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Executive Summary 

 

The DaSy Center is a national technical assistance (TA) center funded by the U.S. Department of 

Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). The Center provides technical assistance 

(TA) and resources to state agencies to assist with the development or enhancement of data systems for 

Part C early intervention and Part B preschool special education programs supported through the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). A key goal of the DaSy Center is to deliver a 

continuum of technical assistance strategies to support states in their efforts to develop and implement 

early childhood data systems which facilitate the collection, analysis and reporting of high quality data 

required under IDEA. 

This report provides data from qualitative interviews that explored the extent to which DaSy made 

progress toward Performance Measures 2g, 2h and 2i: In Years 2-5, on a national external evaluation 

survey, 80% of respondents will report that DaSy TA is high quality, relevant to their work, and they 

were able to use information and/or resources from DaSy TA to make improvements to their system. 

To learn more about client experiences with the quality, relevance and usefulness of DaSy Center TA, 

DaSy contracted with Evergreen Evaluation & Consulting (EEC). Together EEC and the DaSy 

leadership team co-developed an interview protocol to complement a previously administered online 

survey. From the total survey sample of two hundred nineteen Part C and 619 State Coordinators and 

Part C and B/619 Data Managers, twelve were sampled for in-depth, one-on-one phone interviews. This 

sample represented survey respondents and non-respondents, all of whom had some familiarity with 

DaSy TA. Among the survey responders, interviewees represented different states and various roles 

(Part B/619 Data Manager, Part C Data Manager, 619 State Coordinator, Part C Coordinator). Among 

the survey non-responders, interviewees were selected from states with no representation among survey 

responders. Interviews were conducted between May 28 and June 9, 2014 and lasted 20-30 minutes.  

In general, no differences surfaced between survey responders and non-responders. Both had positive 

opinions about DaSy Center TA and had participated in numerous activities. The only notable difference 

was that two of the three survey non-responders did not know their DaSy Center liaison. 

Overall, interview data revealed that the DaSy Center was successful in supporting states’ efforts to 

improve the quality of their IDEA data through a continuum of technical assistance strategies. Several 

findings illustrate this success. 

First, interviewees participated in several TA activities. In order of highest to lowest, these included 

attendance at national/topical meetings, national webinars, resource materials, individualized TA, and 

Center website. Most interviewees had accessed two or three types of TA services. 

Their experience participating in DaSy TA was favorable. They were impressed by the persistence of  

DaSy staff with follow-up and support for client understanding. Staff were described as collaborative, 

helpful, timely, and responsive. Furthermore, interviewees appreciated the diversity, expertise, 



EEC DaSy Center Technical Assistance Interviews, Years 1-2 3 

leadership, and facilitation skills of staff. Interviewees highlighted the national conference and 

individual TA as extremely valuable opportunities. 

Almost all interviewees felt that DaSy TA was effective with regard to providing up-to-date content that 

was appropriately formatted and delivered in a timely way. Broader connections to other current 

information such as other states’ experiences, innovative techniques (e.g., data visualization), and 

federal policies, were appreciated. Webinar and conference content was specified as providing useful 

and relevant information. 

All interviewees shared examples of how they benefitted from receiving, or participating in, DaSy TA 

activities. The majority offered examples relating to data—integration, governance, quality, outcome 

measures, and systems understanding. Nearly half mentioned increased knowledge, especially around 

enhanced understanding of what resources are available and how to clarify questions/focus. Additional 

benefits were networking and increased relationships with other states. 

Most interviewees had not yet realized any positive impacts on their program or state related to the TA 

received. The few mentioned pertained to achievement of short term goals and planning for a family 

survey. Less tangible impacts included affirmation of work, a deeper understanding of potential 

stakeholders in state data, and excitement around future activities such as data visualization. 

All interviewees thought that having a DaSy Center contact assigned to their state is useful because it 

fosters consistency, relationship-building, and deeper knowledge of state systems. However, one-third of 

interviewees did not know their contact. Beyond face-to-face communication, most appreciated emails 

best, followed by the website, webinars and phone calls. No one mentioned using social media as a 

preferred method of communication.  

When asked for suggestions to improve communications, most interviewees could not offer any as they 

felt that DaSy Center communications were already highly effective. Some provided recommendations 

regarding increased DaSy contact and follow-up; clarity around DaSy TA opportunities as well as those 

provided by other centers; and timely delivery of information so that clients could prepare adequately 

for calls and conferences. 

Most interviewees had not encountered any challenges or issues with DaSy TA, nor did they have ideas 

for how DaSy TA could better meet their needs. However, a few interviewees expressed some concerns 

and/or offered specific suggestions for improvements. These comprised a set of recommendations which 

fell among the following categories: 

 DaSy Center staff liaisons 

 Coordination of contacts and information across technical assistance centers 

 DaSy Center communications 

 Other (including conference processes, Head Start, reporting, email links, webinar levels). 
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Introduction 

 

The DaSy Center is a national technical assistance (TA) center funded by the U.S. Department of 

Education, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). The DaSy Center provides technical 

assistance (TA) and resources to state agencies to assist with the development or enhancement of data 

systems for Part C early intervention and Part B preschool special education programs supported 

through the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The DaSy Center collaborates with 

other projects to generate new ideas and products to help state agencies improve the quality of their 

early childhood cross-agency data systems to include the Part C and Part B preschool data needed to 

collect, analyze, and report high-quality data required under IDEA.  

The DaSy Center is a five year collaborative effort of five institutions: SRI International, Frank Porter 

Graham (FPG) Child Development Institute at The University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Applied 

Engineering Management (AEM) Corporation, Westat, and the Center for Technology in Education 

(CTE) at Johns Hopkins University. In addition, the Center has a strong cadre of expert consultants. 

Together, DaSy works with states to support IDEA early intervention and early childhood special 

education state programs in three major areas: Knowledge Development, TA and Dissemination, and 

Leadership and Coordination.  

A key goal of the DaSy Center is to deliver a continuum of technical assistance strategies to support 

states in their efforts to improve the quality of their IDEA data by facilitating the collection, analysis and 

reporting of high quality data required under IDEA.  

 

Objective and Performance Measures of DaSy Center Technical Assistance 

 

Of three objectives that guide DaSy Center activities, this report complements survey data that 

addressed Objective 2:  

Design and implement a continuum of technical assistance strategies that are evidence-based, 

relevant, useful, and cost-effective to support states to develop and implement EC longitudinal data 

systems to improve states’ capacity to collect, analyze, and report high-quality data required under 

IDEA. 

Under this objective, DaSy specified nineteen performance measures. This report provides data from 

qualitative interviews that explored the extent to which DaSy made progress toward Performance 

Measures 2g, 2h and 2i: 

In Years 2-5, on a national external evaluation survey, 80% of respondents will report that DaSy TA 

is high quality, relevant to their work, and they were able to use information and/or resources from 

DaSy TA to make improvements to their system. 
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Years One & Two Evaluation Question  

 

One evaluation question addressed the DaSy Center’s technical assistance efforts aimed at designing and 

implementing a continuum of technical assistance strategies to support and improve states’ capacity to 

collect, analyze and report high-quality data. After its first year of providing technical assistance to 

states to support Part C and Part B preschool state programs in the development and enhancement of 

coordinated early childhood data systems, DaSy sought to answer the following evaluation question: 

Did TA recipients rate the TA as high-quality, relevant, and meeting objectives? 
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DaSy Technical Assistance Client Interviews  

 

To evaluate the effectiveness of the DaSy Center’s technical assistance, Evergreen Evaluation & 

Consulting (EEC) was asked to conduct an external evaluation with state clients. EEC and the DaSy 

leadership team co-developed an online survey that included rating scales based on OSEP’s established 

definitions for Quality, Relevance and Usefulness. As a follow-up to the survey, EEC conducted 

interviews with a sample of survey respondents and non-respondents. These interviews provided the 

opportunity to solicit feedback from clients regarding their experience as well as recommendations for 

improvement. Please see Appendix A for the interview protocol. 

 

Methodology 

 

Using tables provided by DaSy for distribution of the TA survey in March 2014, EEC and the DaSy 

leadership team decided via emails and the monthly evaluation status April conference call to draw a 

sample of 12 interviewees: 

 3 non-respondents (to the survey), who would be screened via email correspondence for some 

familiarity with DaSy TA; and 

 9 survey respondents who described themselves on the TA survey as somewhat or very familiar 

with DaSy TA. 

Phone interviews were 20-30 minutes in length. They were conducted by an EEC consultant, and lead 

author of this report, between May 28 and June 9, 2014. 

The purpose of interviews was to collect qualitative feedback that would complement quantitative and 

qualitative survey data. Specifically, the goal was to solicit feedback from Part C and Part B/619 

Preschool Coordinators and respective Data Managers to understand what aspects of DaSy TA were 

working well, benefits of participating in DaSy TA, and what might be improved. 

 

Sample and Response Rates 

 

The interview sample of twelve represented approximately 5% of the total survey sample (N=219). 

While the survey received a 57% response rate (124/219), the interview received a 100% response rate. 

Although there were some rescheduled appointments, some referrals to more informed interviewees, and 

some group interviews, the interviewer was successful in receiving full commitment from those 

identified to participate. 
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EEC drew a sample representing members from various roles (Part B/619 Data Manager, Part C Data 

Manager, 619 State Coordinator, Part C Coordinator), from various states, and with different survey 

response rates (responders versus non-responders). DaSy Center leadership then emailed the interviewee 

sample to alert them to the interviewer’s forthcoming scheduling email and email address; explain the 

purpose and content of interviews (i.e., to gather illustrations and anecdotal evidence of what’s working 

well as well as constructive feedback for improvements); request participation in a 20-30 minute 

interview; and offer an opt-out option, explaining that interviews were voluntary. 

To identify the nine survey responders, EEC filtered survey responses to obtain a sample of those who 

were somewhat or very familiar with DaSy TA (n=115). From this group, EEC randomly selected 9 

interviewees from different states, retrieving two interviewees in each of the four roles (Part B/619 Data 

Manager, Part C Data Manager, 619 State Coordinator, Part C Coordinator) and one interviewee with 

dual roles (Part B/619 and Part C Data Manager). One interviewee declined an interview, stating she felt 

too new in her position. A replacement interviewee with similar characteristics was selected instead. 

To identify the three survey non-responders, EEC drew an oversample of potential interviewees from 

states with no representation among survey responders. The oversample provided ample potential 

interviewees, among whom three, with self-reported familiarity with DaSy TA, would be interviewed. 

The first three were emailed to ask if they were familiar with DaSy TA services. After three emails, one 

responded and followed through with her interview. One declined because of lack of familiarity, and one 

failed to respond to three emails. Therefore, two more survey non-responders were drawn. After three 

emails, one responded and followed through with her interview. The third referred another person in her 

office who was more familiar with DaSy TA. This referral responded and completed the interview. 

Ultimately, three survey non-responders were interviewed, each from a different state that was not 

represented among survey responders. 

 

Results 

 

Interviewees were asked structured, open-ended questions about the following topics: TA receipt and 

experience, Benefits and impacts of TA participation, DaSy Center communication, and Challenges or 

issues with TA. Findings for each topic are summarized by category below. 

 

TA RECEIPT AND EXPERIENCE 

Interviewees participated in several TA activities. In order of highest to lowest, these included: 

attendance at national/topical meetings (10/12 or 83%) and national webinars (10/12 or 83%), resource 

materials (6/12 or 50%) and individualized TA (6/12 or 50%), and Center website (5/12 or 42%). Three-

quarters of interviewees had accessed two or three types of TA services, and one-quarter had accessed 
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four or more. When asked if additional TA had been received, beyond what interviewees had indicated 

on the TA survey, most did not add services beyond what they had previously indicated. However, three 

interviewees used the opportunity to describe specific assistance they had received pertaining to data 

analysis and presentation to stakeholders; confidence intervals and work with small samples; child 

outcomes; and how to locate certain data on the website. 

Interviewees were asked to describe their overall experience participating in DaSy TA. Nine (or 75%) 

responded favorably. They were impressed by how “appropriately persistent” DaSy staff have been with 

follow-up and dialogue to ensure client understanding. Described as “very collaborative,” staff were 

helpful to clients by responding to questions in a timely fashion, helping with overall data integration, 

emphasizing student level data, and directing TA recipients to the right place to have questions 

answered. Furthermore, interviewees appreciated the diversity of staff; their broad perspective which 

complemented rather than hindered their ability to understand individual states’ issues; and their 

leadership and facilitation skills which allowed them to hear comments from various states and 

implement them in a non-theoretical, targeted, and needs-focused manner. The national conference in 

particular was singled out by interviewees who described the opportunity to learn with, and from, 

colleagues in other states as “very valuable” and “immensely helpful.” Individual TA also was described 

as “top notch support to states” that was “successful,” “accessible,” and allowed for “good 

collaboration.” 

Two interviewees (17%) expressed some frustration with DaSy TA. Although noting that DaSy staff 

“wanted to be supportive and helpful,” one interviewee wasn’t sure that DaSy providers “understood the 

full picture” of how work needs to be approached in states with respect to timelines, politics, 

personalities, and the general limitations to functioning efficiently within state systems. In short, this 

interviewee felt that the “lens within DaSy is tainted” because the staff are so invested in DaSy materials 

and framework that the larger context in which these need to be implemented gets lost. Another 

interviewee, who also recognized that people “want to be helpful,” expressed frustration that her state 

still hasn’t received the right assistance from the right person. She said that with so many TA centers, it 

“seems disorganized” and “not everyone understands what others are doing.”  

One interviewee who had only used the Center website and participated in some national webinars said 

that while these components were interesting, she did not have much need for further or more 

individualized TA services. 

Almost all interviewees (10/12 or 83%) felt that DaSy TA was effective with regard to providing up-to-

date content that was appropriately formatted and delivered in a timely way. Broader connections to 

other current information, as well as to national and federal policies, were appreciated. Webinar and 

conference content was particularly specified as providing useful and relevant information. One 

interviewee felt that the more innovative topics such as data visualization, communities of practice, and 

data coordination between IDC and DaSy were prime examples of DaSy staff efforts to “stay ahead of 

the game and respond to current issues.” Another interviewee offered the example of how her DaSy 

liaison didn’t have answers to specific questions about indicators regarding transfers from Part B to Part 
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C, but looked up the answers and emailed immediately. One interviewee mentioned that the system 

framework of indicators and components for evaluating data systems was “a bit cumbersome” and 

potentially discouraging. 

 

BENEFITS AND IMPACTS OF TA PARTICIPATION 

All interviewees shared examples of how they benefitted from receiving, or participating in, DaSy TA 

activities. The majority (7/12 or 58%) offered examples relating to data—connecting/integrating it into 

larger overall state systems (e.g., broader early childhood system); developing a governance plan; 

improving data quality, sharing and use among data coordinators and managers; understanding how to 

analyze outcome measures and student-level data in order to “have meaningful impact on kids”; 

receiving direction from DaSy regarding specific data requests, child-find information or annual 

performance report needs; and navigating OSEP’s various data systems. 

Five interviewees (42%) mentioned increased knowledge. Specifically, one referenced a data 

visualization webinar that “helped improve my skill and understanding.” Two others appreciated the 

clarity that resulted from DaSy TA: one interviewee said it helped her “understand what’s available,” 

while another said it helped their state “focus and narrow in” (i.e., clarify questions). 

Three interviewees (25%) cited networking and increased relationships with other states as “hugely, 

immensely helpful.” According to one interviewee, learning from “others who have encountered and 

resolved challenges has become a resource.” Face-to-face meetings in particular provided valuable 

benefits to participants by allowing for initial in-person discussions which evolved into longer-term, 

across state relationships. 

When asked if there had been any positive impacts thus far for their program or state related to the TA 

received, the majority (7/12 or 58%) said not yet. However, five offered specific examples. Among 

these, three described less tangible impacts such as “DaSy work has been affirming” because each time 

data comes across her desk, she asks if they’re using it appropriately. Another said that DaSy TA 

“helped widen her circle of stakeholders” to include other state agencies not under the Department of 

Education but which could benefit from data. A third mentioned excitement generated from the recent 

data visualization webinar. Two interviewees described more concrete impacts from DaSy: the TA 

received helped their state achieve short term goals (e.g., transitions, data transfer from early 

intervention to preschool special education, data extraction from Head Start) and helped them plan for a 

new family outcomes survey. 

 

DASY CENTER COMMUNICATION 

Interviewees were asked about three dimensions pertaining to communication. First, they commented on 

their DaSy liaison. Everyone thought that having a state-assigned contact is useful because it fosters 
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consistency, relationship-building, and deeper knowledge of state systems. However, one-third of 

interviewees (4/12) did not know their contact. Unlike other questions, survey response status seemed 

related: two of the four interviewees who did not know their DaSy Center liaison also did not complete 

the survey. According to one, “I would probably be more inclined to take advantage of what they had to 

offer if I had a contact.” 

Interviewees were asked about the effectiveness of other types of DaSy Center communication such as 

emails, Twitter, Facebook, web postings and phone calls. The majority (8/12 or 67%) appreciated emails 

best, as they provide valuable information (e.g., highlight areas of the website with which states aren’t 

familiar). Three other forms of communication were each mentioned by one-quarter of interviewees. 

They mentioned the website for its accessibility, usefulness, organization, and quality information. Also 

described as “effective” are webinars. Phone calls are considered “timely” and helpful for getting 

“everyone on the same page.” However, one interviewee who has benefitted from monthly phone calls 

requested consistent copies of notes from the call because “they weren’t sure they were always 

understood.” No one mentioned using social media although several noted that they do not use Twitter 

and Facebook because states do not allow it. These methods “are not helpful to those in state offices.”  

Finally, interviewees were asked for suggestions to improve communications. Two-thirds (8/12) felt that 

communications were effective and did not offer any suggestions. Others, however, had several ideas. 

Two interviewees said they would welcome a one-to-one call from their DaSy Center liaison. Even if 

contact has been attempted, quarterly follow-up would be appreciated because emails can get lost as 

time passes and work increases. Also, having a primary contact describe how DaSy and other centers 

could help their state would be useful. A third interviewee who often utilizes the website asked that “as 

we move forward with state performance plans and SSIPs, DaSy build tools and resources that states can 

access online.” Timeliness was another suggestion. One requested that prior to monthly calls, DaSy send 

information ahead of time, not the day before. This lead time would allow states to “offer information 

that is more comprehensive and robust,” representing input from the appropriate partners within their 

agency. Another explained that for state staff who travel, receiving paperwork up to two weeks in 

advance is helpful because they may not have the ability to retrieve certain materials from their office or 

print information if items such as agendas and hotel confirmations are sent the day before. 

The three survey non-responders were asked an additional question about DaSy communication. When 

asked why they hadn’t responded to the TA survey that was emailed previously, two said that it 

probably got lost in email or overlooked. Neither had suggestions for DaSy that would increase 

responsiveness and one simply said that staff reductions coupled with increased workloads just didn’t 

allow for staff resources to participate in extra activities like surveys. The third was recommended for 

the interview by a survey non-respondent because the non-respondent didn’t deal directly with DaSy.  

 

                                                           
 Monthly calls are held only with framework partner state staff, so this suggestion is relevant just to these situations. 
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CHALLENGES/ISSUES WITH TA 

Most respondents (9/12) reported that they have not had challenges or issues with DaSy TA. Three, 

however, expressed some disappointment with aspects of DaSy TA. Two reiterated earlier points: that 

“not all TA providers understand what working in a state entails” and that even after three calls, one 

state still hadn’t received the assistance they were seeking. Another expressed regret that “for whatever 

reason, they did not make a connection.” She remembered an initial contact and a couple of emails, but 

nothing tangible had resulted. Finally, one interviewee said that structural issues around the conference 

have discouraged her from attending in the future. While it was appreciated that money is set aside to 

help states participate, the approval and reimbursement processes (involving W-9 forms) were “very 

bad.” DaSy was not set up to reimburse the agency or directly pay the hotel and airline. 

When asked how DaSy TA could better meet their needs, five interviewees (42%) said that there was 

nothing else that DaSy could do—staff were already responsive, “generally doing a great job,” and 

providing services that were “needed for a long time.” Seven interviewees (58%) had specific 

suggestions. For example, one requested information about Head Start, especially regarding transitions 

from Part C to Head Start and from Head Start to Part B. Another suggested that DaSy coordinate with 

other reporting requirements to reduce the redundancy of data collected. Also helpful would be a direct 

link in the email to new data that is available. Two interviewees asked that webinar levels be specified in 

advance because it isn’t always clear whether a webinar will provide basic or advanced information, or 

if it will repeat previously offered information from other opportunities (regional conferences, OSEP-

sponsored materials). Two others suggested greater clarity around contacts within DaSy (e.g., one didn’t 

know whom to contact around what data to pull or according to what criteria; another spent time on 

three separate calls and still hasn’t received the help needed). 

Confusion also existed around the roles and contacts across the different centers. One interviewee 

suggested that one point-person act as the “primary provider” or gatekeeper to all centers, directing 

requests and linking clients to the appropriate resources depending on their inquiry. Finally, an 

interviewee requested a “one-page cheat sheet” that would outline all of the services DaSy offered, 

along with specific examples. This interviewee, for instance, didn’t associate their project with DaSy TA 

until recently, so learning about past examples of DaSy TA to states would be helpful in educating 

potential clients about the range of possible services. 

Prior to concluding, interviewees were offered the opportunity to ask additional questions or offer 

comments about DaSy TA. Five expressed appreciation of the staff, complimenting their leadership, 

coordination and communication among projects, wealth of expertise among national projects, and their 

hard work overall. Two asked questions related to their designated DaSy contact as well as the 

differences between the TA centers.  



EEC DaSy Center Technical Assistance Interviews, Years 1-2 12 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

 

Data from DaSy Center clients suggest a very successful first year for DaSy in its delivery of technical 

assistance services. The evaluation question that precipitated these interviews was positively supported 

by client experiences. That is, most interviewees described DaSy TA as high-quality, relevant, and 

meeting objectives. Additionally, the twelve interviewees provided information that supported 

achievement of Performance Measures 2g, 2h and 2i; clients reported that DaSy TA is high quality, 

relevant to their work, and provides useful information and/or resources that enable system 

improvements.   

One recommendation from the survey pertained to the reach of DaSy TA. In the survey report, EEC 

evaluators recommended that DaSy understand non-respondents and partial completers of the survey; 

determining the reasons behind these actions might be useful for appropriate targeting of services. The 

interview sample therefore contained survey responders and non-responders. Overall, no differences 

surfaced in the interview findings between these two groups. Both had positive opinions about DaSy 

Center TA and had participated in numerous activities. The only notable difference was that two of the 

three survey non-responders did not know their DaSy Center liaison, and consequently, at the time of the 

interview had not had any personal contact with DaSy staff.  

Interview data revealed high participation across several TA activities. In order of popularity, these 

included attendance at national/topical meetings, national webinars, resource materials, individualized 

TA, and Center website. Most interviewees had accessed two or three types of TA services. Specific 

assistance received pertaining to data analysis and presentation to stakeholders; confidence intervals and 

work with small samples; child outcomes; and how to locate certain data on the website. 

Overall experience participating in DaSy TA was favorable according to the majority of interviewees. 

They were impressed by DaSy staff persistence with follow-up and support for client understanding. 

Staff were described as collaborative, helpful, timely, and responsive. Furthermore, interviewees 

appreciated the diversity, expertise, leadership, and facilitation skills of staff which allowed them to hear 

comments from various states and implement strategies through targeted TA. In particular, interviewees 

highlighted the national conference and individual TA as extremely valuable opportunities. 

Almost all interviewees felt that DaSy TA was effective with regard to providing up-to-date content that 

was appropriately formatted and delivered in a timely way. Broader connections to other current 

information, as well as to national and federal policies, were appreciated. Webinar and conference 

content was particularly specified as providing useful and relevant information. 

All interviewees shared examples of how they benefitted from receiving, or participating in, DaSy TA 

activities. The majority offered examples relating to data—connecting/integrating it into larger overall 

state systems; developing a governance plan; improving data quality, sharing and utility among data 

coordinators and managers; understanding how to analyze outcome measures and student-level data; 

receiving direction from DaSy regarding specific data requests, child-find information or annual 
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performance report needs; and navigating OSEP’s various data systems. Nearly half mentioned 

increased knowledge, especially around enhanced understanding of what resources are available and 

how to clarify questions/focus. Some interviewees cited networking and increased relationships with 

other states as additional benefits; learning from others, particularly at face-to-face meetings, is a highly 

valued outcome of DaSy TA. 

Most interviewees had not yet realized any positive impacts on their program or state related to the TA 

received. However, less tangible impacts cited included affirmation of work, a deeper understanding of 

potential stakeholders in state data, and excitement around future activities such as data visualization. 

Concrete impacts involved achievement of short term goals (e.g., transitions, data transfer from early 

intervention to preschool special education, data extraction from Head Start) and planning for a new 

family outcomes survey. 

All interviewees thought that having a DaSy Center contact assigned to their state is useful because it 

fosters consistency, relationship-building, and deeper knowledge of state systems. However, one-third of 

interviewees did not know their contact. Beyond 1:1 communication, most appreciated emails best, 

followed by the website, webinars and phone calls. No one mentioned using social media.  

Finally, when asked for suggestions to improve communications, most interviewees could not offer any 

suggestions as they felt that DaSy Center communications were already highly effective. Others, 

however, provided recommendations regarding increased DaSy contact and follow-up; clarity around 

DaSy TA opportunities as well as those provided by other centers; and timely delivery of information so 

that clients could prepare adequately for calls and conferences. 

The three survey non-responders were asked an additional question about DaSy communication. When 

asked why they hadn’t responded to the TA survey that was emailed previously, two said that it 

probably got lost in email or overlooked. Another, who was recommended for the interview by a survey 

non-respondent, explained that the targeted survey non-respondent didn’t deal directly with DaSy.  

Most interviewees had not encountered any challenges or issues with DaSy TA. A few, however, 

expressed some concerns. These involved frustration that not all TA providers understand what working 

in a state entails (e.g., realistic timelines, lengthy protocols and processes); after three calls, one state 

still hadn’t received the assistance they were seeking; another state still hadn’t made a connection with 

their DaSy Center liaison; and structural issues around the conference were discouraging (i.e., approval 

and reimbursement processes). 

When asked how DaSy TA could better meet their needs, some interviewees said that there was nothing 

else that DaSy could do—staff were already responsive, doing a great job, and providing needed 

services. Others had specific suggestions related to Head Start information; coordination with other 

reporting requirements to reduce the redundancy of data collected; including direct links to data in email 

announcements; advance specification of webinar levels; and greater clarity around contacts and 

services within DaSy and across the different centers. 
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Recommendations 

 

Recommendations from TA clients are presented below.  

 Utilize DaSy Center liaisons fully to ensure that: 

o states receive targeted assistance with the first contact; 

o states know who their contact is;  

o states understand what types of TA DaSy can provide; 

o states understand what types of TA other centers can provide (and the distinctions among 

them); and 

o after initial efforts, at least quarterly contact (preferably by phone) is initiated. 

 Consider additional strategies for coordinating across TA centers to: 

o assign a point-person to each state who can address requests and link clients to the 

appropriate TA center depending on their inquiry; and 

o develop a one-page summary for each center that outlines its unique services and 

provides examples of TA already delivered and/or a brief summary document that 

describes all TA centers.  

 Enhance DaSy Center communication by: 

o providing notes after monthly phone calls with states so everyone feels understood; 

o recognizing that many state systems do not allow communications via social media (e.g., 

Twitter, Facebook) and reconsidering more useful methods of messaging;  

o ensuring that providers understand and approach work with states in a manner that 

recognizes the timelines, politics, personalities and limitations to efficient functioning; 

and 

o distributing materials (related to calls and conferences) in a timely manner that 

recognizes the travel of some state staff as well as their desire to gain input from various 

agency stakeholders. 

 Other suggestions included: 

o Improve conference processes around approval to attend and timely reimbursement. 

Ideally, clients would appreciate a DaSy payment system that could reimburse state 

agencies and/or pay hotels and airlines directly. 

o Provide more information about Head Start, especially regarding transitions from Part C 

to Head Start and from Head Start to Part B.  

o Coordinate with other reporting requirements to reduce the redundancy of data collected. 

o Include a direct link to new data in the email announcing its availability. 

o Specify webinar levels in advance because as basic or advanced information, or if it will 

repeat previously offered information from other OSEP-sponsored opportunities.   

                                                           
 Monthly calls are held only with framework partner state staff, so this suggestion is relevant just to these situations. 
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Appendix A: Technical Assistance Interview Protocol  

 

DaSy TA Interview Protocol 

May 2014 

 

1. Current role: ___Part B/619 Data Manager  ___Part C Data Manager 

___619 State Coordinator  ___Part C Coordinator 

 

Thank you for speaking with me about your experience with DaSy Technical Assistance. We’re seeking 

feedback from Part C and Part B/619 Preschool Coordinators and respective Data Managers to 

understand what aspects of DaSy TA are working well and which might be improved.   

 

 

2. *[for survey respondents] I can see from your response to the survey that you participated in the 

following types of DaSy TA during the past year: xxx [Judy will reference data from Q5 on the TA 

survey]. 

 

OR 

 

**[for survey non-respondents] To begin, can you please tell me about the types of DaSy TA you’ve 

participated in during the last year?  

__Attendance at national or topical meeting/s (e.g. Improving Data, Improving Outcomes 

Conference in September in DC) 

__Resource materials (e.g., national needs assessment profile; print, online or video materials; 

conference materials) 

__National webinars (e.g., ICD 10 Conversion; Family Involvement) 

__Individualized TA via email or phone 

__Center website (e.g., news & features; interactive national map) 

__None of the above 

__Other (briefly describe:  )   

 

[for all] Is there any additional TA you’ve received?  

 

a. Please tell me about your overall experience participating in DaSy TA. 

b. Has DaSy TA been effective with regard to providing up-to-date content, using an 

appropriate format, in a timely way? Why or why not? 

c. Have you benefitted from receiving, or participating in, DaSy Technical Assistance 

activities? If yes, in what ways (e.g., increased knowledge, networking, professional 

development, collaborative opportunities)? If no, why not? 
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d. Have there been any positive impacts thus far for your program or state related to the TA that 

you’ve received (e.g., improved data quality, improved data collection, improved use of data, 

etc)? If so, please describe. 

 

3. Next I have some questions about how DaSy communicates with states.  

a. Each state has been assigned a liaison who is a DaSy staff member. You should have 

received at least one email or phone call from your DaSy liaison.  

i. Do you find having a DaSy staff person assigned to your state useful?  

ii. Why or why not?  

b. I’d now like to ask you about other types of communication you’ve received from DaSy, 

such as emails, Twitter, Facebook, web postings, phone calls, etc.  

i. How effective have these communications been in connecting you with useful 

resources? 

ii. How could DaSy make these communications more effective?  

 

4.  [for survey non-respondents] We noticed you did not complete the survey. Why not? Is there 

anything DaSy could have done to increase your responsiveness to the survey?  

 

5. Have you encountered any challenges or issues regarding DaSy TA? 

 

6. How could DaSy TA better meet your needs?  

7. Do you have any additional comments about DaSy TA that you haven’t shared thus far?  


