Outcome Indicator #1
The specific outcome indicator reads “# and % of consumers served by the CIL within the first nine (9) months of the past federal fiscal year who can list at least two (2) skills, types of knowledge, and/or resources they have now that they didn’t have before approaching the CIL”

The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from two questions on the Questionnaire for CIL Consumers:

1. “Sometimes we’re able to help people gain new skills, knowledge, or resources, and sometimes we’re not.  For you personally, do you think you’ve gained any new skills, knowledge, or resources you didn’t have when we first started working together?”

2. “What specific skills, knowledge, or resources have you gained that you didn’t have before?  WRITE ON THE TWO LINES BELOW THE FIRST TWO THINGS THE CONSUMER MENTIONS.  IF THE CONSUMER MENTIONS ONLY ONE THING, PROMPT BY ASKING: “Are there any other skills, knowledge, or resources you’ve gained from working with us?”

We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way:  Yes = A consumer answered Yes or Don’t Know to question #1 and listed two (2) items for question #2.  Halfway = A consumer answered Yes or Don’t Know to question #1 and listed one (1) item for question #2.  No = A consumers answered No or Don’t Know to question #1 and listed zero (0) items for question #2.  (Only 4 consumers provided any anomalous answers.)

Results for outcome indicator #1 are shown below:   
	Total number of consumers responding

567
Yes 

211   (37%)

Halfway
203   (36%)

No
153   (27%)
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Outcome Indicator #2
The specific outcome indicator reads  “# and % of consumers served by the CIL within the first nine (9) months of the past federal fiscal year who can list at least one (1) specific way in which they are more independent than when they approached the CIL”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from the following two questions from the Questionnaire for CIL Consumers:
1. “Sometimes we’re able to help people become more independent, and sometimes we’re not.  In your case, do you think you’ve become more independent than you were when we first started working together?”
2. “How specifically are you more independent than you were before? (WRITE ON THE LINES BELOW THE FIRST THING THE CONSUMER MENTIONS)”
We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Yes = A consumer answered Yes or Don’t Know they are more independent for question #1, and provided any example of them being more independent in the open ended response for question #2. No = A consumer answered Don’t Know or No to question #1, with no response to the open ended question #2. (Only 4 consumers provided any anomalous answers.)
Results for outcome indicator #2 are shown below:

	Total number of consumers responding

	567

	Yes (More independent)

	387 (68%)

	No (Not more independent)

	180 (32%)
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Outcome Indicator #3
The specific outcome indicator reads “# and % of IL goals achieved within the past federal fiscal year by consumers served by the CIL within the first nine (9) months of the past federal fiscal year”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from two questions on the Questionnaire for CIL Consumers:

1.  “How many open IL goals did this consumer have during the past federal fiscal year -- i.e., from October 1, 2008 to September 30, 2009?”

2. “How many of these open IL goals did this consumer achieve during this same time period?)”
We calculated this two-part outcome indicator in the following two, different ways: First, to calculate the average number (#) of goals achieved, we simply used the data from question #2. To calculate the average percentage (%) of goals achieved, we divided the sum (for each individual consumer) of question #2 by question #1. (Only 1 respondent provided an anomalous response)
Results for outcome indicator #3 are shown below:

	Total number of consumers responding

	570

	Average number of goals achieved

	1.7 -- (945/570)

Median 1

Mode 1 

	Number of achieved goals

945 (61%)

	95% Confidence Interval for % of goals achieved
52% - 69%
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	Descriptive Statistics for Achieved Goals
	

	Mean
	1.66

	Standard Error
	0.09

	Median
	1

	Mode
	1

	Standard Deviation
	2.076

	Sample Variance
	4.31

	Kurtosis
	9.10

	Skewness
	2.62

	Range
	15

	Minimum
	0

	Maximum
	15

	Sum
	947

	Count
	571
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Outcome Indicator #4
The specific outcome indicator reads “# and % of PWD contacting the CIL during the past federal fiscal year who report they have the information they requested from the CIL”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from one question on the Questionnaire for I&R Callers:

1.  “Sometimes we’re able to help people get the information they wanted from us, and sometimes we’re not.  For you personally, did you receive the information you wanted from us?”

We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Yes = An I&R caller answered Yes to question #1. A No = An I&R caller  answered No or I Don’t Remember to question #1. (No respondent provided an anomalous response, though 6 did not respond)
Results for outcome indicator #4 are shown below:

	Total number of I&R callers

	497

	Number of Yes

	343 (69%)

	Number of No

	154 (31%)
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Outcome Indicator #5
The specific outcome indicator reads “# and %  of PWD contacting the CIL during the first nine months of the past federal fiscal year who can name at least one (1) resource they used as a referral from the CIL’s I&R efforts”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from one question on the Questionnaire for I&R Callers:

1.  “Sometimes people use a new resource they learned about from us, and sometimes they don’t.  For you personally, did you use a new resource you learned about from us?”

We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Yes = An I&R caller answered Yes to question #1. A No = An I&R caller answered No or I Don’t Remember. (No respondent provided an anomalous response, though 6 did not respond)

Results for outcome indicator #5 are shown below:
	Total number of I&R callers

	497

	Number of Yes

	225 (45%)

	Number of No

	272 (55%)
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Outcome Indicator #6

The specific outcome indicator reads “# and % of consumers served by the CIL within the first nine (9) months of the past federal fiscal year who can list at least one (1) specific personal advocacy activity they engaged in during the past federal fiscal year”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from two questions on the Questionnaire for CIL Consumers:
1. “Sometimes we’re able to help people advocate on their own behalf, and sometimes we’re not.  For you personally, have you advocated on your own behalf any time since we began working together?  (WAIT FOR A RESPONSE, BUT IF THE CONSUMER DOESN’T SEEM TO UNDERSTAND THE QUESTION, ASK “For example, have you insisted that any person or organization give you something you need?”)”

2. “What specifically did you do to advocate on your own behalf?  (DESCRIBE THE ACTIVITY ON THE LINES BELOW)”

We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Yes = A consumer answered Yes or Don’t Know to question #1 and provided an example for question #2. No = A consumer answered No or Don’t Know to question #1 and failed to provide an example for question #2. (5 respondents provided anomalous responses)
Results for outcome indicator #6 are shown below:
	Total number of consumers

	566

	Number of Yes

	290 (51%)

	Number of No

	276 (49%)
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Outcome Indicator #7
The specific outcome indicator reads “# and % of consumers served by the CIL within the first nine (9) months of the past federal fiscal year who can list at least one (1) specific systems advocacy activity they engaged in during the past federal fiscal year”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from two questions on the Questionnaire for CIL Consumers: 

1. “Sometimes we’re able to help people advocate for changes in the community, and sometimes we’re not.  By “advocate for changes in the community”, I mean doing things that might improve circumstances for a large number of people with disabilities, not just you personally.  In your case, have you advocated for changes in the community any time since we began working together?”
2. “What specifically did you do to advocate to change the independent living system?  (DESCRIBE THE ACTIVITY ON THE LINES BELOW)”
We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Yes = A consumer answered Yes or Don’t Know to question #1 and provided an example for question #2. No = A consumer answered No or Don’t Know to question #1 and failed to provide an example for question #2. (9 respondents provided anomalous responses)

Results for outcome indicator #7 are shown below:
	Total number of consumers

	562

	Number of Yes

	147 (26 %)

	Number of No

	415 (74 %)
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Outcome Indicator #8
The specific outcome Indicator reads “# of activities conducted (such as surveys, public meetings, focus groups, polls) during the past federal fiscal year to identify or confirm the primary barriers/problems in the community that prevent PWD from leading more independent lives”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from one question on the Questionnaire for CIL Data:
1. “Please record the number of individual, separate activities (surveys, public meetings, focus groups, polls) your CIL conducted during October 1, 2008 – September 20, 2009 to identify or confirm the primary barriers/problems in the community that prevent persons with disabilities from leading more independent lives: Number of activities.”

We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Nineteen (19) CILs provided the following valid responses – 0,0,1,1,1,2,4,7,11,12,38,78,99,104,115,130,143,208, and 650. Since the responses range so widely (0-650), a simple average would not be very informative. Instead, we graphed the distribution of responses in the table below (please note that the ranges for each column are not the same). 
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Results for outcome indicator #8 are shown below: (One way to interpret these results is that approximately half the CILs (10) reported 12 or fewer activities, while the other half (9) reported 38 or more activities. Given this difference, it is not clear if the indicator captured the information we were hoping to learn.)
	Mean
	84.42105

	Standard Error
	34.59915

	Median
	12

	Mode
	1

	Standard Deviation
	150.8142

	Sample Variance
	22744.92

	Kurtosis
	11.88018

	Skewness
	3.217915

	Range
	650

	Minimum
	0

	Maximum
	650

	Sum
	1604

	Count
	19


Outcome Indicator #9
The specific outcome indicator reads “Presence within the CIL’s annual plan of a separate section containing an explicit systems advocacy workplan”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from one question on the Questionnaire for CIL Data:

1. “Does your CIL’s annual plan have a separate section containing an explicit systems advocacy workplan(such as the example systems advocacy workplan included in the training materials)?”
We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Yes = A CIL answered Yes to question #1. No = A CIL answered No to question #1.
Results for outcome indicator #9 are shown below:
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Outcome Indicator #10
The specific outcome indicator reads “# positive changes achieved or negative changes prevented during the past federal fiscal year in legislation, policies, practices, or services at the local, state, or federal level that address the barriers/problems identified by the center’s consumers”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from one question on the Questionnaire for CIL Data:
1. “Please record the total number of positive changes achieved or negative changes prevented by your CIL’s systems advocacy work during October 1, 2008 – September 30, 2009 in legislation, policies, practices, or services at the local (city or county), state, or federal level that address the barriers/problems identified by the CIL’s consumers. (See training materials for examples of positive and negative changes).”

We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Sixteen (16) CILs provided valid responses, and we graphed those 16 responses in the figure below. In addition, we calculated their mean, median, and mode, as shown in the table below. 
Results for outcome indicator #10 are shown below:

	Mean
	7.25

	Standard Error
	1.603382

	Median
	5

	Mode
	4

	Standard Deviation
	6.413527

	Sample Variance
	41.13333

	Kurtosis
	-0.27136

	Skewness
	0.900216

	Range
	21

	Minimum
	0

	Maximum
	21

	Sum
	116

	Count
	16
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Outcome Indicator #11
The specific outcome indicator reads “# and % of consumers served by the CIL within the past federal fiscal year who moved out of an institution and are living in a self-directed community-based setting on September 30”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from two questions on the Questionnaire for CIL data:
1. “Number of your CIL’s consumers who lived in an institution anytime between October 1, 2008 and September 30, 2009”
2. “Number of these same CIL consumers who moved out of their institution, during the same time period and were living in a self-directed community-based setting on September 30,2009”

We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Yes = The number of consumers reported in question #2. No = The difference between the number reported in question #1 minus the number reported in question #2. 
The results for outcome indicator #11 are shown below:
	# in Institution
	1085

	# who moved
	252

	% who moved
	23%

	% who did not move out
	77%
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Descriptive Statistics question #1

	Mean
	60.27778

	Standard Error
	36.05776

	Median
	19

	Mode
	22

	Standard Deviation
	152.9801

	Sample Variance
	23402.92

	Kurtosis
	16.73204

	Skewness
	4.04149

	Range
	664

	Minimum
	0

	Maximum
	664

	Sum
	1085

	Count
	18


Descriptive Statistics question #2
	Mean
	14

	Standard Error
	3.769503

	Median
	9

	Mode
	9

	Standard Deviation
	15.99265

	Sample Variance
	255.7647

	Kurtosis
	4.047104

	Skewness
	1.952021

	Range
	62

	Minimum
	0

	Maximum
	62

	Sum
	252

	Count
	18


Outcome Indicator #12
The specific outcome indicator reads “# and % of consumers served by the CIL within the past federal fiscal year who remain in a self-directed community based setting on September 30 despite having been at-risk of moving into an institution”
The raw data for this outcome indicator comes from two questions on the Questionnaire for CIL data:

1. “Number of your CIL’s consumers who are “at risk of moving into an institution”
2. “Number of these same CIL consumers who were living in a self-directed community-based setting on September 30, 2009”

We calculated this outcome indicator in the following way: Yes = The number of consumers reported in question #2. No = The number of consumers reported in question #1 minus the number of consumers reported in question #2. 
	Total # at risk
	3868

	Total # in Self-Directed
	3391

	% in Self-Directed
	88%

	% in Institution
	12%
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Descriptive statistics for question #1
	Mean
	214.8889

	Standard Error
	87.54588

	Median
	50.5

	Mode
	7

	Standard Deviation
	371.4257

	Sample Variance
	137957

	Kurtosis
	4.37391

	Skewness
	2.242857

	Range
	1305

	Minimum
	6

	Maximum
	1311

	Sum
	3868

	Count
	18


Descriptive statistics for question #2
	Mean
	188.3889

	Standard Error
	79.75486

	Median
	44.5

	Mode
	#N/A

	Standard Deviation
	338.3712

	Sample Variance
	114495.1

	Kurtosis
	7.244208

	Skewness
	2.650453

	Range
	1309

	Minimum
	2

	Maximum
	1311

	Sum
	3391

	Count
	18


