an evaluation plan:
– Revisit trends and patterns in the data 
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Pilot with the 
Sacramento County Office of Education

Slides courtesy of 
Sharon Holstege, Principal
Sharon Botkin, Teacher

57

Sacramento county’s questions

• How can we use the results from the DRDP to 
inform our programs?

• How do we inform families of the DRDP results?
• How can we use the DRDP data to individualize 
staff development opportunities?staff development opportunities?

• How can we use the DRDP data to assess 
continuous quality improvement?

• What additional data do we have access to/utilize 
to reflect our program’s needs/strengths?
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Sacramento county’s process

• Determined what reports were available
– who had access to what information

• Convened a steering committee 
– Disaggregated data by Measure, teacher, disability, 
and ageg

• Analyzed discrepancies in data
– students who had scores that went down; use of 
adaptations; etc.

• Conducted training and meetings with all 
preschool staff to review data
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Sacramento county’s outcomes

• Trained all para‐educators in the DRDP including use of 
observation/data collection

• All preschool staff looked at program‐wide DRDP data
• More collaboration occurred with the entire team
• Individual classroom teams met to reflect on their own 
data

• More information was shared with Head Start teams, 
parents, and others

• Teachers created more effective systems for data 
collection

60
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North Bay Collaborative

61

Collaborative overview

• Collaboration across different stakeholders across 
service system 
– 4 SELPAs & additional stakeholders 
– Common focus on children with autism
– DRDP as a component of a broad‐based evaluationp

• Create additional variables
– Mutually determine a small number of additional 
variables: what do you want to study? 

– Collect data on these variables 

• Protect confidentiality
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Proposed outcomes

• Evaluate Collaborative – changes in service 
delivery system for children with autism
– DRDP data used with other sources of information
– Learn how to use DRDP data

• Examine child outcomes in relation to servicesExamine child outcomes in relation to services 
provided 
– Identify trends in child outcomes related to aspects of 
service delivery 

• Share information across service system
– Bring topics to collaborative meetings
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Using Technology to
Support Data Quality
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Link to 
Listserv

Listserv and bookmarking

Sharing and 
Bookmarking
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Connect!
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Evolution of professional development on 
the use of the DRDP instruments

FaceFace‐‐toto‐‐FaceFace LocalLocal OnlineOnline
TrainingTraining TTTTTT ModulesModules
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Online modules

68

Developmental sequences interactive portal

69

LAUSD digital video project

70

User name (999) 999‐9999

SEDRS log

User name

User name

(999) 999‐9999

(999) 999‐9999
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SEDRS log

72
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SEDRS weekly updates

73

SEDRS annual update
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Thank You!

www.draccess.org
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