
Additional File 3: Implementation Outcome Rating Scores 

Table 5: Rating scores for Acceptability of Intervention instruments 

Name 
Internal 
Consistency 

Structural 
Validity 

Predictive 
Validity Norms Responsiveness Usability  

Total 
Score 

Acceptability of 
Computerized Self-
Assessment[1] 

0 0 0 3 0 3 6 

 
Acceptability of 
Intervention 
Measure-
Posttest[2] 

4 0 1 4 0 3 12 

 
Acceptability of 
Intervention 
Measure-Pretest[2] 

4 0 1 0 0 3 8 

 
Adapted  
Treatment 
Evaluation 
Inventory-Short 
Form[3] 

4 0 0 4 0 4 12 

Assessment Rating 
Profile-15[4] 0 0 0 4 0 3 7 

Abbreviated 
Acceptability 
Rating Profile[5] 

4 4 0 3 0 4 15 

Assessment Rating 
Profile-Revised[6] 3.5 4 0 4 0 3 14.5 

Athlete Preference 
Questionnaire[7] 0 0 0 2 0 4 6 

 
Behavior 
Intervention Rating 
Scale[8] 

3 4 0 4 0 3 14 

Behavior 
Intervention Rating 
Scale-Revised[9] 

4 0 0 4 0 3 11 

 
Child Evaluation 
Inventory[10] 

4 3 0 4 0 3 14 

 
Children's 
Intervention Rating 
Profile[11] 

3.5 0 0 4 0 4 11.5 



Children's Usage 
Rating Profile[12] 0 3 0 4 0 3 10 

Classroom 
Organization and 
Management 
Program Treatment 
Acceptability[13] 

4 0 4 2 0 4 14 

 
Good Behavior 
Game Treatment 
Acceptability[13] 
 

4 0 0 2 0 3 9 

Geriatric 
Treatment 
Acceptability 
Survey[14] 
 

3 0 0 1 0 4 8 

Good Behavior 
Game-Response 
Cost/GBG-
Reinforcement 
Treatment 
Acceptability[15] 

0 0 0 1 0 4 5 

Influences on 
psychotherapy 
training 
participation 
scale[16] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

Intervention Profile 
Rating Scale[17] 4 0 0 4 0 3 11 

Intervention Rating 
Profile-10 (AKA 
Teacher 
Acceptability 
Measure)[18] 

4 0 0 4 0 4 12 

 
Intervention Rating 
Profile-15[19] 

4 3 0 3 0 3 13 

 
Modified 
Treatment 
Evaluation 
Inventory[20] 

4 0 2 1 0 3 10 



Ottawa 
Acceptability of 
Decision Rules 
Instrument AKA 
Ottawa 
Acceptability of 
Decision Rules 
Scale[21] 

4 0 0 4 0 3 11 

Overall Treatment 
Acceptability[13] 4 0 4 2 0 3 13 

Parent Evaluation 
Inventory - Child 
Treatment[22] 

0.5 0 2 4 0 3 9.5 

Parent Evaluation 
Inventory-Parent 
Treatment[23] 

0 0 0 4 0 3 7 

 
Parenting 
Strategies 
Questionnaire[24] 

4 0 0 2 4 4 14 

 
Parent's 
Acceptability of 
Stepping Stones 
Triple P 
Questionnaire[24] 

4 0 0 3 0 3 10 

 
Self-Monitoring 
Treatment 
Acceptability[13] 

4 0 1 2 0 3 10 

Suicide Prevention 
Program Rating 
Profile[25] 

4 4 0 4 0 3 15 

Technology 
Acceptance Model 
Questionnaire[26] 

0 0 0 2 0 3 5 

 
The Language 
Intervention 
Profile[27] 

4 0 0 3 0 4 11 

The Pre-Referral 
Intervention Team 
Inventory[28] 

4 4 3.5 4 0 3 18.5 



Therapist 
Evaluation 
Inventory - Parent 
Management 
Training[29] 

0 0 0 1 0 3 4 

 
Treatment 
Acceptability 
Questionnaire[30] 
 

4 0 0 3 0 4 11 

Treatment 
Acceptability 
Questionnaire 
(Hunsley)[31] 

3 0 0 4 0 4 11 

 
Treatment 
Acceptability 
Rating Form[32] 

4 0 0 2 0 3 9 

 
Treatment 
Acceptability 
Rating Form-
Revised[33] 

0 0 0 2 0 3 5 

 
Treatment 
Evaluation 
Inventory-Short 
Form (AKA 
Modified 
Treatment 
Evaluation 
Inventory-Short 
Form)[34] 

4 4 0 3 0 4 15 

 
Treatment Plan 
Implementation 
Monitoring and 
Feedback 
Acceptability 
Survey[35] 

4 0 0 3 0 4 11 

 
Usage Rating  
Profile - 
Intervention 
Revised[36] 

3.5 3 0 4 0 3 13.5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

       



 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6: Rating Scores for the Acceptability of Implementation Process Instruments 
 
 

Name Internal 
Consistency 

Structural 
Validity 

Predictive 
Validity Norms Responsiveness Usability Total 

Score 
Evidence-Based 
Practice Attitude 
Scale[37] 

3 2 1 4 0 3 13 

 
Evidence-Based 
Practice Attitude 
Scale – 50[38] 

3 3 0 0 0 2 8 

 
Journal Club 
Acceptability 
Questionnaire[39] 

0 0 0 2 0 4 6 

 
Manual 
Acceptability 
Rating Scale[40] 

0 0 0 4 0 4 8 

 
Practitioner's 
attitudes towards 
treatment 
manuals[41] 

4 4 2 4 0 3 17 

 
Training 
Acceptability 
Rating Scale[42] 

4 0 0 4 0 3 11 

 
Training 
Acceptability 
Rating Scale-II[40] 
 

0 0 0 4 0 3 7 

Training/ Practice 
Acceptability/Feasi
bility/Appropriaten
ess Scale[43] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

 
Workshop 
Evaluation 
Form[44] 

3 0 4 4 0 3 14 



Table 7: Rating Scores for Adoption Instruments 

Name 
Internal 
Consistency 

Structural 
Validity 

Predictive 
Validity Norms Responsiveness Usability  

Total 
Score 

Adoption of 
information 
technology 
innovation[45] 

3 4 0 4 0 3 14 

 
Adoption of 
Innovation Survey[46] 

0 1.5 0 0 0 3 4.5 

Adoption of smoking 
cessation expert 
system[47] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

 
Adoption of the 
Principles of 
Effectiveness 
Survey[48] 

4 0 0 4 0 4 12 

Interorganizational 
Systems Standards 
(IOS) Adoption & 
Diffusion Model 
Survey[49] 

0 0 0 4 0 3 7 

 
Knowledge Exchange 
Outcomes Tool[50] 

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 

 
Knowledge Utilization 
Scale Among 
Policymakers[51] 

4 0 0 4 0 3 11 

 
Knowledge Utilization 
Questionnaire 
(English)[52] 

0 3 3 0 0 2 8 

 
Learning Transfer 
Inventory[53] 
 

0 2 0 0 0 2 4 

 
Level of Use 
Instrument[54] 

0 0 3.5 0 0 3 6.5 

Perceived Attributes of 
the Principles of 
Effectiveness[48] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8: Rating Scores for Appropriateness Instruments 

 

 

Perceptions of 
Computerized Therapy 
Questionnaire – 
Clinician Version[55] 

0 0 3 1 0 3 7 

 
Perceptions of 
Computerized Therapy 
Questionnaire - Patient 
Version[55] 

4 0 0 0 0 3 7 

 
 
Prevention Program 
Assessment[56] 

1 2 0 4 0 3 10 

 
Research Utilization  
Questionnaire[57] 

4 0 2.5 4 0 3 13.5 

 
Rogers Adoption  
Questionnaire[58] 

 
0 

 
4 

 
0 

 
4 

 
0 

 
4 

 
12 

The Arson Prevention 
Program for Children 
Adopter 
Characteristics  
Questionnaire[59] 

0 0 3 4 0 3 10 

Therapy Procedures  
Checklist[60] 4 1 0 4 0 2 11 

Therapy Procedures  
Checklist - 
Revised[61] 

4 0 0 0 0 2 6 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9: Rating Scores for Cost Instruments 

Name 
Internal 
Consistency 

Structural 
Validity 

Predictive 
Validity Norms Responsiveness Usability  

Total 
Score 

Cost 
Formula[64] 0 0 0 4 0 0 4 

 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 

Name 
Internal 
Consistency 

Structural 
Validity 

Predictive 
Validity Norms Responsiveness Usability  

Total 
Score 

Information Technology 
Appropriateness 
Survey[62] 

0 1 0 3 0 3 7 

 
Scott Innovation 
Scale[63] 
 

3 1 0 0 0 3 7 

The Arson Prevention 
Program for Children 
Innovation 
Characteristics 
Questionnaire[59] 

0 0 0.5 4 0 3 7.5 

Influences on 
psychotherapy training 
participation scale[16] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

 
Knowledge Exchange 
Outcomes Tool[50] 

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 

 
 
Parenting Strategies 
Questionnaire[24] 
 

4 0 0 2 4 4 14 

Training/ Practice 
Acceptability/Feasibility
/Appropriateness 
Scale[43] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 



Charge-
Capture  
Tool[65] 
 
Drug Abuse 
Treatment 
Cost Analysis 
Program[66] 

0 0 0 4 0 4 8 

 
Direct Cost 
Evaluation 
Structured  
Questionnaire 
[67] 

0 0 0 4 0 0 4 

 
SIC & 
COINS[68] 

0 0 0 1 0 4 5 

 
Treatment 
Cost Analysis  
Tool[69] 

0 0 0 4 0 2 6 

 
Utilization 
and Cost  
Inventory[70] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

 
Utilization 
and Cost 
Questionnaire 
[71] 

0 0 0 4 0 4 8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 10: Rating Scores for Feasibility Instruments 

Name 
Internal 
Consistency 

Structural 
Validity 

Predictive 
Validity Norms Responsiveness Usability  

Total 
Score 



Assessment tool for 
potential transfers (for 
senior leaders, lead 
implementers, 
physician 
champions)[72] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

 
eVital Feasibility 
Questionnaire[73] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

Feasibility of 
administering The 
Screening tool for 
Autism in Toddlers 
and Young 
Children[74] 

0 0 0 2 0 3 5 

Feasibility of the 
Stages of Recovery 
Instrument[75] 

0 0 0 2 0 4 6 

Feasibility 
Questionnaire for 
Threshold Assessment 
Grid[76] 

0 0 0 3 0 4 7 

 
The Measure of 
Disseminability[77] 

3 4 0 0 0 3 10 

Training/ Practice 
Acceptability/Feasibili
ty/Appropriateness 
Scale[43] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

 
Feasibility of a 
screening tool[78] 

0 0 0 3 0 4 7 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 11: Rating Scores for Penetration Instruments 

Name 
Internal 
Consistency 

Structural 
Validity 

Predictive 
Validity Norms Responsiveness Usability  

Total 
Score 



Dialectical Behavior 
Therapy Skills Use 
Self-Report[79] 

0 0 0 2 0 4 6 

Level of 
Institutionalization 
Scales for Health 
Promotion 
Programs[80] 
 

4 4 3 4 1.5 3 19.5 

Level of Success 
Instrument[58] 

0 0 0 3 0 4 7 

Penetrability  formula 
(# of eligible persons 
using service/ # of 
persons eligible)[81] 

0 0 0 4 0 4 8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 12: Rating Scores for Sustainability Instruments 



Name 
Internal 
Consistency 

Structural 
Validity 

Predictive 
Validity Norms Responsiveness Usability  

Total 
Score 

Evidence Based 
Practice Sustaining 
Telephone 
Survey[82] 

0 0 0 0 0 3 3 

 
General 
Organizational 
Index[83] 

0 1 0 0 0 3 4 

Organization 
Checklist[84] 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 

Program 
Sustainability 
Assessment 
Tool[85] 

3 2 0 0 0 3 8 

School-Wide 
Universal Behavior 
Sustainability Index-
School Teams[86] 

4 4 1 4 0 3 16 

 
Sustainability Model 
& Guide[87] 

0 0 0 4 0 3 7 

 
The Team Check-up 
Tool[88] 

3 0 0 0 1 3 7 

 
Knowledge 
Exchange Outcomes 
Tool[50] 

0 0 0 0 0 2 2 
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