
1

Faro, 4th and 5th July 2024

QA[4]EuroFam Training School
Quality family support and research for social impact

Consensus Methods in Family Support Research

Cristina Nunes and Cátia Martins
University of Algarve, Portugal



To establish how

well experts agree

on a particular 

issue

Agreement

Reliable

assessment can be

best achieved by

consulting a panel

of experts and 

accepting the 

group consensus

Realibility

Group decision-

making as a cognitive

process based on

cooperation

Cooperation

Accurate

assessment can be

best achieved by

consulting a panel

of experts and 

accepting the 

group consensus

Accuracy

Definition
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It’s a more comprehensive and multidisciplinary 
approach to the development of recommendations

It overcomes disadvantages found in group decision 
making

When scientific evidence is uncertain or 
incomplete

When scientific evidence is limited, or their 
quality is questionable

It can be used both in the process of developing 
clinical practice guidelines and expert positions

WHY AND WHEN?
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Consensus Methods
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The group seeks the best
solutions through discussion, 

exchange of views and opinions.

Is more than a vote for or
against, it’s a form of

reaching agreement through
negotiation

To find solutions that are acceptable to 
all involved in the process, rather than

being achieved through concessions



Types of Consensus Methods
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Delphi Method (DM)

Nominal Group Technique (NGT)

RAND Corporation/University of California Los Angeles Appropriateness Method
(RAND/UCLA)

Consensus Conference (CC)

Deliberative Dialogue (DD)
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Delphi Method
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(Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017; Siwiec et al., 2019)
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This process is repeated until the best possible level of consensus is reached, or until a predetermined

number of rounds have been completed (Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017).

(Jones & Hunter 1995; Campbell et al. 2000; Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017)
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• Generation of a larger number of ideas
• Potential for discussion and debate

• A smaller number of participants than

the Delphi

• The potential for dominant participants

• to unduly influence the group



RAND/UCLA, also 
referred to as a 

hybrid of the 

Delphi and NGT
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(Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017b, p. 1).



Consensus Conference
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Consensus 
Conference
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Deliberative 
Dialogue
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(Sween-Cadieux et al., 2018) 
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(Siwiec et al., 2019, p. 227)
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(Block et al., 2021)
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(Block et al., 2021)
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Advantages/Disadvantages

• Reduction of Bias: Anonymity helps minimize 
biases and groupthink, leading to more 
unbiased and independent opinions. 

• Diverse Expertise: It leverages the diverse
expertise of participants, from various
geographically distant places, providing also a 
comprehensive view of the issue.

• Systematic Process: The method provides a 
systematic framework for collecting and
analyzing expert opinions. 

• Flexibility: It can be adapted to various
situations and group sizes.

• Costs: Relatively inexpensive.

❑Resource Intensive: Conducting multiple rounds 
and managing the studies can be resource-
intensive in terms of time and effort. 

❑Expert Availability: Especially in niche or
specialized fields. 

❑Consensus Difficulty: Achieving consensus can be
challenging and may not always be possible, 
particularly if experts have strongly divergent
views. 

❑Potential for Group Polarization: In some cases, 
the process may inadvertently lead to group
polarization, where participants’ opinions become
more extreme over time. 

❑Subjectivity: Still subject to the subjectivity and
biases of the participating experts.
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(Humphrey-Murto et al., 2017; Siwiec et al., 2019)
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PRACTICAL STRATEGIES 
FOR FIVE KEY STEPS
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(James & Warren-Foward, 2015, p. 11)(Warren-Forward, 2015, p. 39)



An example:

Family Support 
Quality Standards. A 
Delphi study

36
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PROCESS

FAMILY SUPPORT QUALITY STANDARDS

1) Literature review by the members of Working Package 1 (WP1) of the COST Innovators 
Grant (CIG), experts on family support provision, quality standards and workforce skills

2) Discussion and questionnaire domain/item generation by the members of WP1 in 
face-to-face meetings 

3) Selection of the Delphi expert panel and invitation to candidates to participate in 
Delphi process. 

4) Define number of rounds and consensus criteria

5) Preparing and distributing questionnaires 



Customer Journey Map

PARTICIPANTS

46 experts with experience in family 
support provision, quality standards and 

workforce skills  (WP 2 CIG+ Advisory 
panel CIG + Nacional Leaders CIG). 

EXPERTS ASSESSED

(1) Clarity in writing, (2) Coherence between 
the indicator and the quality standard and (3) 
Relevance of the item to the quality standard, 

using a 4-point scale

ONLINE SURVEYS
Two rounds, 69 indicators about 3 domains of 

family support: practice system, provision 
system and evidence system

CONSENSUS CRITERIA
- The 70% responding to the category 3 and 4
- Mean above 3.5
- The interquartile range below 1
- The standard deviation below 1.5 

01 03 0402
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DELPHI STUDY METHOD
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DELPHI STUDY Questionnaire
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PROCESS

FAMILY SUPPORT QUALITY STANDARDS

6) Analysis of the responses

7) Was consensus reached? Generation of necessary information and 
tabulation of the responses

8) Presentation of the results to the participants (face-to-face meeting)

9) Preparation and distribution of the next questionnaire.

10) Analysis of the responses and final discussion among the members of WP1



https://eurofamnet.eu
DELPHI STUDY RESULTS 1st ROUND

18 
countries

Age: 29-
66 yrs, 

M=47.37 
DP= 07

Professional 
experience: 

M=23.24 
DP= 11.57

67.4% 

participation

25 women
6 men

M SD Mdn IQR % Quite + A lot M SD Mdn IQR % Quite + A lot M SD Mdn IQR % Quite + A lot

1.1.1. 3,35 0,70 3,00 1,00 87% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100% 3,87 0,34 4,00 0,00 100%

1.1.2. 3,52 0,76 4,00 1,00 90% 3,65 0,65 4,00 1,00 97% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97%

1.1.3. 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 90% 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 94% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 94%

1.2.1. 3,48 0,80 4,00 1,00 81% 3,61 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,74 0,51 4,00 0,00 97%

1.2.2. 3,45 0,76 4,00 1,00 90% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,61 0,70 4,00 0,50 87%

1.3.1. 3,52 0,71 4,00 1,00 87% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 94% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 94%

1.4.1. 3,45 0,76 4,00 1,00 90% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 94% 3,77 0,55 4,00 0,00 94%

1.4.2. 3,58 0,71 4,00 1,00 87% 3,65 0,65 4,00 0,50 90% 3,65 0,65 4,00 0,50 90%

1.5.1. 3,52 0,76 4,00 1,00 90% 3,65 0,74 4,00 0,00 90% 3,71 0,73 4,00 0,00 90%

1.5.2. 3,42 0,75 4,00 1,00 90% 3,48 0,71 4,00 1,00 94% 3,39 0,79 4,00 1,00 87%

1.6.1 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 94% 3,77 0,49 4,00 0,00 97% 3,84 0,45 4,00 0,00 97%

1.6.2. 3,55 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,61 0,61 4,00 1,00 94% 3,71 0,52 4,00 0,50 97%

1.7.1. 2,94 0,80 3,00 1,50 71% 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 90% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 90%

1.8.1 3,35 0,86 4,00 1,00 81% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 94%

1.9.1. 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,61 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 94%

1.9.2. 3,61 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,65 0,54 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97%

1.10.1. 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,71 0,52 4,00 0,50 97%

1.10.2. 3,71 0,63 4,00 0,00 97% 3,74 0,62 4,00 0,00 97% 3,77 0,55 4,00 0,00 94%

1.10.3. 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 90% 3,61 0,61 4,00 1,00 94%

1.11.1. 3,39 0,66 3,00 1,00 90% 3,65 0,54 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,61 4,00 1,00 94%

1.12.1. 3,29 0,81 3,00 1,00 84% 3,35 0,74 3,00 1,00 90% 3,39 0,75 4,00 1,00 90%

1.12.2. 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 94% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97%

2.1.1. 3,00 0,92 3,00 2,00 71% 3,13 0,79 3,00 1,00 81% 3,26 0,76 3,00 1,00 81%

2.1.2. 3,23 0,79 3,00 1,00 77% 3,35 0,74 4,00 1,00 84% 3,39 0,75 4,00 1,00 84%

2.2.1. 3,39 0,97 4,00 1,00 77% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100% 3,90 0,30 4,00 0,00 100%

2.2.2. 3,55 0,76 4,00 1,00 90% 3,71 0,52 4,00 0,50 97% 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97%

2.3.1. 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97% 3,71 0,52 4,00 0,50 97%

2.4.1. 3,23 0,79 3,00 1,00 77% 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 90%

2.5.1. 3,29 0,81 3,00 1,00 84% 3,45 0,84 4,00 1,00 90% 3,48 0,84 4,00 1,00 90%

2.5.2. 3,19 0,82 3,00 1,00 87% 3,39 0,75 4,00 1,00 90% 3,42 0,79 4,00 1,00 87%

2.5.3. 3,42 0,61 3,00 1,00 94% 3,58 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97%

2.6.1. 3,48 0,67 4,00 1,00 90% 3,71 0,45 4,00 1,00 100% 3,74 0,44 4,00 0,50 100%

2.6.2. 3,45 0,84 4,00 1,00 84% 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 90% 3,55 0,66 4,00 1,00 90%

2.7.1. 3,10 0,86 3,00 1,00 81% 3,48 0,71 4,00 1,00 94% 3,55 0,71 4,00 1,00 87%

2.8.1 3,23 0,91 3,00 1,00 81% 3,48 0,88 4,00 1,00 87% 3,48 0,80 4,00 1,00 87%

2.9.1. 3,74 0,51 4,00 0,00 97% 3,61 0,70 4,00 1,00 94% 3,58 0,75 4,00 1,00 90%

2.10.1. 3,55 0,76 4,00 1,00 90% 3,58 0,71 4,00 1,00 94% 3,68 0,64 4,00 0,00 90%

2.11.1. 3,52 0,67 4,00 1,00 90% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97%

2.12.1. 3,77 0,49 4,00 0,00 97% 3,87 0,34 4,00 0,00 100% 3,87 0,34 4,00 0,00 100%

2.13.1. 3,45 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,68 0,59 4,00 0,50 94% 3,68 0,64 4,00 0,00 90%

2.13.2. 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 94% 3,55 0,76 4,00 1,00 90% 3,55 0,80 4,00 1,00 87%

2.13.3. 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 94% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 94% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 94%

2.14.1. 3,39 0,79 4,00 1,00 81% 3,55 0,61 4,00 1,00 94% 3,65 0,48 4,00 1,00 100%

2.15.1. 3,35 0,74 4,00 1,00 84% 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 94% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 90%

2.16.1. 3,55 0,56 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,55 4,00 1,00 97% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100%

2.17.1. 3,42 0,79 4,00 1,00 87% 3,48 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,48 0,91 4,00 1,00 84%

2.18.1. 3,55 0,84 4,00 1,00 90% 3,58 0,83 4,00 0,50 90% 3,58 0,83 4,00 0,50 90%

2.18.2. 3,55 0,71 4,00 1,00 94% 3,42 0,83 4,00 1,00 84% 3,42 0,83 4,00 1,00 84%

2.19.1. 3,65 0,65 4,00 0,50 90% 3,61 0,75 4,00 0,50 90% 3,65 0,74 4,00 0,00 90%

2.20.1. 3,87 0,34 4,00 0,00 100% 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97% 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97%

2.20.2. 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97% 3,71 0,63 4,00 0,00 90% 3,65 0,70 4,00 0,00 87%

2.20.3. 3,48 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,58 0,71 4,00 1,00 87% 3,52 0,71 4,00 1,00 87%

2.21.1. 3,77 0,42 4,00 0,00 100% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100% 3,81 0,40 4,00 0,00 100%

2.21.2. 3,81 0,47 4,00 0,00 97% 3,77 0,55 4,00 0,00 94% 3,77 0,55 4,00 0,00 94%

3.1.1. 3,48 0,84 4,00 1,00 84% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,74 0,57 4,00 0,00 94%

3.2.1. 3,52 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,58 0,75 4,00 1,00 90% 3,58 0,75 4,00 1,00 90%

3.3.1. 3,23 0,91 3,00 1,00 81% 3,42 0,75 4,00 1,00 84% 3,48 0,71 4,00 1,00 87%

3.4.1. 3,42 0,75 4,00 1,00 90% 3,52 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,52 0,76 4,00 1,00 84%

3.5.1. 3,35 0,90 4,00 1,00 77% 3,52 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,61 0,66 4,00 1,00 90%

3.6.1. 3,48 0,62 4,00 1,00 94% 3,71 0,45 4,00 1,00 100% 3,71 0,45 4,00 1,00 100%

3.7.1. 3,55 0,66 4,00 1,00 90% 3,68 0,53 4,00 1,00 97% 3,65 0,60 4,00 1,00 94%

3.8.1. 3,48 0,84 4,00 1,00 84% 3,71 0,58 4,00 0,00 94% 3,74 0,57 4,00 0,00 94%

3.9.1. 3,29 0,77 3,00 1,00 81% 3,48 0,67 4,00 1,00 90% 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 94%

3.10.1. 3,74 0,57 4,00 0,00 94% 3,74 0,57 4,00 0,00 94% 3,71 0,58 4,00 0,00 94%

3.11.1. 3,32 0,69 3,00 1,00 87% 3,39 0,70 4,00 1,00 87% 3,39 0,79 4,00 1,00 81%

3.12.1. 3,65 0,54 4,00 1,00 97% 3,61 0,61 4,00 1,00 94% 3,58 0,66 4,00 1,00 90%

3.13.1. 3,58 0,61 4,00 1,00 94% 3,65 0,65 4,00 0,50 90% 3,68 0,64 4,00 0,00 90%

3.14.1. 3,26 0,98 4,00 1,00 81% 3,45 0,80 4,00 1,00 87% 3,45 0,80 4,00 1,00 87%

Clarity Coherence Relevance
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS 1st round

 

M SD IQR 

3,35 0,70 1,00 

3,52 0,76 1,00 

3,52 0,67 1,00 

3,48 0,80 1,00 

3,45 0,76 1,00 

3,52 0,71 1,00 

3,45 0,76 1,00 

3,58 0,71 1,00 

3,52 0,76 1,00 

3,42 0,75 1,00 

3,65 0,60 1,00 

3,55 0,66 1,00 

2,94 0,80 1,50 

3,35 0,86 1,00 

3,45 0,66 1,00 

3,61 0,66 1,00 

3,45 0,66 1,00 

3,71 0,63 0,00 

3,45 0,66 1,00 

3,39 0,66 1,00 

3,29 0,81 1,00 

3,61 0,55 1,00 
 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

1.1.1.
1.1.2.
1.1.3.
1.2.1.
1.2.2.

1.3.1.
1.4.1.
1.4.2.
1.5.1.
1.5.2.

1.6.1.
1.6.2.

1.7.1.
1.8.1.
1.9.1.

1.9.2.
1.10.1.

1.10.2.
1.10.3.

1.11.1.

1.12.1.
1.12.2.

%Nothing+Some % Quite + A lot

Family support practice system indicators - Clarity
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS - 1st round

Family support practice system indicators - Coherence

 

 
M SD IQR 

3,81 0,40 0,00 

3,65 0,65 1,00 

3,58 0,61 1,00 

3,61 0,66 1,00 

3,58 0,66 1,00 

3,65 0,60 1,00 

3,68 0,59 0,50 

3,65 0,65 0,50 

3,65 0,74 0,00 

3,48 0,71 1,00 

3,77 0,49 0,00 

3,61 0,61 1,00 

3,52 0,67 1,00 

3,58 0,66 1,00 

3,61 0,66 1,00 

3,65 0,54 1,00 

3,61 0,55 1,00 

3,74 0,62 0,00 

3,52 0,67 1,00 

3,65 0,54 1,00 

3,35 0,74 1,00 

3,65 0,60 1,00 
 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

1.1.1.

1.1.2.

1.1.3.

1.2.1.

1.2.2.

1.3.1.

1.4.1.

1.4.2.

1.5.1.

1.5.2.

1.6.1.

1.6.2.

1.7.1.

1.8.1.

1.9.1.

1.9.2.

1.10.1.

1.10.2.

1.10.3.

1.11.1.

1.12.1.

1.12.2.

%Nothing+Some % Quite + A lot
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS - 1st round

Family support practice system indicators - Relevance

 

M SD IQR 

3,87 0,34 0,00 

3,68 0,53 1,00 

3,68 0,59 0,50 

3,74 0,51 0,00 

3,61 0,70 0,50 

3,65 0,60 1,00 

3,77 0,55 0,00 

3,65 0,65 0,50 

3,71 0,73 0,00 

3,39 0,79 1,00 

3,84 0,45 0,00 

3,71 0,52 0,50 

3,58 0,66 1,00 

3,68 0,59 0,50 

3,68 0,59 0,50 

3,61 0,55 1,00 

3,71 0,52 0,50 

3,77 0,55 0,00 

3,61 0,61 1,00 

3,61 0,61 1,00 

3,39 0,75 1,00 

3,68 0,53 1,00 
 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

1.1.1.

1.1.2.

1.1.3.

1.2.1.

1.2.2.

1.3.1.

1.4.1.

1.4.2.

1.5.1.

1.5.2.

1.6.1.

1.6.2.

1.7.1.

1.8.1.

1.9.1.

1.9.2.

1.10.1.

1.10.2.

1.10.3.

1.11.1.

1.12.1.

1.12.2.

%Nothing+Some % Quite + A lot
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DELPHI STUDY RESULTS – 2nd round

% Quite + 

A lot M SD

Intercuar

til Mdn
1.1.1. Indicator (Item): The services take into account the best interest of the child and respects the rights and developmental needs of children and youth (and their families) when taking action.0,90 3,68 0,60 0,25 4,00

1.2.1. Indicator (Item): The services respect families’ confidentiality, making sure they are informed of the reasons that preclude confidentiality.0,93 3,71 0,52 0,25 4,00

1.3.1. Indicator (Item): Establishment of a strong alliance is an important goal of service delivery to promote a collaborative relationship with the families, involving them as active participants in all phases of the service.0,97 3,82 0,38 0,00 4,00

1.4.1. Indicator (Item): The services are designed to recognise and strengthen the family’s capacities/competences.0,86 3,68 0,66 0,00 4,00

1.5.1. Indicator (Item): The services conduct proper evaluation of the families needs and characteristics to determine which is the best response to their needs. 0,90 3,71 0,59 0,00 4,00

1.5.2. Indicator (Item): The services deliver/implement the intervention plan as soon as possible after the evaluation (i.e., in a timely manner considering the families’ needs, wellbeing and rights).0,93 3,64 0,55 1,00 4,00

1.6.1. Indicator (Item): The services implement programmes that comply with the criteria of evidence-based, i.e., that have structured contents and/or a manual, evaluation protocols, materials for families, and/or materials to evaluate the quality of the implementation.0,79 3,46 0,78 1,00 4,00

1.7.1. Indicator (Item): The intervention delivery is supported by an appropriate and feasible intervention plan according to the resources available in the services.0,93 3,57 0,56 1,00 4,00

1.8.1. Indicator (Item): The leadership and management of the services promote a positive work environment characterized by effective supervision, support and in-service training, and promote staff collaborative practice to support families, while promoting professionals’ health and well-being.0,93 3,64 0,55 1,00 4,00

1.8.2. Indicator (Item): The services organization prepares a regular report, tracking and monitoring the families progresses to inform the service’s organization, the families and other entities involved in the provision of family support (e.g., CPS or family court).0,83 3,46 0,73 1,00 4,00

2.1.1. Indicator (Item): A commitment to a broad range of accessible formal supports highlighting the requirement to respond to diverse needs and wide range of family forms.0,76 3,46 0,82 1,00 4,00

2.2.1. Indicator (Item): Automatic measures are detailed which provide cash transfers and taxation measures for families most in need linked with family size, and context and cost of living.0,83 3,54 0,73 1,00 4,00

2.3.1. Indicator (Item): Legal and policy-based recognition of the requirement for varied, optional family-friendly working conditions with adequate compensation.0,90 3,64 0,72 0,25 4,00

2.4.1. Indicator (Item): Continuum of services provided from support, protection and alternative care which emphasize preventative approaches and informal supports.0,90 3,57 0,62 1,00 4,00

2.5.1. Indicator (Item): Recognizing the significance of the family unit, services respond to individual need and provide a person-centered response.0,90 3,71 0,59 0,00 4,00

2.6.1. Indicator (Item): A system that is respectful and aware of diverse cultures and ethnic backgrounds.0,93 3,79 0,62 0,00 4,00

2.7.1. Indicator (Item):There is a named recognition of the need for and mechanism to support coordination.0,79 3,39 0,77 1,00 4,00

2.8.1. Indicator (Item): Adequate funding for service is guaranteed and mainstreamed.0,86 3,43 0,86 1,00 4,00

2.9.1. Indicator (Item): High-quality education programmes to ensure a competent, skilled and knowledgeable workforce.0,86 3,61 0,67 1,00 4,00

3.1.1. Indicator (Item): Existence of collaboration between politicians, researchers, and practitioners to promote and ensure the quality of family Support.0,93 3,71 0,52 0,25 4,00

3.2.1. Indicator (Item): Existence of high-level or coordinating bodies to ensure quality assessment and communication of results to services and society in general.0,90 3,68 0,60 0,25 4,00

3.3.1. Indicator (Item): Raise awareness among social agents of the need to advocate for the participation of children and families in the evaluation of the quality of the support received.0,86 3,57 0,68 1,00 4,00

3.4.1. Indicator (Item): Incorporation of best practices guidelines based on plural scientific evidence and consensual professional expertise in children and family support.0,93 3,71 0,52 0,25 4,00

3.5.1. Indicator (Item): Incorporation of consensual and shared guidelines of interprofessional competency necessary for best practices in children and family support.0,86 3,57 0,68 1,00 4,00

3.6.1. Indicator (Item):Evaluation carried out in the services to determine the quality of the support provided to children and families.0,86 3,71 0,65 0,00 4,00

3.7.1. Indicator (Item): Efforts made to include protocols with the feedback of children and/or families to improve the quality of support provided and inform them of outcomes.0,90 3,61 0,62 1,00 4,00

3.8.1. Indicator (Item): Attempt to publicly acknowledge the efforts made by professional teams or services to adopt best practices guidelines to improve the quality of family support.0,86 3,50 0,68 1,00 4,00

3.9.1. Indicator (Item): Existence of graduate, postgraduate or in-service professional training in evidence-based guidelines of best practices and associated competences.0,93 3,57 0,68 1,00 4,00

3.10.1. Indicator (Item): Organization of meetings with various audiences to exchange and disseminate best practices on quality family support through presential or social media communication.0,90 3,61 0,62 1,00 4,00



• (Siwiec et al., 2019)
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