Thumb Alliance: Ranking Questions

Tables 1 though 5 document the top-ranked responses from Thumb Alliance compared with statewide aggregate responses to

questions asking participants to rank order the factors most critical to the sustainability of EBPs. The table illustrates the

percentage of Thumb Alliance respondents, and Statewide respondents, that ranked each possible factor as their top factor.

Table 1:
Comparison of Top-Ranked Factors Critical to Choosing and Sustaining EBPs
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Table 2:

Comparison of Top-Ranked Potential Statewide Solutions to
Challenges in Sustaining EBPs
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Table 3:

Comparison of Top-Ranked Potential Statewide
Solutions to EBP Fidelity Issues
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Table 4:

Comparison of Top-Ranked Potential Statewide Solutions to
EBP Staffing Issues
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Table 5:

Comparison of Top-Ranked Potential Statewide Solutions to
Gathering Data & Measuring Outcomes Issues
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