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Abstract
Purpose—To examine the discriminant validity, test-retest reliability, administration time and
acceptability of the Pediatric Evaluation of Disability Inventory Computer Adaptive Test
(PEDICAT).

Method—A sample of 102 parents of children three through 20 years of age with (n=50) and
without (n=52) disabilities was recruited for this prospective field study. A sub-sample (n=25) also
completed the PEDI-CAT a second time within one month. Parents completed 15 questions in
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each of the four PEDI-CAT domains (Daily Activities, Mobility, Social/Cognitive, Responsibility)
using a laptop computer. Following completion, parents were asked four questions as part of a
User Evaluation Survey.

Results—The PEDI-CAT was able to differentiate between groups of children with and without
disabilities based on parent responses in all four domains. Test-retest reliability results were high
(ICC=0.96 -0.99) for all four domains. The mean time to complete 60-items for the full sample
(n=102) was 12.66 minutes (SD=4.47). Parents reported favorable reactions to the PEDI-CAT and
were especially enthusiastic about the new Responsibility domain.

Conclusions—The PEDI-CAT offers a valid and reliable assessment acceptable to parents.
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Introduction
The Pediatric Evaluation of Disability Inventory Computer Adaptive Test (PEDI-CAT) was
developed to respond to the need for an accurate and efficient functional measure with
content for children and youth in multiple functional content areas. The new PEDI-CAT
measures function in the three domains of Daily Activities, Mobility and Social/Cognitive
for infants, children and youth from birth through 20 years of age. In addition, the PEDI-
CAT's Responsibility domain measures the extent to which the caregiver or child takes
responsibility for managing complex, multi-step life tasks. The PEDI-CAT can be used
across all patient diagnoses, conditions and community settings [1].

The PEDI-CAT is based on the original paper-pencil Pediatric Evaluation of Disability
Inventory (PEDI) [2,3]. The process for adapting the original PEDI to a PEDI-CAT began
with the development of an item bank for an extended age range and developing a revised
response scale from a two-point (unable/capable) scale to a four-point difficulty scale. In
addition, the original PEDI's Caregiver Assistance Scale was replaced with a ‘Responsibility
Scale’. Each of the four PEDI-CAT domains (Daily Activities, Mobility, Social/Cognitive
and Responsibility) is self-contained and can be used separately or in combination with the
other domains. Administered by parent report or by professional judgment of clinicians or
educators who are familiar with the child's performance in the relevant areas, the PEDI-CAT
software is programmed for administration on desktop and portable PCs, and for Internet
applications [1].

The PEDI-CAT provides an individualized and meaningful assessment for each child
because the computer algorithm, using Item Response Theory statistical models, chooses
which items are most appropriate and minimizes the number of items needed to ensure an
accurate score. For each domain, all respondents begin with the same item in the middle of
the scoring range and the response to that item then dictates which item will appear next (a
harder or easier item), thus tailoring the items to the child and avoiding irrelevant items,
similar to the methods of an experienced clinician. With each new response, the score and
confidence interval are re-estimated and the CAT software determines whether the pre-set
stopping rule, the desired level of precision (e.g. within a standard error of 0.5 or a pre-set
number of items has been satisfied). If satisfied, the assessment of that domain ends and a
score is provided. If not satisfied, new items are administered until the stopping rule is
satisfied [1]. The use of the CAT platform is expected to provide accurate and precise scores
efficiently and with reduced respondent burden due to the minimal number of items
administered [4].
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The psychometric properties, including validity and reliability [5-9] of the original PEDI [3]
and its many translated versions [10-15], have been well-documented. The study of the
psychometric properties of computer adaptive testing for assessing function in children and
youth has shown promising results in both prospective and simulated CAT studies including
good discriminant validity across groups based on levels of upper extremity and gross motor
function in children with cerebral palsy [16, 17], concurrent validity [16-19], test-retest
reliability [18, 19], efficiency [18, 20-23] and response burden [20, 21]. As a new
assessment, the psychometric properties of the PEDI-CAT must be established for users to
feel confident in its application to clinical practice and research. The objectives of this
prospective field study were to examine discriminant validity (the ability to discriminate
between children with and without disabilities); to assess test-retest reliability; to examine
administration time; and to examine parental feedback of the new PEDI-CAT.

Methods
Participants

Following Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval from the Boston University Medical
School, New England IRB, and Franciscan Hospital for Children (FHC), Boston, MA, USA,
parents of children three through 20 years of age, with and without disabilities, and who
were English-speaking were recruited via telephone, posted flyers, and e-mail from personal
contacts and the inpatient, outpatient, day school and day care programs at FHC. A sample
of 102 parents met the inclusion criteria (50 parents of children with various types of
disabilities and 52 parents of children without a disability) and participated in this
prospective field study of the PEDICAT.

In addition, a 25% convenience sub-sample (n=25) of parent respondents of children with
(n=11) and without disabilities (n=14) completed the PEDI-CAT a second time within one
month of the first assessment to assess test-retest reliability for each of the PEDI-CAT's four
domains. A brief demographic form was completed to describe the parent respondents and
their children. No differences were found between the groups of parents of children with and
without disabilities or for the total sample when compared to the test-retest sample. Table 1
provides the demographic information of the total sample and test-retest sub-sample.

Instrumentation
The PEDI-CAT is a comprehensive clinical assessment that includes functional skills
acquired throughout infancy, childhood and adolescence up through the age of 20 years.
Each of the four PEDI-CAT domains (Daily Activities, Mobility, Social/Cognitive and
Responsibility) is independent and can be used separately or in combination with the other
domains. Items focus on the child's ability to perform each functional activity in a manner
that is effective given their abilities and challenges [24]. Items do not require the child to
perform the activity in a standardized manner for scoring.

During the development of the PEDI-CAT, the items and response scales were reviewed by
parents and national and international clinicians and researchers [24] who are users of the
original PEDI [3]. Based on this feedback, line drawings were created for each item in the
Self-care and Mobility domains. Cognitive interviewing (qualitative interviews to determine
whether or not respondents understand questions consistently, easily and as intended) was
conducted with parents before the items were finalized [24]. Content areas for each of the
PEDI-CAT domains, item examples and the corresponding response scales are presented in
table 2.

The PEDI-CAT provides normative scores (provided as age percentiles) so that clinicians
can interpret a particular child's functioning relative to others of the same age. As in the
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original PEDI [3], criterion-based (scaled) scores are also available, for children not
expected to exhibit or regain normative levels of functioning [1]. Age percentiles for the
PEDI-CAT are based on the normative standardization sample and are available for infants,
children and youth up to 21 years of age, while scaled scores are based on data from both the
normative and disability samples [1,2]. For this study, parent participants completed a forced
15-item per domain (Daily Activities, Mobility, Social/Cognitive, and Responsibility) CAT.
Although the number of items presented using a CAT can vary, administering a
predetermined number of items was chosen for this study based on previous work indicating
that 15 items provide an excellent score estimate [22, 23]. Of note, items from the Mobility-
Device content area were not used in this study as the data collection for calibration of these
items was ongoing simultaneously [1].

Parent participants completed the PEDI-CAT in the clinic or at their home using a portable
laptop computer. A study coordinator (a physical therapist) was present to answer any
questions. Following completion of the PEDI-CAT, the study coordinator asked participants
four questions as part of a User Evaluation Survey. Parent participants received an
honorarium in the form of a gift card for participating. Data were collected over a five-
month period in 2010.

Data Analysis
To determine the ability of the PEDI-CAT to distinguish between known groups
(discriminant validity), we compared the mean PEDI-CAT scaled scores for the group of
children with disabilities (n=50) and the group of children without disabilities (n=52) for
each of the four domains using a two-sample independent means t test. We also tested the
variance equivalence between the two groups using the F test. If the groups' variances were
unequal, then the Satterthwaite's approximation [25] for the degrees of freedom to
approximate the t statistic was used.

Intraclass correlation coefficients and 95% confidence intervals (ICC (3,1)) [26] were
calculated to assess agreement between test and retest scores for each domain. Assessment
administration time was evaluated by examining the time it took parent respondents to
complete the 60-item (15-items in each of the four domains) PEDI-CAT. This was done
using the start and stop times of the PEDI-CAT program's internal clock and calculating a
mean and standard deviation. In addition, we compared the administration time for the group
of parents of children with disabilities with those parents of children without disabilities.
Lastly, we examined what percentage of participants completed the PEDI-CAT in less than
10, less than 15 and less than 20 minutes.

Parent respondent feedback regarding item-relevance, provision of meaningful information
about their own child, willingness to complete a CAT versus a full-length paper-pencil
assessment and interest in completing a CAT on-line was collected and summarized using
percentages. A Chi-square contingency table analysis was used to determine if the feedback
was different between the group of parents of children with disabilities and the group of
parents whose children did not have a disability.

Results
The PEDI-CAT was able to differentiate between groups based on parent responses to items
in all four domains. Differences in mean scaled scores are presented in table 3. Figures 1-4
provides a plot of individual cases for each domain and illustrates the difference in scores
between children with and without disabilities relative to their age percentiles. In each of
these figures, the chronological age is displayed along the x-axis, and the summary score is
arranged along the y-axis.
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Re-tests were completed between seven and 30 days after the initial PEDI-CAT assessment.
The average number of days between the initial assessment and the re-test was 14.92
(SD=7.69). Test-retest reliability results were high for all four domains of the PEDI-CAT.
Intraclass correlation coefficients were lowest for the Responsibility domain (ICC=0.96,
95% CI=0.910.98) and highest for the Mobility domain (ICC=0.99, 95% CI=0.97-0.99).

The mean time to complete the full PEDI-CAT (15-items in each of the four domains) for
the full sample (n=102) was 12.66 minutes (SD=4.47). There was no significant difference
in mean time to complete the PEDI-CAT between parents of children without disabilities
(11.85 minutes) and parents of children with disabilities (14.61 minutes). The least amount
of time needed to complete the full PEDI-CAT was 3.96 minutes and the longest time was
26.68 minutes. Twenty-eight (28%) parents completed the PEDI-CAT in less than 10
minutes, 77 (76%) parents completed the PEDI-CAT in less than 15 minutes and 92 (90%)
of the 102 parents completed the PEDI-CAT in less than 20 minutes. The mean time for the
re-test sample to complete the PEDICAT a second time dropped slightly to 12.26 minutes
(SD=4.65).

The majority of parent respondents indicated that they would be willing to answer questions
about their child using a CAT versus a paper-pencil assessment. In addition, almost all
parents indicated that they felt they provided meaningful information about their child and
most parents were very enthusiastic about the content of the Responsibility domain. About
half of the total sample however, felt they were asked questions that were irrelevant for their
child and this percentage was significantly greater for parents of children with disabilities.

Discussion
The Pediatric Evaluation of Disability Inventory Computerized Adaptive Test was
developed to respond to the need for an accurate and efficient functional measure with
content for children and youth from birth up to 21 years of age in multiple functional content
areas [2]. The PEDICAT promises to be a major advance in the sophistication of assessment
tools available for measuring functional skills in children and youth. A new technology such
as the PEDI-CAT, must however, offer clear value to clinicians and researchers if it is to be
utilized. The objectives of this study were to examine discriminant validity, test-retest
reliability, administration time, and feasibility of the new PEDI-CAT.

This is the first prospective use of the new PEDI-CAT, though there have been previous
reports about the prospective use of the PEDI-MCAT, a multidimensional CAT combining
self-care and mobility [18,27,28]. In one prospective study, Mulcahey et al reported that the
PEDI-MCAT could detect expected differences between patient groups in a study of 77
children who were seen by a spine surgeon during a routine clinic visit for progressive spinal
deformity [18].

We found the PEDI-CAT equally able to discriminate between groups of children with and
without disabilities in this study in all four functional domains. This is particularly
encouraging in the Mobility domain as the number of children with more severe physical
disabilities was small. The reference curves in Figures 1-4 provide a visual representation of
the differences between groups and can be used in a clinic setting to facilitate discussion of
an individual child's strengths and functional deficits.

Parent respondents were asked to repeat the PEDI-CAT within one month to avoid the
likelihood of major changes in the child's development and functional skills that would then
have altered the stability of the scores We found the PEDI-CAT score estimates to be stable
over time with excellent test-retest reliability demonstrated by the ICC values. This finding
suggests that overall there is little measurement error when the PEDI-CAT is completed by
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the same respondent over a short period of time (within one month). Parent respondents also
were not informed of the score or their responses on the first administration so as to avoid
rater bias and testing effects. We were not surprised with this result as Mulcahey et al found
the PEDI-MCAT scores stable over a two-week interval when the measure was completed
by parents of children with spinal impairments [18]. The test-retest reliability data have
direct implications for responsiveness and will be used in future work to calculate Minimal
Detectable Change (MDC) values for the PEDI-CAT.

While there was no significant difference in mean time to complete the PEDI-CAT between
parents of children without disabilities (11.85 minutes) and parents of children with
disabilities (14.61 minutes), it is noted that parents of children with disabilities, on average,
took longer. In addition, there was a wide range of time used by parents to complete the
CAT. With close examination of the times by case, we noted that all of the parents with
times greater than the average were those parents who completed the PEDI-CAT in a clinic
setting. These parents completed the CAT while waiting for a doctor or therapist and were
often interrupted by their child or other clinical service personnel. We also noted that some
parents needed assistance in using a laptop computer. Lastly, there were parents whose
completion time was longer than the average because they chose to engage in conversation
with the study coordinator who was present to answer questions related to the study. The
average time to complete the PEDI-CAT in this study was comparable to previous studies
[20,21] that examined administration time for early versions of the PEDI-CAT. Further
studies regarding administration time are warranted.

In a 2005 study examining respondent ratings of burden using a prototype PEDI-CAT
assessing mobility, more than 80% of parent respondents thought the paper-pencil version of
the original PEDI was more burdensome and less efficient than the CAT [20]. Similar
results were obtained in a 2008 study examining a prototype CAT of the self-care and social
function domains of the PEDI [21]. In this present study, while parents reported very
favorable reactions to the idea of a computer-adaptive test and the possibility of completing
the assessment on-line, parents also reported that there were some items that were irrelevant
to their child. We believe that some of this may be due to the use of the 15-item CAT,
meaning that parents were presented with more items than were required to obtain an
accurate score.

The primary reason parents reported that items were irrelevant was due to their child's age.
For example, many parents reported that their child was too young (e.g. Daily Activity item
asking about shaving) or too old (e.g. Mobility item asking about using a ride-on toy) for a
particular item. The PEDI-CAT developed for use in practice will use gender and age filters
to ensure the relevance of all items. Other reasons parents reported that items were irrelevant
were that the parent does not allow a particular activity (e.g. Daily Activities item-Uses a
grater or knife in food preparation); activities were simply too hard for their child (e.g.
Mobility-Hikes 3 miles/5 kilometers); or that the activities simply did not apply to their
child and family (e.g. Responsibility item-Keeping personal electronic devices in working
order (e.g., cell phone, computer) and Mobility item -Gets on and off a public bus or school
bus). Parents were highly enthusiastic about the Responsibility Domain, however, reporting
that the subtle distinctions in this area were particularly useful for older children and teens.
In anticipation of this, we had chosen to limit our study sample to parents of children 3 years
and older, although the Daily Activities, Mobility and Social/Cognitive domains have items
for children under three years of age.

Using the PEDI-CAT prospectively in a non-standardized environment was done in this
study as it is anticipated that the PEDI-CAT will be used in a variety of settings for children
including hospitals, schools, outpatient practices and at home. Previous studies using
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simulated CATs based on both prospective and retrospective data have shown promising
results in other areas. The PEDI-MCAT for example, was found to be sensitive to change
over time for children with disabilities enrolled in a community fitness program [28] and for
children admitted to a pulmonary rehabilitation program [29]. Also, good alternate-form
reliability between the full-length PEDI and the PEDI-MCAT [22, 23] and self-care and
social function PEDI-CAT prototypes has been demonstrated [20-23]. These are areas of
future work for the PEDI-CAT.

This study adds to the overall findings that CAT programs can achieve high reliability and
demonstrate evidence of validity. These results support CAT application in the field of child
and adolescent rehabilitation. The ability of the PEDI-CAT scores to discriminate between
known groups was demonstrated and scores were able to be replicated, demonstrating test-
retest reliability. On average, parents were able to complete 60 items on the PEDI-CAT in
under 15 minutes and reported they would prefer its use over traditional fixed format paper-
pencil assessments. A valid and reliable PEDICAT accepted by parents has the potential to
improve the information used in making decisions about individual and program outcomes,
the impact of research interventions and children's eligibility for services.
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Figure 1. Plots of individual cases for each domain illustrates the difference in scores between the
groups of children with and without disabilities
Note: Figure by permission, PEDI-CAT Manual, Copyright Boston University Trustees.

Dumas et al. Page 10

Disabil Rehabil. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 May 31.

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Dumas et al. Page 11

Ta
bl

e 
1

P
ar

ti
ci

pa
nt

 D
em

og
ra

ph
ic

s

T
ot

al
 S

am
pl

e 
(n

=1
02

)
P

ar
en

ts
/C

hi
ld

re
n 

w
it

h 
D

is
ab

ili
ti

es
* 

(n
=5

0)
P

ar
en

ts
/C

hi
ld

re
n 

w
it

ho
ut

 D
is

ab
ili

ti
es

* 
(n

=5
2)

R
e-

T
es

t 
Sa

m
pl

e 
(n

=2
5)

R
es

po
nd

en
t (

n,
 %

 M
ot

he
r)

94
 (

92
%

)
45

 (
90

%
)

49
 (

94
%

)
23

 (
92

%
)

R
es

po
nd

en
t H

ig
he

st
 L

ev
el

 o
f 

E
du

ca
tio

n

 
So

m
e 

H
ig

h 
Sc

ho
ol

6 
(6

%
)

2 
(4

%
)

4 
(8

%
)

0 
(0

%
)

 
H

ig
h 

Sc
ho

ol
 G

ra
du

at
e

8 
(8

%
)

7 
(1

4%
)

1 
(2

%
)

2 
(8

%
)

 
So

m
e 

C
ol

le
ge

20
 (

20
%

)
11

 (
22

%
)

9 
(1

7%
)

6 
(2

4%
)

 
C

ol
le

ge
 G

ra
du

at
e

47
 (

46
%

)
18

 (
36

%
)

29
 (

56
%

)
10

 (
40

%
)

 
G

ra
du

at
e 

Sc
ho

ol
21

 (
21

%
)

12
 (

24
%

)
9 

(1
7%

)
7 

(2
8%

)

R
es

po
nd

en
t R

ac
e 

(n
, %

 W
hi

te
)

81
 (

79
%

)
41

 (
82

%
)

40
 (

77
%

)
19

 (
76

%
)

C
hi

ld
's

 R
ac

e 
(n

, %
 W

hi
te

)
79

 (
78

%
)

39
 (

78
%

)
38

 (
76

%
)

19
 (

76
%

)

C
hi

ld
's

 G
en

de
r 

(n
, %

 M
al

e)
60

 (
59

%
)

34
 (

68
%

)
28

 (
54

%
)

15
 (

60
%

)

C
hi

ld
re

n'
s 

A
ge

 (
ye

ar
s)

 (
m

ea
n,

 S
D

)
10

.3
0 

(4
.6

4)
10

.6
8 

(4
.3

4)
10

.4
4 

(4
.9

6)
10

.6
8 

(5
.1

6)

C
hi

ld
re

n'
s 

A
ge

 G
ro

up
s 

(y
ea

rs
)

 
3-

5 
ye

ar
s

16
 (

16
%

)
8 

(1
6%

)
8 

(1
5%

)
4 

(1
6%

)

 
6-

9 
ye

ar
s

30
 (

29
%

)
14

 (
28

%
)

16
 (

31
%

)
7 

(2
8%

)

 
10

-1
3 

ye
ar

s
28

 (
28

%
)

16
 (

32
%

)
12

 (
23

%
)

6 
(2

4%
)

 
14

-1
7 

ye
ar

s
18

 (
18

%
)

7 
(1

4%
)

11
 (

21
%

)
3 

(1
2%

)

 
18

-2
0 

ye
ar

s
10

 (
10

%
)

5 
(1

0%
)

5 
(1

0%
)

5 
(2

0%
)

Pr
im

ar
y 

M
ed

ic
al

 D
ia

gn
os

tic
 G

ro
up

s 
A

D
H

D

A
ut

is
m

 S
pe

ct
ru

m
 D

is
or

de
rs

N
/A

3 
(6

%
)

N
/A

0 
(0

%
)

C
er

eb
ra

l P
al

sy
9 

(1
8%

)
3 

(1
2%

)

O
th

er
 G

en
et

ic
/N

eu
ro

m
us

cu
la

r 
D

is
or

de
rs

27
 (

54
%

)
5 

(2
5%

)

11
 (

22
%

)
3 

(1
2%

)

N
/A

 1
4 

(5
6%

)

Disabil Rehabil. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 May 31.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Dumas et al. Page 12

Ta
bl

e 
2

P
E

D
I-

C
A

T
 D

om
ai

n 
C

on
te

nt
 A

re
as

, S
am

pl
e 

It
em

s 
an

d 
R

es
po

ns
e 

Sc
al

es

D
om

ai
n

C
on

te
nt

 A
re

as
Sa

m
pl

e 
It

em
R

es
po

ns
e 

Sc
al

e

D
ai

ly
 A

ct
iv

iti
es

 (
68

 it
em

s)
E

at
in

g 
&

 M
ea

lti
m

e
In

se
rt

s 
a 

st
ra

w
 in

to
 a

 ju
ic

e
bo

x
Pl

ea
se

 c
ho

os
e 

w
hi

ch
 r

es
po

ns
e 

be
lo

w
 b

es
t d

es
cr

ib
es

 y
ou

r 
ch

ild
's

 a
bi

lit
y 

in
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g:

•
U

na
bl

e 
=

 C
an

't 
do

, d
oe

sn
't 

kn
ow

 h
ow

 o
r 

is
 to

o 
yo

un
g.

•
H

ar
d 

=
 D

oe
s 

w
ith

 a
 lo

t o
f 

he
lp

, e
xt

ra
 ti

m
e,

 o
r 

ef
fo

rt
.

•
A

 li
ttl

e 
ha

rd
 =

 D
oe

s 
w

ith
 a

 li
ttl

e 
he

lp
, e

xt
ra

 ti
m

e 
or

 e
ff

or
t.

•
E

as
y 

=
 D

oe
s 

w
ith

 n
o 

he
lp

, e
xt

ra
 ti

m
e 

or
 e

ff
or

t, 
or

 c
hi

ld
's

 s
ki

lls
 a

re
 p

as
t t

hi
s 

le
ve

l.

•
I 

do
n'

t k
no

w
.

G
et

tin
g 

D
re

ss
ed

Pu
ts

 o
n 

w
in

te
r,

 s
po

rt
, o

r
w

or
k 

gl
ov

es

K
ee

pi
ng

 C
le

an
Pu

ts
 to

ot
hp

as
te

 o
n 

br
us

h
an

d 
br

us
he

s 
te

et
h

th
or

ou
gh

ly

H
om

e 
T

as
ks

O
pe

ns
 d

oo
r 

lo
ck

 u
si

ng
ke

y

M
ob

ili
ty

 (
97

 it
em

s)
B

as
ic

 M
ov

em
en

t &
T

ra
ns

fe
rs

W
he

n 
ly

in
g 

on
 b

ac
k,

tu
rn

s 
he

ad
 to

 b
ot

h 
si

de
s

St
an

di
ng

 &
 W

al
ki

ng
W

al
ks

 w
hi

le
 w

ea
ri

ng
 a

lig
ht

 b
ac

kp
ac

k

St
ep

s 
&

 I
nc

lin
es

G
oe

s 
up

 a
nd

 d
ow

n 
an

es
ca

la
to

r

R
un

ni
ng

 &
 P

la
yi

ng
Pu

lls
 s

el
f 

ou
t o

f
sw

im
m

in
g 

po
ol

 n
ot

 u
si

ng
la

dd
er

W
he

el
ch

ai
r

G
oe

s 
up

 a
nd

 d
ow

n 
ra

m
p

w
ith

 w
he

el
ch

ai
r

So
ci

al
/C

og
ni

tiv
e 

(6
0 

ite
m

s)
In

te
ra

ct
io

n
G

re
et

s 
ne

w
 p

eo
pl

e
ap

pr
op

ri
at

el
y 

w
he

n
in

tr
od

uc
ed

C
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n

W
ri

te
s 

sh
or

t n
ot

es
 o

r
se

nd
s 

te
xt

 m
es

sa
ge

s 
or

em
ai

l

E
ve

ry
da

y 
C

og
ni

tio
n

R
ec

og
ni

ze
s 

hi
s/

he
r

pr
in

te
d 

na
m

e

Se
lf

 M
an

ag
em

en
t

W
he

n 
up

se
t, 

re
sp

on
ds

w
ith

ou
t p

un
ch

in
g,

 h
itt

in
g,

or
 b

iti
ng

R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 (

51
 it

em
s)

O
rg

an
iz

at
io

n 
&

 P
la

nn
in

g
K

ee
pi

ng
 p

er
so

na
l

el
ec

tr
on

ic
 d

ev
ic

es
 in

w
or

ki
ng

 o
rd

er
 (

e.
g.

, c
el

l
ph

on
e,

 c
om

pu
te

r)
In

cl
ud

es
: H

av
in

g 
de

vi
ce

s
ch

ar
ge

d 
an

d 
av

ai
la

bl
e

H
ow

 m
uc

h 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

do
es

 y
ou

r 
ch

ild
 ta

ke
 f

or
 th

e 
fo

llo
w

in
g 

ac
tiv

iti
es

?

•
A

du
lt/

ca
re

gi
ve

r 
ha

s 
fu

ll 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y;

 th
e 

ch
ild

 d
oe

s 
no

t t
ak

e 
an

y 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y.

•
A

du
lt/

ca
re

gi
ve

r 
ha

s 
m

os
t r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

 a
nd

 c
hi

ld
 ta

ke
s 

a 
lit

tle
 r

es
po

ns
ib

ili
ty

.

•
A

du
lt/

ca
re

gi
ve

r 
an

d 
ch

ild
 s

ha
re

 r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 a

bo
ut

 e
qu

al
ly

.

Disabil Rehabil. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 May 31.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Dumas et al. Page 13

D
om

ai
n

C
on

te
nt

 A
re

as
Sa

m
pl

e 
It

em
R

es
po

ns
e 

Sc
al

e

w
he

n 
ne

ed
ed

; U
pd

at
in

g
so

ft
w

ar
e

•
C

hi
ld

 h
as

 m
os

t r
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
 w

ith
 a

 li
ttl

e 
di

re
ct

io
n,

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

 o
r 

gu
id

an
ce

 f
ro

m
 a

n 
ad

ul
t/

ca
re

gi
ve

r.

•
C

hi
ld

 ta
ke

s 
fu

ll 
re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y 

w
ith

ou
t a

ny
 d

ir
ec

tio
n,

 s
up

er
vi

si
on

 o
r 

gu
id

an
ce

 f
ro

m
 a

n 
ad

ul
t/

ca
re

gi
ve

r.

•
I 

do
n'

t k
no

w
.

T
ak

in
g 

C
ar

e 
of

 D
ai

ly
N

ee
ds

B
uy

in
g 

cl
ot

hi
ng

 a
t a

st
or

e,
 f

ro
m

 a
 c

at
al

og
 o

r
on

lin
e 

In
cl

ud
es

:
Pu

rc
ha

si
ng

 c
lo

th
in

g,
in

cl
ud

in
g 

ou
te

rw
ea

r 
an

d
un

de
rg

ar
m

en
ts

H
ea

lth
 M

an
ag

em
en

t
Fo

llo
w

in
g 

he
al

th
 a

nd
m

ed
ic

al
 tr

ea
tm

en
t

re
qu

ir
em

en
ts

 I
nc

lu
de

s:
T

ak
in

g 
pr

es
cr

ib
ed

m
ed

ic
at

io
n 

as
 d

ir
ec

te
d;

Fo
llo

w
in

g 
di

et
ar

y
re

st
ri

ct
io

ns
; A

dh
er

in
g 

to
ex

er
ci

se
 o

r 
ot

he
r

tr
ea

tm
en

t r
ou

tin
es

St
ay

in
g 

Sa
fe

U
si

ng
 th

e 
in

te
rn

et
 s

af
el

y
In

cl
ud

es
: R

ec
og

ni
zi

ng
sc

am
s 

an
d 

in
ap

pr
op

ri
at

e
ap

pr
oa

ch
es

 f
ro

m
st

ra
ng

er
s;

 A
vo

id
in

g
po

st
in

g 
in

ap
pr

op
ri

at
e

im
ag

es
; E

va
lu

at
in

g 
sa

fe
ty

of
 f

ile
s 

be
fo

re
do

w
nl

oa
di

ng

Disabil Rehabil. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 May 31.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Dumas et al. Page 14

Ta
bl

e 
3

K
no

w
n-

G
ro

up
 (

D
is

cr
im

in
an

t)
 V

al
id

it
y

Sc
al

ed
 S

co
re

s-
 C

hi
ld

re
n 

w
it

h 
D

is
ab

ili
ti

es
Sc

al
ed

 S
co

re
s-

 C
hi

ld
re

n 
w

it
ho

ut
 D

is
ab

ili
ti

es
t

p

D
ai

ly
 A

ct
iv

iti
es

-M
ea

n 
(S

D
)

40
 8

(8
 4

)
51

 2
(6

 1
)

7 
16

(8
9 

4)
<

 0
00

1*

M
ob

ili
ty

-M
ea

n 
(S

D
)

37
 4

(1
0 

8)
50

 1
(4

 7
)

7 
64

(6
6 

2)
<

 0
00

1*

So
ci

al
/C

og
ni

tiv
e-

M
ea

n 
(S

D
)

43
 9

(7
 7

)
50

 9
(4

 8
)

5 
48

(8
1 

6)
<

 0
00

1*

R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
-M

ea
n 

(S
D

)
43

 2
(7

 9
)

50
 9

(8
 7

)
4 

70
(1

00
)

<
 0

00
1

* : U
ne

qu
al

 v
ar

ia
nc

e 
an

d 
us

in
g 

Sa
tte

rt
hw

ai
te

's
 a

pp
ro

xi
m

at
io

n 
to

 d
eg

re
es

 o
f 

fr
ee

do
m

Disabil Rehabil. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 May 31.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Dumas et al. Page 15

Ta
bl

e 
4

T
es

t-
R

et
es

t 
R

el
ia

bi
lit

y

IC
C

(3
,1

)
95

%
 C

I

D
ai

ly
 A

ct
iv

iti
es

0 
99

7
(0

 9
94

,0
 9

99
)

M
ob

ili
ty

0 
98

6
(0

 9
68

,0
 9

94
)

So
ci

al
/C

og
ni

tiv
e

0 
97

9
(0

 9
53

,0
 9

91
)

R
es

po
ns

ib
ili

ty
0 

95
8

(0
 9

08
,0

 9
81

)

Disabil Rehabil. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 May 31.



N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

N
IH

-PA Author M
anuscript

Dumas et al. Page 16

Ta
bl

e 
5

U
se

r 
E

va
lu

at
io

n 
Su

rv
ey

T
ot

al
 S

am
pl

e 
(n

=1
00

)
P

ar
en

ts
/C

hi
ld

re
n 

w
it

h
D

is
ab

ili
ti

es
 (

n=
50

)
P

ar
en

ts
/C

hi
ld

re
n 

w
it

ho
ut

D
is

ab
ili

ti
es

 (
n=

52
)

W
er

e 
yo

u 
as

ke
d 

ir
re

le
va

nt
 q

ue
st

io
ns

?
49

 (
48

%
) 

Y
es

29
 (

58
%

) 
Y

es
*

20
 (

38
%

) 
Y

es
*

D
o 

yo
u 

fe
el

 y
ou

 p
ro

vi
de

d 
m

ea
ni

ng
fu

l i
nf

or
m

at
io

n 
ab

ou
t y

ou
r 

ch
ild

?
10

0 
(9

8%
) 

Y
es

48
 (

96
%

) 
Y

es
52

 (
10

0%
) 

Y
es

W
ou

ld
 y

ou
 b

e 
m

or
e 

w
ill

in
g 

to
 d

o 
th

is
 c

om
pu

te
r 

ad
ap

tiv
e 

te
st

 r
at

he
r 

th
an

 a
 p

ap
er

/p
en

ci
l t

es
t f

or
 o

ng
oi

ng
as

se
ss

m
en

ts
 o

f 
yo

ur
 c

hi
ld

?
99

 (
97

%
) 

Y
es

47
 (

94
%

) 
Y

es
52

 (
10

0%
) 

Y
es

W
ou

ld
 y

ou
 b

e 
w

ill
in

g 
to

 c
om

pl
et

e 
an

 a
ss

es
sm

en
t s

uc
h 

as
 th

is
 o

n-
lin

e 
in

 th
e 

fu
tu

re
?

10
0 

(9
8%

) 
Y

es
48

 (
96

%
) 

Y
es

52
 (

10
0%

) 
Y

es

* Si
gn

if
ic

an
t b

et
w

ee
n 

2 
gr

ou
ps

 p
 =

 0
 .0

48
 w

ith
 C

hi
-s

qu
ar

e.

Disabil Rehabil. Author manuscript; available in PMC 2013 May 31.


