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Introduction
Instructions
Provide sufficient detail to ensure that the Secretary and the public are informed of and understand the State’s systems designed to drive improved results for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families and to ensure that the Lead Agency (LA) meets the requirements of Part C of the IDEA. This introduction must include descriptions of the State’s General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System, Stakeholder Involvement, and Reporting to the Public.
Intro - Indicator Data
Executive Summary
The Florida Department of Health (FDOH) is the lead agency for Part C of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in Florida. Within FDOH, the Division of Children's Medical Services (CMS), Bureau of Early Steps and Newborn Screening is responsible for the program oversight, which includes, but is not limited to: the development and implementation of the state policies that are consistent with Part C of IDEA regulations, state law and agency policies and procedures; oversight of the dispute resolution system; programmatic and contract monitoring of Local Early Steps Programs (LES); continuous improvement process; local determinations process; public reporting; development and implementation of statewide personnel standards; a professional development system; federal reporting; federal grant management; and fiscal oversight and accountability.

On March 1, 2020, Florida officially reported its first COVID-19 cases. In response, Florida’s State Surgeon General declared a Public Health Emergency, determining that COVID-19 was a threat to public health in the state of Florida. The Surgeon General renewed that declaration on April 30, 2020, June 29, 2020, August 28, 2020, and October 23, 2020 as COVID-19 continued to pose a threat to public health.

On March 9, 2020, Florida’s Governor issued an Executive Order declaring a State of Emergency for COVID-19. Florida’s public schools were temporarily closed beginning in March 2020 and then later closed for the remainder of the 2020 spring semester, through June 2020. In addition, all mandated school testing was cancelled. On April 1, 2020, Florida’s Governor issued a statewide stay-at-home order, requiring all persons in Florida to limit movements and personal interactions outside of the home to only those necessary to obtain or provide essential services or conduct essential activities.

Florida’s Governor created a phased plan for Florida’s recovery, titled Plan for Florida’s Recovery (https://floridahealthcovid19.gov/plan-for-floridas-recovery/). Phase 1 of the Plan took effect May 4, 2020 and was updated May 11, 14, and 15, 2020. Phase 2 of the Plan took effect June 5, 2020, for all Florida counties except Miami-Dade, Broward, and Palm Beach. Phase 3 of the Plan took effect September 25, 2020, for all Florida counties.

The Early Steps State Office conducted targeted and specific outreach to each LES Program to inquire about their operational status and the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic. These outreach efforts examined and focused on the following: 
• Active positive COVID-19 cases
• Comparison in referrals pre-Covid-19
• Individualized Family Support Plan updates
• In-person or telehealth/virtual meetings
• Overall COVID-19 status in service regions
•	Updates on Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) and access 
•	Impacts on travel 
• School district relationship status
• Future plans during and post the pandemic
Based on the data gathered and collected from these program interviews, the Early Steps State Office developed COVID-19 guidance, that was made available on-line, with public access. The website included essential information about resources, and federal and state guidance. Frequently asked questions were also developed and maintained on the website for the LES Programs or provider reference.

The Early Steps State Office implemented system enhancements to the existing program data system to monitor and track services related to the COVID-19 health pandemic. The data system has been updated (and will continue to be updated as necessary) to include barrier and suspension codes that will allow the LES Program to document delays in services related to the impact of COVID-19 for recipients and providers. The system enhancements will also allow for documentation of delay in services due to COVID-19, monitoring of the use of telehealth services. During the initial phases of these enhancements, weekly analysis of barrier codes was conducted. This information was used to assess the ongoing impact of COVID-19 on the program and the success of the recent telehealth services. All programs and providers received training on how to use the new COVID-19 related barrier and suspension codes. Local Early Steps Programs and providers continue to request individualized training, as necessary, from the state office.
Additional information related to data collection and reporting
The Early Steps Program is administered throughout the state in 15 geographic regions through contracts with 14 organizations. Local Early Steps Programs are the contracted entities that evaluate and assess all referred infants and toddlers. The LES Programs determine eligibility and provide direct early intervention services for eligible infants and toddlers by working with internal and community service providers, and other community resources. 

The Early Steps Program maintains a statewide interagency coordinating council, the Florida Interagency Coordinating Council for Infants and Toddlers (FICCIT). Per Part C of IDEA federal regulation 34 CFR § 303.604, the role of FICCIT is to advise and assist Florida's Early Steps Program in the performance of its responsibilities.

The Early Steps State Office comprises a Program Administrator, who is the designated Part C Coordinator; two unit supervisors; programmatic staff, who provide program consultation for local Early Steps programs; budgetary and contract management staff; data analysts; and additional resources within FDOH, as needed.
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part C requirements are met, e.g., monitoring systems, dispute resolution systems.
Florida's General Supervision System
The FDOH Bureau of Early Steps and Newborn Screening within the Division of Children's Medical Services is responsible for the general supervision system. The Early Steps State Office carries out the following general supervision activities in accordance with Part C of IDEA federal regulations, state law and agency policies and procedures: development and oversight of a state performance plan and annual performance report; policies and procedures for effective IDEA implementation; programmatic monitoring activities, including strategies for improvement and corrective actions, a local determinations process, public reporting and contracting, desk and on-site monitoring of all 15 LES Programs; a fiscal management system; a data system to gather data on processes and results; an effective dispute resolution system, including mediation, state complaints and due process hearings; technical assistance related to the implementation of the IDEA, statewide personnel standards and professional development, coordination and oversight of the FICCIT.
Geographic Regions
The Early Steps Program is administered throughout the state in 15 geographic regions through contracts with 14 organizations. Local Early Steps Programs are the contracted entities that evaluate and assess all referred infants and toddlers for determination of eligibility. Local Early Steps Programs provide direct early intervention services for eligible infants and toddlers by working with internal and community service providers, and other community resources.
Technical Assistance System:
The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to early intervention service (EIS) programs.
State Office Technical Assistance Provision
Technical assistance (TA) is provided in response to requests from individual programs or if identified by the Early Steps State Office. Focused TA is provided through statewide policy clarifications via email, conference calls, or webinars and, when necessary, individual local technical calls. TA is related to strategies for meeting federal timelines for evaluations, Individualized Family Support Plan (IFSP) meetings, service delivery, transition planning, implementation of evidence-based practices and ensuring efficient use of resources. Monthly business conference calls with Directors and Coordinators are utilized to provide TA and maintain open and clear statewide communication with LES Programs. The LES Programs are provided a functional directory to contact Early Steps State Office staff for issues the program may have. The Early Steps State State Office continues to implement on-going data manager calls, where State data managers provide feedback and in-service training on recent database system changes, how to implement those changes and where or how to submit requests or changes to the data system. 

The Early Steps State Office has made efforts in developing a Technical Assistance Framework to assist programs to identify sustainable improvement strategies. Teams have been organized around a continuum of supports, including training, technical assistance, policies, and technology improvements to assist the LESs in improving performance and compliance. The Early Steps State Office will use this framework to also help those programs where compliance is difficult to meet or for those programs who have not corrected noncompliance with specific indicators. TA framework teams’ leads for the state office have been established.

Technical Assistance Received by The State
The Early Steps State Office requests and utilizes technical assistance from national, state or local content experts on an ongoing basis, and materials created by OSEP-sponsored centers, such as the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) , the Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems (DaSy), and the IDEA Data Center (IDC) are utilized.

Florida has regular contact with previous OSEP lead, Kathleen Heck, and current OSEP lead Susan Kauffman, through email and conference calls. Technical assistance calls with Early Steps State Office staff, Kathleen Heck, Susan Kauffman from OSEP, and ECTA providers Sherry Franklin and Robin Nelson were held monthly throughout the year. Topics discussed during these communications included: Strategies for improvement regarding Accountability, Child Outcomes and Data Integrity. 
The Part C Coordinator and applicable state office staff attended the 2020 Improving Data, Improving Outcomes Virtual Conference on October 19-22, 2020. In addition, the Part C Coordinator and lead agency staff, as appropriate, have participated in standing bi-weekly TA calls with staff from TA centers, including ECTA, and DaSy, as well as monthly OSEP calls. TA was provided to the State on a variety of topics, including state general supervision structures, accountability and monitoring, State Systemic Improvement Plan, collection and reporting of IDEA 618 data. Drafts of data reports and narratives for federal reporting have been provided to TA providers for review and input. 

Early Steps State Office staff attended the following calls or webinars in FY 19-20: OSEP Part C SPP/APR technical assistance, Use of Tele-Intervention in Early Intervention, Conducting Evaluation and Assessment During the Pandemic, Methodology for State Collection & Tracking of Maintenance of Effort, Equity in Infant and Early Childhood Mental Health Consultation and ongoing ITCA COVID-19 meetings. Information was used from these calls and webinars to strengthen understanding of federal reporting requirements and develop policy and guidance to continue service provision during the public health crisis.
The Quality Assurance, Accountability and Monitoring staff participated in the Effective Strategies for Correcting Longstanding Noncompliance Working Series on October 13, November 4, and November 17, 2020. This series allowed staff to share ideas and strategies for performance improvement. Staff used new strategies to review program data and ensure correction of noncompliance of LES Programs for FFY 2018.

New Interactive Robust Data Administration System
Florida continues to enhance the current legacy data system, including adding new codes, removing obsolete codes, and clarifying code definitions, while a new data administration system vendor has been procured, and has begun work on a new interactive data administration system. The procurement was released in mid-2018 and the contract with the vendor for the new and enhanced data system is for five years. Information received from TA providers was very instrumental and used in the preparation for a new, high quality state data system. The State office has hired an additional data staff member, a project manager, and a business analyst for the data project, to allow for more data analysis and expertise, as the new data system work continues. 

Quality Assurance & Accountability Efforts
Lead agency staff continue to review the monitoring and accountability tools of other states in the peer-to-peer group and working with TA providers to implement methods to increase compliance and performance of LES Programs. Much of the input and edits provided by TA providers related to federal reports were incorporated into the reports prior to submission. State leads have been established to work on revising the manuals as needed. In addition, as a result of the recent TA cohort, that staff were able to participate in, new processes have been implemented surrounding how to analyze, organize and collect data from LES Programs, to ensure that programs have corrected any outstanding noncompliance.

Materials created by ECTA and DaSy are shared and discussed by the state office during on-going technical assistance calls with LES Program directors, including improvement strategies regarding provider enrollment, service delivery and the child outcomes summary process. 
Professional Development System:
The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers are effectively providing services that improve results for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families.
The professional development system includes mandatory pre-service training consisting of three orientation modules, service coordinator apprenticeship training, and data system training. The training is in the process of being reviewed, updated and revised, to coincide with policy updates, changes, evidence-based practices and new information.

In-service training includes the Autism Navigator for Early Intervention Providers, a web-based instructional training program; an interactive e-learning community to support use of the Autism Navigator; and a train-the-trainer system for training assessors on the Battelle Developmental Inventory, Second Edition (BDI-2) assessment. 

The Early Steps State Office is working to enhance the professional development infrastructure and increase training opportunities at the state and local level.  The Early Steps State Office has hired four new staff to fill vacancies in the professional development unit, to further assist with these efforts.
Stakeholder Involvement:
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP/APR, and any subsequent revisions that the State has made to those targets, and the development and implementation of Indicator 11, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).
Interagency Coordinating Council
The Early Steps Program maintains a statewide interagency coordinating council, the Florida Interagency Coordinating Council for Infants and Toddlers (FICCIT). The role of FICCIT is to advise and assist Florida's Early Steps Program in the performance of its responsibilities. FICCIT is comprised of governor appointed members who are representative of the state's population. Members from various fields, such as Early Head Start, the Agency for Health Care Administration, Department of Children and Families, Department of Education, and parents of infants and toddlers with disabilities are represented. 

Stakeholder Workgroups
In accordance with Section 391.308(2)(c), Florida Statutes, the Early Steps Program is required to: 

Develop a State Plan annually, and ensure the State Plan is developed through an inclusive process that involves families, local programs, health care providers, and other stakeholders. 

The Early Steps Program established five workgroups, in partnership with the LES Programs, FICCIT, and other community partners to assist with Early Steps strategic planning for program priorities. Representatives included members of FICCIT, LES Programs, parents, and other state agencies and programs that serve young children and their families. The stakeholder groups provided opportunity for input in the preparation of the Early Steps State Plan. Input has been gathered through face-to-face meetings, webinars and conference calls.

The stakeholder workgroups have also completed ECTA System Frameworks or the DaSy Data System Framework Self-Assessments as tools to record the current status of the state system and set priorities for improvement in each of the areas addressed by the workgroup. The results of these self-assessments have been used to develop action and sub-action steps for planning and implementation. The groups meet throughout the year to monitor progress towards implementation of action steps, review data to determine progress, and provide additional information on achievements or challenges.

Based on progress toward the set priorities for improvement in each workgroup, some workgroups have discussed participating in the framework self-assessments again to re-evaluate goals and objectives. The data stakeholder workgroup, as an example will need to re-evaluate the self-assessment previously completed, to address progress, since the work on implementing a new data administration system has begun. 
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part C results indicators (y/n) 
NO
Reporting to the Public:
How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2018 performance of each EIS Program located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days following the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 APR, as required by 34 CFR §303.702(b)(1)(i)(A); and a description of where, on its website, a complete copy of the State’s SPP/APR, including any revision if the State has revised the targets that it submitted with its FFY 2018 APR in 2020, is available.
Florida reported to the public on the FFY 2018 performance of each LES Program in the state by posting local performance profiles on the Early Steps website on May 26, 2020. This reporting can be found at:
 http://www.cms-kids.com/providers/early_steps/reports/program_performance.html

The Early Steps State Office ensures this reporting is updated annually no later than 120 days following the state’s submission of the SPP/APR. Also available to the public on this website are the State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) submitted February 2020, Florida’s Determination Letter, and the State’s Annual Report and the State Plan.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.

OSEP notes that one or more of the attachments included in the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission are not in compliance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (Section 508), and will not be posted on the U.S. Department of Education’s IDEA website. Therefore, the State must make the attachment(s) available to the public as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after the date of the determination letter.

The State's IDEA Part C determination for both 2019 and 2020 is Needs Assistance.  In the State's 2020 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities.  The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance.
The State must report, with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.

Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR  

Intro - OSEP Response
The State's determinations for both 2019 and 2020 were Needs Assistance.  Pursuant to sections 616(e)(1) and 642 of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 303.704(a), OSEP's June 23, 2020 determination letter informed the State that it must report with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. The State provided the required information.

The State Interagency Coordinating Council (SICC) submitted to the Secretary its annual report that is required under IDEA section 641(e)(1)(D) and 34 C.F.R. §303.604(c). The SICC noted it has elected to support the State lead agency’s submission of its SPP/APR as its annual report in lieu of submitting a separate report. OSEP accepts the SICC form, which will not be posted publicly with the State’s SPP/APR documents.

OSEP issued a monitoring report to the State on January 19, 2021 and is currently reviewing the State’s response submitted on April 19, 2021 and will respond under separate cover.
Intro - Required Actions
The State's IDEA Part C determination for both 2020 and 2021 is Needs Assistance. In the State's 2021 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities. The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance.  
The State must report, with its FFY 2020 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2022, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.

OSEP notes that the State submitted verification that the attachment(s) complies with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (Section 508). However, one or more of the Indicator 11 attachments included in the State’s FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission are not in compliance with Section 508 and will not be posted on the U.S. Department of Education’s IDEA website. Therefore, the State must make the attachment(s) available to the public as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after the date of the determination letter.


Indicator 1: Timely Provision of Services
Instructions and Measurement
[bookmark: _Toc392159259]Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments
Compliance indicator: Percent of infants and toddlers with Individual Family Service Plans (IFSPs) who receive the early intervention services on their IFSPs in a timely manner. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442)
Data Source
Data to be taken from monitoring or State data system and must be based on actual, not an average, number of days. Include the State’s criteria for “timely” receipt of early intervention services (i.e., the time period from parent consent to when IFSP services are actually initiated).
Measurement
Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who receive the early intervention services on their IFSPs in a timely manner) divided by the (total # of infants and toddlers with IFSPs)] times 100.
Account for untimely receipt of services, including the reasons for delays.
Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select early intervention service (EIS) programs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, describe the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period) and how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.
Targets must be 100%.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. States report in both the numerator and denominator under Indicator 1 on the number of children for whom the State ensured the timely initiation of new services identified on the IFSP. Include the timely initiation of new early intervention services from both initial IFSPs and subsequent IFSPs. Provide actual numbers used in the calculation.
The State’s timeliness measure for this indicator must be either: (1) a time period that runs from when the parent consents to IFSP services; or (2) the IFSP initiation date (established by the IFSP Team, including the parent).
States are not required to report in their calculation the number of children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances, as defined in 34 CFR §303.310(b), documented in the child’s record. If a State chooses to report in its calculation children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances documented in the child’s record, the numbers of these children are to be included in the numerator and denominator. Include in the discussion of the data, the numbers the State used to determine its calculation under this indicator and report separately the number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in the Office of Special Education Programs’ (OSEP’s) response table for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, methods to ensure correction, and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.

1 - Indicator Data
[bookmark: _Toc392159260]Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	57.00%




	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	86.79%
	86.43%
	89.03%
	88.67%
	89.39%



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target
	100%



FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	[bookmark: _Toc392159261]Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who receive the early intervention services on their IFSPs in a timely manner
	Total number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	259
	330
	89.39%
	100%
	90.30%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances
This number will be added to the "Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who receive their early intervention services on their IFSPs in a timely manner" field above to calculate the numerator for this indicator.
[bookmark: _Toc382082358]39
Include your State’s criteria for “timely” receipt of early intervention services (i.e., the time period from parent consent to when IFSP services are actually initiated).
Florida's criteria for "timely" receipt of early intervention services is as soon as possible, but within 30 calendar days from when the family consented to the service, unless there is documentation of a child or family related issue or natural disaster which caused the delay.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
[bookmark: _Hlk23243004]State monitoring
Describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring.
All 15 LES Programs are monitored annually. This year's monitoring utilized a review of child record documentation and data. The monitoring sample was comprised of randomly selected child records based on the local program's size. A total of 330 records were reviewed for this indicator. Exceptional family circumstances included family schedule conflicts, child illness, and unsuccessful attempts to contact the family.  Other barriers causing delays in receiving timely services were due to provider availability, appointments not scheduled within the 30-day timeline, and lack of communication between Service Coordinator and Provider causing delays in scheduling.
If needed, provide additional information about this indicator here.
While the rate of compliance for Indicator 1 for FY 2019-20 is 90.3%, the compliance rate began to fall below pre-pandemic rates during the months of April and May and was lowest in May 2020. The state did not meet the 100% target for this indicator. The pandemic did not negatively impact timely services. Shortly after the COVID-19 pandemic began, the state Medicaid agency and private insurers began to cover telehealth services for children in Florida’s Part C Program. In addition, IDEA, Part C funds were used to fund telehealth services. There was a slight increase in the percentage of services provided in a timely manner during FY 2019-20, over the previous year, which may be attributed to the fact that providers did not need to travel to provide services virtually. 

The Early Steps State Office will continue to provide targeted technical assistance to assist LES Programs in process improvements to ensure timely service delivery.  This will include reviewing with programs root cause analyses and possibly on-going self-assessments in this indicator for the identified programs
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	9
	8
	0
	1


FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the local Early Steps programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted a second round of reviews of child records for each of the nine LES Programs with findings of noncompliance.  In May 2020, the Early Steps State Office reviewed updated data through a subsequent sample of 240 records for the nine programs. This was done by reviewing the record for each child’s IFSP documents and case notes with service start date information. Three of the nine LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in the subsequent review of the sample of records.  In November 2020, another subsequent sample review of 108 records for the 6 LES Programs was conducted. Five of the six LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in this review. Again, this was done by reviewing the record for each child’s IFSP document and case notes with service start date information. One LES Program did not achieve 100% compliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
Thirty-seven children in the nine LES Programs did not receive early intervention services in a timely manner. For each individual case of noncompliance, the Early Steps State Office verified that the LES Program initiated services for each of the 37 children, although late. The verification was completed by requiring the LES Programs to provide follow up and reporting with documentation of proof that services were initiated.
FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected
One of the LES Programs still has a finding of noncompliance. This LES Program continues to work with the Early Steps State Office on program and process improvement strategies and provides updates on a monthly basis. The monthly updates will be required until correction of compliance is achieved.
The Early Steps State Office is continuing efforts in implementing a tiered system of support to assist LES Programs to identify sustainable improvement strategies. The teams are being organized around a continuum of supports, including training, technical assistance, policies, and technology improvements to assist the LES Programs in improving performance and compliance.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2017
	3
	3
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2017
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the LES Programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted a subsequent review of child records for each of the LES Programs with findings of noncompliance. Data samples were reviewed for the period between March to June 2019 and again in July to December 2019.  The Early Steps State Office reviewed an updated sample of 90 records for the three LES Programs for the months of March to May 2020.  This was done by reviewing the record for each child’s IFSP documents and case notes with service start date information. All three LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in the subsequent review of the sample of records.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
In the reviews conducted between March and December 2019, 16 children in the three LES Programs did not receive early intervention services in a timely manner. For each individual case of noncompliance, the Early Steps State Office verified that the LES Program initiated services for each of the 16 children, although late. The verification was completed by requiring the LES Programs to provide follow up and reporting with documentation of the proof that services were initiated.
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

1 - OSEP Response

1 - Required Actions
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2019, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator. In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, that the one remaining finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 was corrected.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, that it has verified that the EIS program or provider with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 and the EIS program or provider with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2018: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the EIS program or provider, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. 

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019, although its FFY 2019 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019.

		5	Part C
[bookmark: _Toc392159262]Indicator 2: Services in Natural Environments
[bookmark: _Toc392159263]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments
Results indicator: Percent of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early intervention services in the home or community-based settings. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442)
Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part C Child Count and Settings data collection in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).
Measurement
Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early intervention services in the home or community-based settings) divided by the (total # of infants and toddlers with IFSPs)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
The data reported in this indicator should be consistent with the State’s 618 data reported in Table 2. If not, explain.
2 - Indicator Data
[bookmark: _Toc392159264]Historical Data

	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	45.00%




	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target>=
	88.00%
	89.00%
	90.00%
	91.00%
	92.00%

	Data
	83.90%
	92.56%
	92.29%
	92.89%
	94.11%


Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target>=
	94.11%


[bookmark: _Toc392159265]Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
FFY 2013-2019 Targets were developed with input from the Early Steps Continuous Improvement Workgroup and the Florida Interagency Coordinating Council for Infants and Toddlers.  
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/08/2020
	Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early intervention services in the home or community-based settings
	17,279

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/08/2020
	Total number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs
	19,186


FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early intervention services in the home or community-based settings
	Total number of Infants and toddlers with IFSPs
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	17,279
	19,186
	94.11%
	94.11%
	90.06%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
Several LES Programs are having difficulty contracting with agencies that will provide services in the natural environment. Each LES Program that did not meet the state’s identified target were required to include improvement strategies on the performance improvement plan. The Early Steps State Office will continue to work with these programs on process improvement strategies to increase provider availability in natural environment settings.
[bookmark: _Toc382082359][bookmark: _Toc392159266][bookmark: _Toc365403651]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
For Indicator 2, the number of services in community settings was consistent prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, declined slightly in March 2020, and then markedly declined in April, May, and June 2020. The number of services in home settings declined as well; however, not as notable a decline as for community settings. These declines are likely attributable to the overall decrease in the number of children referred and served after the pandemic began. To ensure continuity of services during the pandemic, the state Medicaid agency and private insurers reimbursed providers for virtual early intervention services during the last quarter of FY 2019-20. 

The Early Steps State Office is continuing efforts in implementing a tiered system of support to assist programs to identify sustainable improvement strategies. The teams are being organized around a continuum of supports, including training, technical assistance, policies, and technology improvements to assist the LES Programs in improving performance and compliance.
2 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
2 - OSEP Response

2 - Required Actions



Indicator 3: Early Childhood Outcomes
[bookmark: _Toc392159267]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments
Results indicator: Percent of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who demonstrate improved:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships); 
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication); and 
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442)
Data Source
State selected data source.
Measurement
Outcomes:
	A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);
	B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication); and
	C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
Progress categories for A, B and C:
a. Percent of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning = [(# of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning) divided by (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.
b. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.
c. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.
d. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.
e. Percent of infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.
Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:
Summary Statement 1: Of those infants and toddlers who entered early intervention below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program.
Measurement for Summary Statement 1:
Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (c) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in category (d)) divided by (# of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (a) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (b) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (c) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (d))] times 100.
Summary Statement 2: The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program.
Measurement for Summary Statement 2:
Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (d) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (e)) divided by the (total # of infants and toddlers reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e))] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of infants and toddlers with IFSPs is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)
In the measurement, include in the numerator and denominator only infants and toddlers with IFSPs who received early intervention services for at least six months before exiting the Part C program.
Report: (1) the number of infants and toddlers who exited the Part C program during the reporting period, as reported in the State’s Part C exiting data under Section 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the number of those infants and toddlers who did not receive early intervention services for at least six months before exiting the Part C program.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. States will use the progress categories for each of the three Outcomes to calculate and report the two Summary Statements.
Report progress data and calculate Summary Statements to compare against the six targets. Provide the actual numbers and percentages for the five reporting categories for each of the three outcomes.
In presenting results, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.” If a State is using the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Process (COS), then the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined as a child who has been assigned a score of 6 or 7 on the COS.
In addition, list the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator, including if the State is using the ECO COS.
If the State’s Part C eligibility criteria include infants and toddlers who are at risk of having substantial developmental delays (or “at-risk infants and toddlers”) under IDEA section 632(5)(B)(i), the State must report data in two ways. First, it must report on all eligible children but exclude its at-risk infants and toddlers (i.e., include just those infants and toddlers experiencing developmental delay (or “developmentally delayed children”) or having a diagnosed physical or mental condition that has a high probability of resulting in developmental delay (or “children with diagnosed conditions”)). Second, the State must separately report outcome data on either: (1) just its at-risk infants and toddlers; or (2) aggregated performance data on all of the infants and toddlers it serves under Part C (including developmentally delayed children, children with diagnosed conditions, and at-risk infants and toddlers).
3 - Indicator Data
[bookmark: _Toc392159268]Does your State's Part C eligibility criteria include infants and toddlers who are at risk of having substantial developmental delays (or “at-risk infants and toddlers”) under IDEA section 632(5)(B)(i)? (yes/no)
YES

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
The Florida Child Outcomes Advisory Committee was formed in 2009 to review baseline data, assist with target setting, explore improvement activities and to problem-solve implementation issues for the Florida Birth to Five Child Outcome Measurement System. The committee includes representation from the State Office, the Department of Education (DOE), the DOE discretionary project for child outcomes, LES Programs, and local school districts. The committee meets as needed to review progress data, effectiveness of implemented improvement strategies, and recommend changes.

FFY 2013-2019 Targets were developed with input from the Early Steps Continuous Improvement Workgroup, the Florida Interagency Coordinating Council for Infants and Toddlers and Child and Family Outcomes Stakeholder Workgroup. The Child and Family Outcomes Workgroup established new business rules in 2019 for reporting as described below.
 
Will your separate report be just the at-risk infants and toddlers or aggregated performance data on all of the infants and toddlers it serves under Part C? 
At-risk infants and toddlers
Historical Data
	Outcome
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A1
	2012
	Target>=
	33.00%
	33.50%
	35.00%
	39.00%
	44.00%

	A1
	31.80%
	Data
	30.87%
	29.07%
	29.12%
	28.52%
	29.75%

	A1 AR
	2018
	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	A1 AR
	0.00%
	Data
	
	
	
	
	

	A2
	2012
	Target>=
	69.00%
	70.00%
	72.00%
	74.00%
	76.00%

	A2
	68.80%
	Data
	66.95%
	66.09%
	67.67%
	60.10%
	55.00%

	A2 AR
	2018
	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	A2 AR
	100.00%
	Data
	
	
	
	
	100.00%

	B1
	2012
	Target>=
	56.50%
	57.00%
	57.50%
	58.00%
	60.00%

	B1
	54.20%
	Data
	53.06%
	53.40%
	53.18%
	53.49%
	74.63%

	B1 AR
	2018
	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	B1 AR
	100.00%
	Data
	
	
	
	
	100.00%

	B2
	2012
	Target>=
	45.00%
	46.00%
	47.00%
	48.00%
	50.00%

	B2
	44.00%
	Data
	43.48%
	41.12%
	40.95%
	39.00%
	50.91%

	B2 AR
	2018
	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	B2 AR
	100.00%
	Data
	
	
	
	
	100.00%

	C1
	2012
	Target>=
	55.00%
	56.00%
	57.00%
	58.00%
	60.00%

	C1
	54.10%
	Data
	54.50%
	51.36%
	52.44%
	51.33%
	86.75%

	C1 AR
	2018
	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	C1 AR
	100.00%
	Data
	
	
	
	
	100.00%

	C2
	2012
	Target>=
	69.60%
	69.70%
	69.80%
	69.90%
	70.00%

	C2
	69.40%
	Data
	68.09%
	66.14%
	67.60%
	64.86%
	89.05%

	C2 AR
	2018
	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	C2 AR
	100.00%
	Data
	
	
	
	
	100.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	32.00%

	Target A1 AR >=
	32.00%

	Target A2 >=
	69.00%

	Target A2 AR >=
	69.00%

	Target B1 >=
	74.60%

	Target B1 AR >=
	74.60%

	Target B2 >=
	51.00%

	Target B2 AR >=
	51.00%

	Target C1 >=
	86.80%

	Target C1 AR >=
	86.80%

	Target C2 >=
	89.10%

	Target C2 AR >=
	89.10%



FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed
6,274
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	Not including at-risk infants and toddlers
	Number of children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	209
	3.33%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	2,351
	37.47%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	543
	8.65%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	358
	5.71%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,813
	44.84%



	Just at-risk infants and toddlers/All infants and toddlers
	Number of children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	0
	0.00%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	5.88%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	0
	0.00%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	5.88%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	15
	88.24%


[bookmark: _Hlk494119729]
	Not including at-risk infants and toddlers
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	901
	3,461
	29.75%
	32.00%
	26.03%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	A2. The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	3,171
	6,274
	55.00%
	69.00%
	50.54%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for A1 slippage, if applicable 
Florida’s statewide slippage is believed to be a result of data quality issues involving collecting and reporting statewide child outcomes data. The COVID-19 pandemic greatly reduced the number of exit assessments conducted in the final quarter of FY 19-20. There was an average of 1,850 less children with completed assessments across the three outcome areas. Early Steps allowed the use of telemedicine as an alternative option for service delivery during the public health emergency; however, the use of the BDI-2 and its design to be used with a child in a face-to-face setting did not lend itself as a usable evaluation tool during this time.
Provide reasons for A2 slippage, if applicable 
Florida’s statewide slippage is believed to be a result of data quality issues involving collecting and reporting statewide child outcomes data. The COVID-19 pandemic greatly reduced the number of exit assessments conducted in the final quarter of FY 19-20. There was an average of 1,850 less children with completed assessments across the three outcome areas.  Early Steps allowed the use of telemedicine as an alternative option for service delivery during the public health emergency; however, the use of the BDI-2 and its design to be used with a child in a face-to-face setting did not lend itself as usable evaluation tool during this time.

	Just at-risk infants and toddlers/All infants and toddlers
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	1
	2
	
	32.00%
	50.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	16
	17
	100.00%
	69.00%
	94.12%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication)
	Not including at-risk infants and toddlers
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	41
	0.65%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1,283
	20.45%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,952
	31.11%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,870
	29.81%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,128
	17.98%



	Just at-risk infants and toddlers/All infants and toddlers
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	0
	0.00%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	5.88%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	0
	0.00%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2
	11.76%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	14
	82.35%



	Not including at-risk infants and toddlers
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	3,822
	5,146
	74.63%
	74.60%
	74.27%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	2,998
	6,274
	50.91%
	51.00%
	47.78%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for B2 slippage, if applicable 
Florida’s statewide slippage is believed to be a result of data quality issues involving collecting and reporting statewide child outcomes data. The COVID-19 pandemic greatly reduced the number of exit assessments conducted in the final quarter of FY 19-20. There was an average of 1,850 less children with completed assessments across the three outcome areas. Early Steps allowed the use of telemedicine as an alternative option for service delivery during the public health emergency; however, the use of the BDI-2 and its design to be used with a child in a face-to-face setting did not lend itself as usable evaluation tool during this time.

	Just at-risk infants and toddlers/All infants and toddlers
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	2
	3
	100.00%
	74.60%
	66.67%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B2. The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	16
	17
	100.00%
	51.00%
	94.12%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide reasons for B1 AR/ALL slippage, if applicable 
Florida’s statewide slippage is believed to be a result of data quality issues involving collecting and reporting statewide child outcomes data. The COVID-19 pandemic greatly reduced the number of exit assessments conducted in the final quarter of FY 19-20. There was an average of 1,850 less children with completed assessments across the three outcome areas Early Steps allowed the use of telemedicine as an alternative option for service delivery during the public health emergency; however, the use of the BDI-2 and its design to be used with a child in a face-to-face setting did not lend itself as usable evaluation tool during this time.
Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
	Not including at-risk infants and toddlers
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	36
	0.57%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	386
	6.15%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	352
	5.61%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,925
	30.68%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3,575
	56.98%



	Just at-risk infants and toddlers/All infants and toddlers
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	0
	0.00%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	5.88%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	0
	0.00%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	5
	29.41%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	11
	64.71%



	Not including at-risk infants and toddlers
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	2,277
	2,699
	86.75%
	86.80%
	84.36%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C2. The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	5,500
	6,274
	89.05%
	89.10%
	87.66%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for C1 slippage, if applicable 
Florida’s statewide slippage is believed to be a result of data quality issues involving collecting and reporting statewide child outcomes data. The COVID-19 pandemic greatly reduced the number of exit assessments conducted in the final quarter of FY 19-20. There was an average of 1,850 less children with completed assessments across the three outcome areas. Early Steps allowed the use of telemedicine as an alternative option for service delivery during the public health emergency; however, the use of the BDI-2 and its design to be used with a child in a face-to-face setting did not lend itself as usable evaluation tool during this time.
Provide reasons for C2 slippage, if applicable 
Florida’s statewide slippage is believed to be a result of data quality issues involving collecting and reporting statewide child outcomes data. The COVID-19 pandemic greatly reduced the number of exit assessments conducted in the final quarter of FY 19-20. There was an average of 1,850 less children with completed assessments across the three outcome areas Early Steps allowed the use of telemedicine as an alternative option for service delivery during the public health emergency; however, the use of the BDI-2 and its design to be used with a child in a face-to-face setting did not lend itself as usable evaluation tool during this time.

	Just at-risk infants and toddlers/All infants and toddlers
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	5
	6
	100.00%
	86.80%
	83.33%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C2. The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	16
	17
	100.00%
	89.10%
	94.12%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide reasons for C1 AR/ALL slippage, if applicable 
Florida’s statewide slippage is believed to be a result of data quality issues involving collecting and reporting statewide child outcomes data. The COVID-19 pandemic greatly reduced the number of exit assessments conducted in the final quarter of FY 19-20. There was an average of 1,850 less children with completed assessments across the three outcome areas.  Early Steps allowed the use of telemedicine as an alternative option for service delivery during the public health emergency; however, the use of the BDI-2 and its design to be used with a child in a face-to-face setting did not lend itself as usable evaluation tool during this time.
The number of infants and toddlers who did not receive early intervention services for at least six months before exiting the Part C program.
	Question
	Number

	The number of infants and toddlers who exited the Part C program during the reporting period, as reported in the State’s part C exiting 618 data
	17,448

	The number of those infants and toddlers who did not receive early intervention services for at least six months before exiting the Part C program.
	5,707



	Sampling Question
	Yes / No

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)
NO
Provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.”
A standard score of 78 or above (>-1.5 SD) is considered to represent a level of functioning that is "comparable to same-aged peers."
List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.
The Early Steps State Office and the Florida Department of Education (DOE) have collaborated to develop an outcome measurement system for children birth to five years of age and have agreed to collect data on children across Part C and Part B on a common instrument, the BDI-2. The BDI-2 is a "standardized, individually administered assessment battery of key developmental skills in children from birth through seven years of age" [Source: Battelle Developmental Inventory – Examiner’s Manual]. In addition to its use as a measure of child outcomes, this instrument may also be used for determination of eligibility for Early Steps. Florida’s child outcomes measurement system uses scores from the Personal-Social domain of the BDI-2 to determine category placement for Indicator 3A, scores from the Cognitive and Communication domains of the BDI-2 to determine category placement for Indicator 3B, and scores from the Adaptive and Motor domains of the BDI-2 to determine category placement for Indicator 3C. The actual target data are derived from assessments administered upon entry into and exit from Early Steps for eligible children in all LES Programs. Local Early Steps Program employees enter results for assessments in the BDI-2 Data Manager online scoring and reporting program. Data are exported from the Data Manager and a de-identified data file, consisting of all records with sufficient data to be included in the state report is sent to the University of Miami, whose staff completes the analyses that produces the category assignments.
[bookmark: _Toc382082362][bookmark: _Toc392159270]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
While Florida’s child outcomes measurement system uses scores from all BDI-2 domains to report child outcomes to the Office of Special Education Programs, prior to FY 19-20, because Florida’s percentage of infants and toddlers who showed substantial progress was below the national average, stakeholders were convened to review Florida’s rules for assignment of progress categories, using the BDI-2 assessment instrument. A comparison was conducted of Florida’s rules and rules of other states that use the BDI-2 for child outcomes measurement. As a result, Florida’s rules were revised to align with the other states that use the BDI-2 to assign progress categories: 

The Social Relationships (3A) outcome is reported using the BDI-2 Personal-Social domain. 
The Knowledge and Skills (3B) outcome is reported using the BDI-2 Communication or Cognitive domains, considering each domain when determining progress. Previously, only the Communication domain was considered.
The Actions to Meet Needs (3C) outcome is reported using the BDI-2 Adaptive or Motor domains, considering each domain when determining progress. Previously, only the Adaptive domain was considered. 

There are four subdomains not administered on the BDI-2 prior to 24 months of age; therefore, for children under 24 months, a raw score of zero was imposed at entry in the following subdomains: 
While Florida’s child outcomes measurement system uses scores from all BDI-2 domains to report child outcomes to the Office of Special Education Programs, prior to FY 19-20, because Florida’s percentage of infants and toddlers who showed substantial progress was below the national average, stakeholders were convened to review Florida’s rules for assignment of progress categories, using the BDI-2 assessment instrument. A comparison was conducted of Florida’s rules and rules of other states that use the BDI-2 for child outcomes measurement. As a result, Florida’s rules were revised to align with the other states that use the BDI-2 to assign progress categories:  

The Social Relationships (3A) outcome is reported using the BDI-2 Personal-Social domain. 
The Knowledge and Skills (3B) outcome is reported using the BDI-2 Communication or Cognitive domains, considering each domain when determining progress. Previously, only the Communication domain was considered.
The Actions to Meet Needs (3C) outcome is reported using the BDI-2 Adaptive or Motor domains, considering each domain when determining progress. Previously, only the Adaptive domain was considered. 

There are four subdomains not administered on the BDI-2 prior to 24 months of age; therefore, for children under 24 months, a raw score of zero was imposed at entry in the following subdomains: 
•              Adaptive – Personal Responsibility
•              Personal-Social – Peer Interaction
•              Motor – Perceptual Motor 
•              Cognitive – Reasoning and Academic Skills 

The number of children in each of the progress reporting categories are calculated based on application of the following decision rules:
•	Progress Category A: Percent of children who did not improve functioning: 
•	Children who were functioning below a level comparable to same-aged peers at both entry and exit, and children who were functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers at entry, but below their same-aged peers at exit. 
•	Children that did not show any raw score gains between entry and exit in any of the subdomains that make up the domains used to measure the outcome (which rules out any standard score gain). 
•	Progress Category B: Percent of children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers: 
•	Children who were functioning below a level comparable to same-aged peers at both entry and exit and showed a gain in their subdomain raw scores but did not reach a scale score of 5 at exit in any of the subdomains for BDI-2 domains used to report an outcome. 
•	Children who were functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers at entry, but below their same-aged peers at exit, and showed a gain in any subdomain raw score even with a subdomain scaled score of 5 or greater. 
• Progress Category C: Percent of children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it:
•	Children functioning below a level comparable to same-aged peers at both entry and exit. 
• Children in this category showed a gain in their subdomain raw scores and either a scaled score of 5 or above in that domain or a DQ score gain for the corresponding domain.
•	Progress Category D: Percent of children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers : 
•	This category includes only children who were functioning below a level comparable to same-aged peers on entry, but were functioning comparable to same-age peers at exit. 
•	Children in this category showed a gain in their domain standard score for any of the domains used to report an outcome. 
•	Progress Category E: Percent of children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers: 
•	This category includes children who were functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers at both entry and exit for any of the domains used to report an outcome. 
Although Florida’s business rules were revised to align with the other five states that use the BDI-2 to assign progress, continued use of the BDI-2 standardized assessment instrument, even with revised rules for defining progress, did not positively impact the three child outcome areas. From a review of national data, looking at social-emotional development, it appears measurement of social-emotional skills using the Child Outcome Summary (COS) Process, versus only a standardized assessment instrument, such as the BDI-2, results in an increased percentage of children showing improvement and more accurately reflects the infant’s or toddler’s social-emotional skills.
Considering that the items on the BDI-2 assessment do not adequately measure social-emotional skills of very young children and the BDI-2 is a tool designed to more readily evaluate a child in a face-to-face setting, Early Steps has made the decision to transition from the BDI-2 as Florida’s only tool to determine a child’s entry-exit progress and replace it with the Child Outcome Summary (COS) Process. 
The COS process allows the integration of multiple sources of information rather than only one standardized tool. This will allow a more accurate assessment, using information gathered across routines, activities, and settings. In addition, it will be easier for LES Programs to complete entry and exit assessments when prevented from conducting such assessments in person.
3 - Prior FFY Required Actions
The State did not provide FFY 2019 target data for A1 and A2.  The State must provide the required data next year in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR. 

Response to actions required in FFY 2018 SPP/APR 
Revised FFY 2019 targets for A1 and A2 are provided.

3 - OSEP Response
The State revised its FFY 2019 targets for A1 and A2 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
3 - Required Actions



Indicator 4: Family Involvement
[bookmark: _Toc392159271]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments
Results indicator: Percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family:
A. Know their rights;
B. Effectively communicate their children's needs; and
C. Help their children develop and learn.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442)
[bookmark: _Toc392159272]Data Source
State selected data source. State must describe the data source in the SPP/APR.
Measurement
A. Percent = [(# of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family know their rights) divided by the (# of respondent families participating in Part C)] times 100.
B. Percent = [(# of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children’s needs) divided by the (# of respondent families participating in Part C)] times 100.
C. Percent = [(# of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn) divided by the (# of respondent families participating in Part C)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of families participating in Part C is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)
Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
While a survey is not required for this indicator, a State using a survey must submit a copy of any new or revised survey with its SPP/APR.
Report the number of families to whom the surveys were distributed.
Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the families responding are representative of the demographics of infants, toddlers, and families enrolled in the Part C program. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, age of the infant or toddler, and geographic location in the State.
If the analysis shows that the demographics of the families responding are not representative of the demographics of infants, toddlers, and families enrolled in the Part C program, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State distributed the survey to families (e.g., by mail, by e-mail, on-line, by telephone, in-person), if a survey was used, and how responses were collected.
States are encouraged to work in collaboration with their OSEP-funded parent centers in collecting data.
4 - Indicator Data
[bookmark: _Toc392159273]Historical Data
	Measure
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	A
	2005
	Target>=
	75.50%
	76.00%
	76.50%
	77.00%
	77.50%

	A
	55.90%
	Data
	83.21%
	82.20%
	80.54%
	83.96%
	84.60%

	B
	2005
	Target>=
	72.50%
	73.00%
	73.50%
	74.00%
	74.50%

	B
	52.50%
	Data
	78.55%
	79.19%
	77.66%
	81.17%
	81.49%

	C
	2005
	Target>=
	87.50%
	88.00%
	88.50%
	89.00%
	89.50%

	C
	57.60%
	Data
	91.29%
	90.95%
	92.04%
	92.05%
	92.26%


Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target A>=
	84.60%

	Target B>=
	81.49%

	Target C>=
	92.26%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
FFY 2013-19 Targets were developed with input from the Early Steps Continuous Improvement Workgroup, the Florida Interagency Coordinating Council for Infants and Toddlers and Child and Family Outcomes Stakeholder Workgroup.

FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	[bookmark: _Toc392159275][bookmark: _Toc382082367][bookmark: _Toc392159276]The number of families to whom surveys were distributed
	2,802

	Number of respondent families participating in Part C 
	1,726

	A1. Number of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family know their rights
	1,492

	A2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family know their rights
	1,726

	B1. Number of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children's needs
	1,443

	B2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children's needs
	1,726

	C1. Number of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn
	1,610

	C2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn
	1,726



	Measure
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family know their rights (A1 divided by A2)
	84.60%
	84.60%
	86.44%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children's needs (B1 divided by B2)
	81.49%
	81.49%
	83.60%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn (C1 divided by C2)
	92.26%
	92.26%
	93.28%
	Met Target
	No Slippage



	Sampling Question
	Yes / No

	Was sampling used? 
	NO



	Question
	Yes / No

	Was a collection tool used?
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised collection tool? 
	NO

	The demographics of the families responding are representative of the demographics of infants, toddlers, and families enrolled in the Part C program.
	NO


If not, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. 
The Early Steps State Office continues to work with the Family Resource Specialists to educate families on the importance of collecting Family Outcomes data and to promote the increase of overall responses for all families enrolled in the Part C program. While the variance between the child count and family survey responses is not statistically significant, the Early Steps State Office is in the process of implementing a new family survey process, and the new survey will be expected to provide a clear method for determining and ensuring representativeness.
Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the families responding are representative of the demographics of infants, toddlers, and families enrolled in the Part C program.
The family survey responses showed a slight overrepresentation of Asian and Hispanic responses and slight underrepresentation of Black or African American and White responses as compared to the Child Count Settings data. The following chart indicates race/ethnicity as reported in Child Count Settings data versus distribution of race/ethnicity in the survey response data.

Race/Ethnicity............................................................................... Family Survey Responses ...................................................................Child Count FY 2019-20
American Indian or Alaska Native.............................................. <4%....................................................................................................... 2%
Asian.......................................................................................... ..... 3%.................................................................................................. 1.97%
Black or African American.......................................................... 18% .................................................................................................19.82%
Hispanic/Latino........................................................... ................. 43% ................................................................................................39.61%
Multi-racial...................................................................................... 4% ....................................................................................................3.46%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander........................................... <1% .......................................................................................................09%
White.............................................................................................. 32%................................................................................................. 34.86%
Missing ...........................................................................................<1% ........................................................................................Not reported

The Early Steps State Office continues to work with the Family Resource Specialists to educate families on the importance of collecting Family Outcomes data and to promote the increase of overall responses for all families enrolled in the Part C program. The Early Steps State Office is in the process of implementing a new family survey process, and the new survey will be expected to provide a clear method for determining and ensuring representativeness.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) survey was utilized as the measurement tool for Indicator 4. All families with children who had an initial IFSP for at least six months and exiting the program between February 1, 2020 and May 1, 2020, were offered the opportunity to submit a survey. The distribution process utilized personal contact with the families by the Service Coordinator, Family Resource Specialist, and providers working with the child and family.
4 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None

 
4 - OSEP Response

4 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2020 response data are representative of the demographics of infants, toddlers, and families enrolled in the Part C program, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the families responding are representative of the population.

[bookmark: _Toc384383330][bookmark: _Toc392159282][bookmark: _Toc382082372]Indicator 5: Child Find (Birth to One)
[bookmark: _Toc384383331][bookmark: _Toc392159283]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Child Find
Results indicator: Percent of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs compared to national data. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442)
Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part C Child Count and Settings data collection in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)) and Census (for the denominator).
Measurement
Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs) divided by the (population of infants and toddlers birth to 1)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target and to national data. The data reported in this indicator should be consistent with the State’s reported 618 data reported in Table 1. If not, explain why.
5 - Indicator Data
[bookmark: _Toc384383332][bookmark: _Toc392159284]Historical Data

	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2012
	0.71%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	0.72%
	0.73%
	0.73%
	0.74%
	0.74%

	Data
	0.70%
	0.69%
	0.70%
	0.69%
	0.71%


Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target >=
	0.74%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
FFY 2013-2019 Targets were developed with input from the Early Steps Continuous Improvement Workgroup and the Florida Interagency Coordinating Council for Infants and Toddlers.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/08/2020
	Number of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs
	1,925

	Annual State Resident Population Estimates for 6 Race Groups (5 Race Alone Groups and Two or More Races) by Age, Sex, and Hispanic Origin
	06/25/2020
	Population of infants and toddlers birth to 1
	221,463


FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	Number of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs
	Population of infants and toddlers birth to 1
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1,925
	221,463
	0.71%
	0.74%
	0.87%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Compare your results to the national data
Florida's results are higher than the statewide target, but lower than the national average of 1.37%. Florida will continue working on the development of a new data administration system, where referrals will be more uniform, improve the child find monitoring plan and ensure consistent messaging in public awareness materials.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
5 - OSEP Response

5 - Required Actions


[bookmark: _Toc381956335][bookmark: _Toc384383336][bookmark: _Toc392159288]Indicator 6: Child Find (Birth to Three)
Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Child Find
Results indicator: Percent of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs compared to national data. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442)
Data Source
Data collected under IDEA section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part C Child Count and Settings data collection in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)) and Census (for the denominator).
Measurement
Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs) divided by the (population of infants and toddlers birth to 3)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target and to national data. The data reported in this indicator should be consistent with the State’s reported 618 data reported in Table 1. If not, explain why.
6 - Indicator Data

	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2012
	1.89%



	[bookmark: _Toc392159294]FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target >=
	1.91%
	1.91%
	1.92%
	1.92%
	1.93%

	Data
	2.10%
	1.98%
	2.17%
	2.29%
	2.47%


Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target >=
	2.47%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 
FFY 2013-2019 Targets were developed with input from the Early Steps Continuous Improvement Workgroup and the Florida Interagency Coordinating Council for Infants and Toddlers.  
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/08/2020
	Number of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs
	19,186

	Annual State Resident Population Estimates for 6 Race Groups (5 Race Alone Groups and Two or More Races) by Age, Sex, and Hispanic Origin
	06/25/2020
	Population of infants and toddlers birth to 3
	674,612


FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	Number of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs
	Population of infants and toddlers birth to 3
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	19,186
	674,612
	2.47%
	2.47%
	2.84%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Compare your results to the national data
Florida's results are higher than the statewide target, but lower than the national average of 3.70%. Florida will continue working on the development of a new data administration system, where referrals will be more uniform, improve the child find monitoring plan and ensure consistent messaging in public awareness materials.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
6 - OSEP Response

6 - Required Actions


Indicator 7: 45-Day Timeline
[bookmark: _Toc392159295]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Child Find
Compliance indicator: Percent of eligible infants and toddlers with IFSPs for whom an initial evaluation and initial assessment and an initial IFSP meeting were conducted within Part C’s 45-day timeline. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442)
Data Source
Data to be taken from monitoring or State data system and must address the timeline from point of referral to initial IFSP meeting based on actual, not an average, number of days.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of eligible infants and toddlers with IFSPs for whom an initial evaluation and initial assessment and an initial IFSP meeting were conducted within Part C’s 45-day timeline) divided by the (# of eligible infants and toddlers evaluated and assessed for whom an initial IFSP meeting was required to be conducted)] times 100.
Account for untimely evaluations, assessments, and initial IFSP meetings, including the reasons for delays.
Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, describe the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period) and how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.
Targets must be 100%.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide actual numbers used in the calculation.
States are not required to report in their calculation the number of children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances, as defined in 34 CFR §303.310(b), documented in the child’s record. If a State chooses to report in its calculation children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances documented in the child’s record, the numbers of these children are to be included in the numerator and denominator. Include in the discussion of the data, the numbers the State used to determine its calculation under this indicator and report separately the number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances.
Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response table for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, methods to ensure correction, and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
7 - Indicator Data
[bookmark: _Toc382082375][bookmark: _Toc392159298]Historical Data

	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	85.00%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	77.50%
	95.36%
	96.13%
	84.33%
	90.30%


Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target
	100%


FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	Number of eligible infants and toddlers with IFSPs for whom an initial evaluation and assessment and an initial IFSP meeting was conducted within Part C’s 45-day timeline
	Number of eligible infants and toddlers evaluated and assessed for whom an initial IFSP meeting was required to be conducted
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	246
	330
	90.30%
	100%
	91.21%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances
This number will be added to the "Number of eligible infants and toddlers with IFSPs for whom an initial evaluation and assessment and an initial IFSP meeting was conducted within Part C's 45-day timeline" field above to calculate the numerator for this indicator.
55
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring. 
All 15 LES Programs are monitored annually. This year's monitoring utilized a review of child record documentation and data. The monitoring sample was comprised of randomly selected child records based on local program size. A total of 330 records were reviewed. Exceptional family circumstances included fifteen programs with family schedule conflicts, five programs with child illness and two programs with unsuccessful attempts to contact the family which caused a delay in scheduling the evaluation and completing the IFSP within the 45-day timeline. Other barriers causing delays in two programs were due to provider availability which caused evaluation appointments to not be scheduled within the 45-day timeline and in six programs internal issues involving high service coordinator caseloads, delays in communication which impeded the completing of required activities from initial contact through the eligibility evaluation. State staff manually reviewed each randomly selected file to determine if an initial IFSP meeting was conducted within Part C's 45-day timeline.  
[bookmark: _Toc386209666][bookmark: _Toc392159299]Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
While the rate of compliance with Indicator 7 for FY 2019-20 is 91.2%, the rate of compliance with 45-day timeline decreased after the COVID-19 pandemic began, reaching its lowest rate in April 2020. Although the state did not meet the 100% target for indicator 7, the pandemic did not negatively impact the overall indicator compliance rate, as there was a slight increase in compliance over the previous year. Shortly after the start of the COVID-19 pandemic, the state Medicaid agency began to reimburse providers for evaluations conducted virtually, which was critical in helping to ensure initial evaluations could be conducted and IFSPs developed within 45 days of referral.

A key factor impacting performance was LES Programs provider capacity. A few LES Programs did not have adequate staff available to schedule initial evaluations with a multidisciplinary team within the 45-day timeline. This resulted in evaluations being scheduled late.  The Early Steps State Office will continue to monitor and require recruitment of adequate number trained providers.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	5
	5
	0
	0


FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the LES Programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted a second review of child records for each of the five LES Programs with findings of noncompliance. The data was from the months of July through December 2019. The Early Steps State Office reviewed updated data through a subsequent sample of 140 records for the five programs. This was done by reviewing the referral and IFSP dates in the data system and verifying the information with the referral form and IFSP documents provided by the LES Programs. 
One of the five LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in the subsequent review of the sample of records.  A second subsequent sample review of 79 records for the four LES Programs was conducted for February and March 2020. All the four programs achieved 100% compliance in the review. Again, this was done by reviewing the referral and IFSP dates in the data system and verifying the information with the referral form and IFSP documents provided by the LES Programs
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
Thirty-two children did not receive an initial evaluation and assessment and an initial IFSP meeting conducted within Part C's 45-day timeline. For each individual case of noncompliance, the Early Steps State Office verified that the LES Program conducted the evaluation and assessment and individualized Family Support Plan (IFSP) for each child, although late. The verification was based on follow up reporting and reviews by the LES Program with documentation of individual children whose evaluation and assessment and initial IFSP had not been completed.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2017
	2
	2
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2017
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the LES Programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted subsequent reviews of child records for each LES Program with findings of noncompliance, data samples were reviewed for the period between March to June 2019 and again in July to December 2019.  The Early Steps State Office reviewed an updated sample of 30 records for the two LES Programs for the months of March to May 2020.  Both LES Programs achieved 100% compliance based upon a subsequent review of records. The record reviews verified correction of noncompliance of two LES Programs with findings of noncompliance identified in FY 2017. This was done by reviewing the referral and IFSP dates in the data system and verifying the information with the referral form and IFSP documents provided by the LES Programs. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
In the reviewed sample of records between March to December 2019, seven children did not receive an initial evaluation and assessment and an initial IFSP meeting conducted within Part C's 45-day timeline. For each individual case of noncompliance, the Early Steps State Office verified that the LES Program conducted the evaluation and assessment and individualized Family Support Plan (IFSP) for each child, although late. The verification was based on follow up reporting and reviews by the LES Program with documentation of individual children whose evaluation and assessment and initial IFSP had not been completed.
7 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
7 - OSEP Response

7 - Required Actions
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2019, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or provider with noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the EIS program or provider, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. 

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019, although its FFY 2019 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019.


Indicator 8A: Early Childhood Transition
[bookmark: _Toc386209667]Instructions and Measurement
[bookmark: _Hlk25310256]Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Effective Transition
Compliance indicator: The percentage of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C with timely transition planning for whom the Lead Agency has:
A. Developed an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday;
B. Notified (consistent with any opt-out policy adopted by the State) the SEA and the LEA where the toddler resides at least 90 days prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services; and
C. Conducted the transition conference held with the approval of the family at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442)
Data Source
Data to be taken from monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
A. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who have an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months, prior to their third birthday) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C)] times 100.
B. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where notification (consistent with any opt-out policy adopted by the State) to the SEA and LEA occurred at least 90 days prior to their third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B)] times 100.
C. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where the transition conference occurred at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B)] times 100.
Account for untimely transition planning under 8A, 8B, and 8C, including the reasons for delays.
Instructions
Indicators 8A, 8B, and 8C: Targets must be 100%.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Indicators 8A and 8C: If data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. If data are from State monitoring, also describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, describe the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period) and how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.
Indicators 8A and 8C: States are not required to report in their calculation the number of children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances, as defined in 34 CFR §303.310(b), documented in the child’s record. If a State chooses to report in its calculation children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances documented in the child’s record, the numbers of these children are to be included in the numerator and denominator. Include in the discussion of the data, the numbers the State used to determine its calculation under this indicator and report separately the number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances.
Indicator 8B: Under 34 CFR §303.401(e), the State may adopt a written policy that requires the lead agency to provide notice to the parent of an eligible child with an IFSP of the impending notification to the SEA and LEA under IDEA section 637(a)(9)(A)(ii)(I) and 34 CFR §303.209(b)(1) and (2) and permits the parent within a specified time period to “opt-out” of the referral. Under the State’s opt-out policy, the State is not required to include in the calculation under 8B (in either the numerator or denominator) the number of children for whom the parents have opted out. However, the State must include in the discussion of data, the number of parents who opted out. In addition, any written opt-out policy must be on file with the Department of Education as part of the State’s Part C application under IDEA section 637(a)(9)(A)(ii)(I) and 34 CFR §§303.209(b) and 303.401(d).
Indicator 8C: The measurement is intended to capture those children for whom a transition conference must be held within the required timeline and, as such, only children between 2 years 3 months and age 3 should be included in the denominator.
Indicator 8C: Do not include in the calculation, but provide a separate number for those toddlers for whom the parent did not provide approval for the transition conference.
Indicators 8A, 8B, and 8C: Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response table for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, methods to ensure correction, and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
[bookmark: _Toc386209669]8A - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	64.00%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	90.71%
	93.57%
	93.23%
	91.00%
	95.45%





Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target
	100%


FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
Data include only those toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C with timely transition planning for whom the Lead Agency has developed an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday. (yes/no)
YES
	Number of children exiting Part C who have an IFSP with transition steps and services
	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	281
	330
	95.45%
	100%
	92.73%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
A key factor impacting performance was service coordinator error in scheduling timely conferences. The LES Program staff did track the due date in a timely manner which resulted in the transition conferences being late. High volume caseloads also impacted some service coordinators’ performance. The Early Steps State Office will continue to monitor and ensure adequate training is conducted and that best practices for transition are being followed.
There was a 2.72 percent decrease in the percentage of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C with timely transition planning for whom the Lead Agency has developed an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday from FFY 2018 to FFY 2019.  This slippage can be attributed to higher service coordinator caseloads in several local programs which attributed to a delay in scheduling timely transition conferences with families as well as an increase in service coordinator error in tracking when transition conferences were due. This caused a delay in the development of the IFSP with transition steps and services being developed at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday.
Number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances 
This number will be added to the “Number of children exiting Part C who have an IFSP with transition steps and services” field to calculate the numerator for this indicator.
25
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring. 
All 15 LES Programs are monitored annually. This year's monitoring utilized a review of child record documentation and data. The monitoring sample was comprised of randomly selected child records based on local program size. A total of 330 records were reviewed. Exceptional family circumstances included eleven programs with family schedule conflicts, one program with child illness and two programs with unsuccessful attempts to contact the family. An additional reason for delay in eight programs was service coordinator error in scheduling timely transition conferences with the family. LES Program staff did track the due date in a timely manner which resulted in the transition conferences being late. Therefore, timely transition planning for whom the Lead Agency has developed an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler's third birthday was late. High volume caseloads also impacted some service coordinators’ performance. The Early Steps State Office will continue to monitor and ensure adequate training is conducted and that best practices for transition are being followed.

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	8
	8
	0
	0


FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the LES Programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted a second review of child records for each of the eight LES Programs with findings of noncompliance. The Early Steps State Office reviewed updated data through a subsequent sample of 180 records for the eight LES Programs. This was done by reviewing a subsequent sample of IFSP records to ensure steps and services were provided within at least 90 days and not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday. One of the eight LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in the subsequent review of the sample of records.  Another subsequent sample review of 118 records for the seven LES Programs was conducted for the months of July to December 2019. All the seven LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in the review. Again, this was done by reviewing a subsequent sample of IFSP records to ensure steps and services were provided within at least 90 days and not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday.   
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
Fifteen children did not receive an IFSP with transition steps and services within at least 90 days and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months prior to the toddler's third birthday. The Early Steps State Office verified that that the LES Programs developed an IFSP with transition steps and services, although late, for the 15 children. This verification was based on follow up reporting and review of documentation provided by the LES Programs.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2017
	2
	2
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2017
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the LES Programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted several reviews of child records for each of the two LES Programs with findings of noncompliance. The Early Steps State Office reviewed updated data samples for the period between March to June 2019 and again in July to December 2019.  Another sample for the two LES Programs was subsequently reviewed for March 2020. The two LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in the subsequent review of the sample of records.  This was done by reviewing a subsequent sample of IFSP records to ensure steps and services were provided within at least 90 days and not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
Four children did not receive an IFSP with transition steps and services within at least 90 days and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months prior to the toddler's third birthday. The Early Steps State Office verified that that the LES Program developed an IFSP with transition steps and services. Although late, the IFSPs with transition steps and services were completed before the toddler’s third birthday for the four children. This verification was based on follow up reporting and review of documentation provided by the LES Program.
8A - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
8A - OSEP Response

8A - Required Actions
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2019, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or provider with noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the EIS program or provider, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. 

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019, although its FFY 2019 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019.


Indicator 8B: Early Childhood Transition
Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Effective Transition
Compliance indicator: The percentage of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C with timely transition planning for whom the Lead Agency has:
A. Developed an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday;
B. Notified (consistent with any opt-out policy adopted by the State) the SEA and the LEA where the toddler resides at least 90 days prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services; and
C. Conducted the transition conference held with the approval of the family at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442)
Data Source
Data to be taken from monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
A. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who have an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months, prior to their third birthday) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C)] times 100.
B. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where notification (consistent with any opt-out policy adopted by the State) to the SEA and LEA occurred at least 90 days prior to their third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B)] times 100.
C. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where the transition conference occurred at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B)] times 100.
Account for untimely transition planning under 8A, 8B, and 8C, including the reasons for delays.
Instructions
Indicators 8A, 8B, and 8C: Targets must be 100%.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Indicators 8A and 8C: If data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. If data are from State monitoring, also describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, describe the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period) and how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.
Indicators 8A and 8C: States are not required to report in their calculation the number of children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances, as defined in 34 CFR §303.310(b), documented in the child’s record. If a State chooses to report in its calculation children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances documented in the child’s record, the numbers of these children are to be included in the numerator and denominator. Include in the discussion of the data, the numbers the State used to determine its calculation under this indicator and report separately the number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances.
Indicator 8B: Under 34 CFR §303.401(e), the State may adopt a written policy that requires the lead agency to provide notice to the parent of an eligible child with an IFSP of the impending notification to the SEA and LEA under IDEA section 637(a)(9)(A)(ii)(I) and 34 CFR §303.209(b)(1) and (2) and permits the parent within a specified time period to “opt-out” of the referral. Under the State’s opt-out policy, the State is not required to include in the calculation under 8B (in either the numerator or denominator) the number of children for whom the parents have opted out. However, the State must include in the discussion of data, the number of parents who opted out. In addition, any written opt-out policy must be on file with the Department of Education as part of the State’s Part C application under IDEA section 637(a)(9)(A)(ii)(I) and 34 CFR §§303.209(b) and 303.401(d).
Indicator 8C: The measurement is intended to capture those children for whom a transition conference must be held within the required timeline and, as such, only children between 2 years 3 months and age 3 should be included in the denominator.
Indicator 8C: Do not include in the calculation, but provide a separate number for those toddlers for whom the parent did not provide approval for the transition conference.
Indicators 8A, 8B, and 8C: Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response table for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, methods to ensure correction, and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
8B - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	88.00%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	94.29%
	85.56%
	96.44%
	95.29%
	96.30%




Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target
	100%


FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
Data include notification to both the SEA and LEA
YES
	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where notification to the SEA and LEA occurred at least 90 days prior to their third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services
	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	316
	327
	96.30%
	100%
	97.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of parents who opted out
This number will be subtracted from the "Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B" field to calculate the denominator for this indicator.
3
Describe the method used to collect these data
The data source or this Indicator comes from monitoring. All 15 LES Programs are monitored annually. This year's monitoring utilized a review of child record documentation and data verifying both notification to the Local and State Education Agencies. The monitoring sample was comprised of randomly selected child records based on local program size. A total of 330 records were reviewed.
Do you have a written opt-out policy? (yes/no)
YES
If yes, is the policy on file with the Department? (yes/no)
YES
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring. 
All 15 LES Programs are monitored annually for this indicator. This year's monitoring utilized a review of child record documentation and data. The monitoring sample was comprised of randomly selected child records based on local program size. A total of 330 records were reviewed.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Several LES Programs did not track the notification due date in a timely manner which resulted in the notifications being sent late to the Local Education Agency and State Education Agency. Some LES Programs do not adequately track notification due dates when children enter the program very close to 90 days before the child's third birthday. The Early Steps State Office will continue to monitor and ensure adequate training is conducted on running reports for tracking due dates to ensure timely notification
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	5
	5
	0
	0


FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the LES Programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted a subsequent review of child records for each of the five LES Programs with findings of noncompliance. The Early Steps State Office reviewed a subsequent sample of 44 records for the five LES Programs with findings. The five LES Programs achieved 100% compliance on the subsequent reviews. This review verified correction of all five programs with findings. This was done by reviewing a subsequent sample of notification lists sent to the Local Education Agency and State Education Agency and verifying the information was sent in a timely manner at least 90 days prior to the toddler’s third birthday.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
Notification to the State Education Agency (SEA) and the Local Education Agency (LEA) where the toddler resides was late for children. The Early Steps State Office verified that the LES Program provided notification to the State Education Agency (SEA) and the Local Education Agency (LEA) where the toddler resides. Although late, it did occur prior each toddler’s third birthday for all ten toddlers. This verification was based on follow up reporting and review of documentation provided by the LES Program.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


8B - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
8B - OSEP Response

8B - Required Actions
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2019, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or provider with noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the EIS program or provider, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. 

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019, although its FFY 2019 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019.


Indicator 8C: Early Childhood Transition
Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Effective Transition
Compliance indicator: The percentage of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C with timely transition planning for whom the Lead Agency has:
A. Developed an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday;
B. Notified (consistent with any opt-out policy adopted by the State) the SEA and the LEA where the toddler resides at least 90 days prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services; and
C. Conducted the transition conference held with the approval of the family at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442)
Data Source
Data to be taken from monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
A. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who have an IFSP with transition steps and services at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months, prior to their third birthday) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C)] times 100.
B. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where notification (consistent with any opt-out policy adopted by the State) to the SEA and LEA occurred at least 90 days prior to their third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B)] times 100.
C. Percent = [(# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where the transition conference occurred at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B) divided by the (# of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B)] times 100.
Account for untimely transition planning under 8A, 8B, and 8C, including the reasons for delays.
Instructions
Indicators 8A, 8B, and 8C: Targets must be 100%.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.
Indicators 8A and 8C: If data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. If data are from State monitoring, also describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, describe the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period) and how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.
Indicators 8A and 8C: States are not required to report in their calculation the number of children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances, as defined in 34 CFR §303.310(b), documented in the child’s record. If a State chooses to report in its calculation children for whom the State has identified the cause for the delay as exceptional family circumstances documented in the child’s record, the numbers of these children are to be included in the numerator and denominator. Include in the discussion of the data, the numbers the State used to determine its calculation under this indicator and report separately the number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances.
Indicator 8B: Under 34 CFR §303.401(e), the State may adopt a written policy that requires the lead agency to provide notice to the parent of an eligible child with an IFSP of the impending notification to the SEA and LEA under IDEA section 637(a)(9)(A)(ii)(I) and 34 CFR §303.209(b)(1) and (2) and permits the parent within a specified time period to “opt-out” of the referral. Under the State’s opt-out policy, the State is not required to include in the calculation under 8B (in either the numerator or denominator) the number of children for whom the parents have opted out. However, the State must include in the discussion of data, the number of parents who opted out. In addition, any written opt-out policy must be on file with the Department of Education as part of the State’s Part C application under IDEA section 637(a)(9)(A)(ii)(I) and 34 CFR §§303.209(b) and 303.401(d).
Indicator 8C: The measurement is intended to capture those children for whom a transition conference must be held within the required timeline and, as such, only children between 2 years 3 months and age 3 should be included in the denominator.
Indicator 8C: Do not include in the calculation, but provide a separate number for those toddlers for whom the parent did not provide approval for the transition conference.
Indicators 8A, 8B, and 8C: Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response table for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, methods to ensure correction, and any enforcement actions that were taken.
If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
8C - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	70.00%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	91.43%
	93.93%
	93.53%
	92.00%
	95.76%




Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target
	100%


FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
Data reflect only those toddlers for whom the Lead Agency has conducted the transition conference held with the approval of the family at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months, prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services (yes/no)
YES
	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where the transition conference occurred at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B
	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	281
	330
	95.76%
	100%
	92.73%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
A key factor impacting performance was service coordinator error in scheduling timely conferences. The LES Program staff did not track the due date in a timely manner which resulted in the transition conferences being late. High volume caseloads also impacted some service coordinators’ performance. The Early Steps State Office will continue to monitor and ensure adequate training is conducted and that best practices for transition are being followed. Another factor impacting performance was the closure of school districts across the state due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Florida’s public schools were temporarily closed beginning in March 2020, and then later closed for the remainder of the 2020 spring semester, through June 2020, resulting in the inability to appropriately plan and transition some children to preschool programs during the last three months of the fiscal year.
Number of toddlers for whom the parent did not provide approval for the transition conference  
This number will be subtracted from the "Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B" field to calculate the denominator for this indicator.
0
Number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances
This number will be added to the "Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where the transition conference occurred at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B" field to calculate the numerator for this indicator.
25
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
State monitoring
Describe the method used to select EIS programs for monitoring. 
All 15 LES Programs are monitored annually. This year's monitoring utilized a review of child record documentation and data. The monitoring sample was comprised of randomly selected child records based on local program size. A total of 330 records were reviewed. Exceptional family circumstances included eleven programs with family schedule conflicts, one program with child illness and two programs with unsuccessful attempts to contact the family. An additional reason for delay in eight programs was service coordinator error in scheduling timely transition conferences with the family. LES Program staff did track the due date in a timely manner which resulted in the transition conferences being late. Therefore, the number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where the transition conference occurred at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B occurred late.  High volume caseloads also impacted some service coordinators’ performance. The Early Steps State Office will continue to monitor and ensure adequate training is conducted and that best practices for transition are being followed.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
The Early Steps State Office continued to work with the LES Programs regarding their improvement strategies on a monthly basis until correction of noncompliance was achieved.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2018
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	7
	7
	0
	0


FFY 2018 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the LES Programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted a second review of child records for each of the seven LES Programs with findings of noncompliance. The Early Steps State Office reviewed updated data through a subsequent sample of 160 records for the seven programs for July to December 2019. This was done by reviewing a subsequent sample of IFSP records to ensure a transition conference was completed within at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday. One of the seven LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in the subsequent review of the sample of records.  A second sample review of 118 records for the six programs was conducted. The remaining six LES Programs achieved 100% compliance in the review. Again, this was done by reviewing a subsequent sample of IFSP records to ensure a transition conference was completed within at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday.   
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
Fifteen children did not receive a transition conference within at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months prior to the toddler's third birthday. The Early Steps State Office verified that the LES Programs conducted a transition conference. Although late, the transition conference was held before the toddler’s third birthday.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2018
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2018 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	FFY 2017
	2
	2
	0

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


FFY 2017
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure noncompliant practices have been revised and the local Early Steps programs are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements, the Early Steps State Office conducted several reviews of samples for the period between March to June 2019 and again in July to December 2019. Another subsequent sample for the two programs for March 2020 was reviewed. The Early Steps State Office reviewed updated data through a subsequent sample of 50 records for the two programs. This was done by reviewing a subsequent sample of IFSP records to ensure the transition conference was conducted within at least 90 days and not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday. The two programs achieved 100% compliance in the subsequent review of the sample of records
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected
Four children did not receive a transition conference within at least 90 days and at the discretion of all parties, not more than nine months prior to the toddler's third birthday. The Early Steps State Office verified that the LES Program conducted a transition conference. Although late, the transition conference was held before the toddler’s third birthday for the four children. This verification was based on follow up reporting and review of documentation provided by the LES Program.

8C - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
8C - OSEP Response

8C - Required Actions
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2019, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator. When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or provider with noncompliance identified in FFY 2019 for this indicator: (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the EIS program or provider, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. In the FFY 2020 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction. 

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019, although its FFY 2019 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2019.

[bookmark: _Toc382082390][bookmark: _Toc392159339]Indicator 9: Resolution Sessions
[bookmark: _Toc381786822][bookmark: _Toc382731911][bookmark: _Toc382731912][bookmark: _Toc392159340]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / General Supervision
Results indicator: Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements (applicable if Part B due process procedures are adopted). (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442)
Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part C Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).
Measurement
Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.
This indicator is not applicable to a State that has adopted Part C due process procedures under section 639 of the IDEA.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, the State must develop baseline and targets and report them in the corresponding SPP/APR.
States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).
If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s 618 data, explain.
States are not required to report data at the EIS program level.
9 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 
NO
Select yes to use target ranges. 
Target Range not used
[bookmark: _Toc382731913][bookmark: _Toc392159341]Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part C Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/04/2020
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	0

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part C Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/04/2020
	3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	0


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
 
Historical Data

	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	
	



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	Data
	
	
	
	
	



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target>=
	



FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3.1 Number of resolutions sessions
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	0
	
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
There were no resolution sessions held.

[bookmark: _Toc381786825][bookmark: _Toc382731915][bookmark: _Toc392159343]9 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
9 - OSEP Response
The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2019. The State is not required to provide targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held. 
9 - Required Actions



Indicator 10: Mediation
[bookmark: _Toc382731916][bookmark: _Toc392159344]Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / General Supervision
Results indicator: Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442)
Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part C Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).
Measurement
Percent = ((2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1) times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.
States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of mediations is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of mediations reaches 10 or greater, the State must develop baseline and targets and report them in the corresponding SPP/APR.
States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).
If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s 618 data, explain.
States are not required to report data at the EIS program level.
10 - Indicator Data
Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range not used
Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA. 
NO
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part C  Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/04/2020
	2.1 Mediations held
	0

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part C  Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/04/2020
	2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints
	0

	SY 2019-20 EMAPS IDEA Part C  Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/04/2020
	2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints
	0


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Historical Data

	Baseline Year
	Baseline Data

	2005
	100.00%



	FFY
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	Data
	50.00%
	
	
	
	



Targets
	FFY
	2019

	Target>=
	



FFY 2019 SPP/APR Data
	2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints
	2.1.b.i Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints
	2.1 Number of mediations held
	FFY 2018 Data
	FFY 2019 Target
	FFY 2019 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	
	
	0
	
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
There were no agreements related to due process complaints, no mediation agreements not related to due process complaints and no mediations held.
10 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
10 - OSEP Response
The State reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2019. The State is not required to provide targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held. 
10 - Required Actions



[bookmark: _Toc392159348]Indicator 11: State Systemic Improvement Plan




Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify
I certify that I am the Director of the State's Lead Agency under Part C of the IDEA, or his or her designee, and that the State's submission of its IDEA Part C State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report is accurate.
Select the certifier’s role 
Lead Agency Director
Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State's submission of its IDEA Part C State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report.
Name:  
Renee Jenkins
Title: 
IDEA Part C Coordinator
Email: 
renee.jenkins@flhealth.gov
Phone: 
850-245-4456
Submitted on: 
04/26/21  5:57:59 PM
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Florida’s FFY 2019 Indicator C-11 Annual Performance Report (APR) Optional Template



Section A: 	Data Analysis



What is the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR). (Please limit your response to 785 characters without space).

Florida’s selected State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) remains as the Annual Performance Report (APR) indicator 3A1: Increase in the percent of infants and toddlers who exit early intervention with an increased rate of growth in positive social-emotional skills. Florida continues to implement two improvement strategies: 1) improve capacity to support local implementation of evidence-based practices through improvements to state level infrastructure, and 2) establish, implement, and sustain a framework for statewide professional development (PD) based on identified evidence-based coaching practices. Florida’s SSIP improvement activities fall under the following system Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) System Framework components: Governance, Accountability and Quality Improvement, Data Systems, Finance, and Personnel/Workforce.

Has the SiMR changed since the last SSIP submission? 	No

If “Yes”, provide an explanation for the change(s), including the role of stakeholders in decision-making. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

Click or tap here to enter text.

[bookmark: _Hlk53382868]


Progress toward the SiMR

Please provide the data for the specific FFY listed below (expressed as actual number and percentages). 

Baseline Data:	31.80%		

Has the SiMR target changed since the last SSIP submission? 	No

FFY 2018 Target:  44%	FFY 2019 Target:  32%	

FFY 2018 Data:  29.8%  	FFY 2019 Data:	26.0%

Was the State’s FFY 2019 Target Met?   	 No

Did slippage[footnoteRef:1] occur?  Yes [1:  The definition of slippage: A worsening from the previous data AND a failure to meet the target. The worsening also needs to meet certain thresholds to be considered slippage: 
For a "large" percentage (10% or above), it is considered slippage if the worsening is more than 1.0 percentage point. For example:
It is not slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator X are 32% and the FFY 2018 data were 32.9%.
It is slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator X are 32% and the FFY 2018 data were 33.1%.
For a "small" percentage (less than 10%), it is considered slippage if the worsening is more than 0.1 percentage point. For example:
It is not slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator Y are 5.1% and the FFY 2018 data were 5%.
It is slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator Y are 5.1% and the FFY 2018 data were 4.9%.
] 


If applicable, describe the reasons for slippage. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

Florida’s statewide slippage is suspected to be a result of data quality issues involving collecting and reporting statewide child outcomes data. The COVID-19 pandemic greatly reduced the number of exit assessments conducted in the final quarter of FFY 2019. An average of 1,850 fewer children received completed assessments across the three outcome areas, compared to FFY 2018. Early Steps allowed the use of telemedicine as an alternative option for service delivery during the public health emergency; however, Florida’s use of the Battelle Developmental Inventory, Second Edition (BDI-2), requiring a face-to-face setting, impeded conducting assessments and using data for child outcomes measurements we




Optional: Has the State collected additional data (i.e., benchmark, CQI, survey) that demonstrates progress toward the SiMR?  Yes	

If “Yes”, describe any additional data collected by the State to assess progress toward the SiMR. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space). 

Systemic changes undertaken through SSIP show promising results indicating that evidence-based practices (EBPs) are being implemented with model fidelity and infrastructure enhancements are positively impacting child outcomes.  
Florida continues its partnership with Institutes of Higher Education (IHE) subject matter experts at the University of Florida (UF), Anita Zucker Center for Excellence in Early Childhood Studies. The IHE Team has collected and reported data from sites implementing Florida Embedded Practices and Intervention with Caregivers (FL-EPIC) practices. As of July 2020, nine of 15 Local Early Steps (LES) sites have begun to implement the practices. Data show capacity at the nine sites has reached 17 Lead Implementation Coaches (LICs), 284 providers trained via Caregiver Coaching Workshops, and 236 providers completed or are engaged in six months of coaching as of November 29, 2020. This is an increase from Fall 2019, when six LES sites had 11 LICs, 62 providers had attended Caregiver Coaching Workshops, and 49 providers had completed coaching. 
The mean implementation fidelity across face-to-face Caregiver Coaching workshops was 99%, and 98.5% for virtual workshops. The mean coach-reported implementation fidelity across all coaching sessions in FFY 2019 was 89.4%, and 83.4% as reported by the IHE Team. Caregivers served by providers trained at Fall 2019 workshops reported increases in all domains of self-efficacy ratings. 
SSIP sites continue to pilot the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process, collecting and evaluating child progress data between the time providers attend the Caregiver Coaching Workshops and the time when coaching has completed. COS data from those sites showed that 63% of children substantially increased their rate of growth in social-emotional development, and 27% were within age expectations.

Did the State identify any provide describe of general data quality concerns, unrelated to COVID-19, that affected progress toward the SiMR during the reporting period?

 Yes




If “Yes”, describe any data quality issues specific to the SiMR data and include actions taken to address data quality concerns. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space). 

Early Steps has chosen to transition from BDI-2 as the only tool to determine a child’s entry-exit progress and replace it with the COS process due to two limitations. The limitations included the inability to adequately measure social-emotional skills of very young children and the need to be administered in a face-to-face setting. The COS process allows the integration of multiple sources of information. This will provide a more accurate assessment, using information gathered across routines, activities, and settings. In addition, Local Early Steps will be able to complete entry-exit assessments virtually, when necessary. Due to particular challenges in FFY 2019 related to COVID-19, as well as the continued indications of progress from the pilot at the SSIP sites, Early Steps expedited the implementation of the COS process which begin statewide use of this methodology for all children entering Early Steps beginning December 1, 2020. 
The BDI-2 will continue to be used as the exit outcomes assessment for children assessed at entry with BDI-2. The Early Steps Administration System (ESAS) data system under development incorporates collection of COS process ratings and evidence, supporting accurate outcomes assessment and evaluation of fidelity COS process implementation by LESs. The BDI-2 data will continue to be collected through the existing processes and combined with the COS process data by Early Steps State Office staff. Early Steps has worked with the federal technical assistance team to ensure that the BDI-2 data and the COS process data are combined to produce the most accurate outcomes data possible for future reporting until BDI-2 use for entry-exit assessment has been discontinued.
Another substantial data quality concern relates to exit assessment for child outcomes. Historically, Early Steps has not achieved outcomes assessment for all children receiving services for more than six months. In FFY 2019, 35.96% of children were assessed for outcomes at exit, compared to 49.42% for FFY 2018. Aside from specific challenges faced in FFY 2019 detailed below, there is an ongoing challenge of communicating the importance of exit outcomes monitoring with families so that necessary assessment can be completed. Families prioritize completing services and advancing to the next opportunity to assist their children and sometimes do not take the time to participate in exit assessment. Use of the COS process will mitigate this data quality issue through two key mechanisms:
•	Engaging families as essential to assessing outcomes and progress, the COS process will help communicate the importance of outcomes monitoring and reduce family exits without assessment participation.
•	Implementing interim and periodic COS process assessments, when a family is unable to participate in exit assessment, LESs will be able to use family contributions to recent COS ratings to inform an exit COS rating.






Did the State identify any data quality concerns directly related to the COVID-19 pandemic during the reporting period?      Yes

If data for this reporting period were impacted specifically by COVID-19, the State must include in the narrative for the indicator: (1) the impact on data completeness, validity and reliability for the indicator; (2) an explanation of how COVID-19 specifically impacted the State’s ability to collect the data for the indicator; and (3) any steps the State took to mitigate the impact of COVID-19 on the data collection. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space).

In the months following March 1, 2020, emergency declarations, school closures, stay at home orders, and community anxiety due to rising COVID-19 case numbers created a substantial barrier to families receiving Early Steps services. During the last four months of FFY 2019, there was a decrease in the number of children referred to and served by Early Steps across the state. As a result of the pandemic, service providers adjusted to alternative service delivery strategies and some families opted to delay referral or suspend services due to safety concerns. Florida’s use of IDEA Part C funds for virtual evaluations and services increased. In addition, shortly after the start of the pandemic, the state Medicaid agency and private insurers began to reimburse providers for evaluations and services conducted virtually. Initial eligibility evaluations for children referred could be conducted using other tools. These steps were critical in ensuring continuity in eligibility determination and service provision. As the BDI-2, the required child outcomes assessment tool, is designed to be administered in a face-to-face setting, COVID-19 negatively impacted completion of entry-exit child outcomes assessments. Entry assessment could not be achieved timely for some children, whose exit assessments will not be included in monitoring reports. Recognizing that there would not be an immediate impact on child outcomes data quality, Early Steps made the decision to transition from the BDI-2 as Florida’s only tool to measure child outcomes and replace it with the COS process. The COS process is being implemented statewide in a three-year phased approach, which began December 1, 2020. The COS process allows the integration of multiple sources of information rather than only one standardized tool. This will allow a more accurate assessment, using information gathered across routines, activities, and settings. In addition, it will be easier to complete entry-exit assessments when prevented from conducting such assessments in person. In preparation for implementing the COS Process, extensive effort went toward developing policies and procedures, training, and guidance for ESSO and LES practice. In Fall 2020, ESSO staff adapted the ECTA Developing High Quality Functional Individualized Family Support Plan (IFSP) Outcomes training to guide LESs in incorporating the COS Process into IFSP development. In November 2020, ESSO released an implementation guide, detailing ESSO requirements for COS Process procedures, along with a COS form tailored to Florida procedures, and a data collection spreadsheet, incorporating automatic calculation of OSEP progress categories, to facilitate LES reporting of COS ratings. Currently, a new state policy focused on child and family outcomes is in the approval process. This rapid development and release of procedures and tools and COS implementation for all children entering Early Steps will mitigate the continued impact of COVID-19 on outcomes assessment.COVID-19 negatively affected the work of the SSIP implementation sites, creating a barrier to recruiting families and delaying coaching progress. However, the need to conduct home visits remotely did not specifically have a negative impact, as coaches and providers successfully adapted FL-EPIC practices to these conditions. The sites and the IHE Team documented lessons learned during this time and will use these to drive future service delivery enhancements and reduce barriers experienced by families.




Section B:	Phase III Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation



Is the State’s theory of action new or revised since the previous submission?	No



If “Yes”, please provide a description of the changes and updates to the theory of action (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

Click or tap here to enter text.




[bookmark: _Hlk53382656][bookmark: _Hlk52097226]Did the State implement any new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategies during the reporting period?  No

If “Yes”, describe each new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategy and the short-term or intermediate outcomes achieved. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

Click or tap here to enter text.




Provide a summary of each infrastructure improvement strategy that the State continued to implement in the reporting period, including the short-term or intermediate outcomes achieved (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space).

Improvement Strategy 1: State and Local Infrastructure Improvements to support evidence-based practices

Related to Accountability and Quality Improvement, the IHE Team completed revision of the Tools for Early Steps Teams (TEST) Toolkit in January 2020. 
Short Term/Intermediate Outcome(s): 
•	Service Coordinators at sites that were trained to use the Toolkit increased their knowledge of developing family-centered functional outcomes to address a child’s social emotional development.

Related to Data System and Child Outcomes Data Quality, ESSO staff and stakeholders remain actively involved in system design and development of a new state of the art data system. ESSO staff worked with Technical Assistance (TA) partners, ECTA, and Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems (DaSy) to adapt the Child Outcomes Summary Excel calculator tool for use to generate OSEP progress category information and charts on child outcomes, OSEP summary statement percentages, entry and exit COS ratings and identify data issues. Elements from the calculator will be incorporated into the new data system.
Short Term/Intermediate Outcome(s): 
•	The data system includes elements for tracking and reporting child outcomes.
•	The data system includes elements to track provider credentials and training. 

Related to Governance, the IHE Team will provide recommendations and ESSO will revise Early Steps policies to align with updates to the child outcomes measurement system and evidence-based practices. 
Short Term/Intermediate Outcome(s):
•	Service Coordinators, evaluators, providers, and families understand and implement clear policies and procedures that are consistent with IDEA and state requirements.

In the area of Finance, ESSO continues to pursue funding to support infrastructure enhancements and to scale-up and sustain implementation of evidence-based practices in additional areas of the state.
Short Term/Intermediate Outcome(s): 
•	The Florida Legislature granted funding to support four new implementation sites beginning July 1, 2020.
•	The Department of Health submitted a Legislative Budget Request to fund three additional new implementation sites beginning July 1, 2021.

Improvement Strategy 2:  Establish, implement, and sustain a framework for statewide professional development

In the area of Personnel/Workforce, Early Steps continues to implement a professional development framework for FL-EPIC coaching practices. The IHE Team provided recommendations for revisions to the Early Steps Orientation Modules, Infant Toddler Developmental Specialist Modules and Service Coordinator Modules. Implementation sites continue to be trained using the TEST Toolkit. Early Steps is also building a set of training resources related the COS.
Short Term/Intermediate Outcome(s): 
•	Florida has adopted and requires all LES staff, service coordinators, and providers who will be involved in the COS process to complete eight self-directed COS Training modules developed by the ECTA Center and DaSy Center.
•	In addition, Florida has adopted and required the six-module training package on Developing High Quality Functional Individualized Family Support Plan (IFSP) Outcomes. These modules were also developed by ECTA. Revisions are being made to the modules to ensure alignment with the FL-EPIC approach. 
•	ESSO Professional Development Unit staff are working with subject matter and technical experts to update existing Early Steps modules.






Provide a description of how the State evaluated outcomes for each improvement strategy and how the evaluation data supports the decision to continue implementing the strategy. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space):



Improvement Strategy 1
Accountability and Quality Improvement
Reports and deliverables have been submitted by the IHE Team related to adaptation of the TEST Toolkit website content and resources. The documents show that TEST Toolkit content and resources were adapted and align with Florida’s Early Steps Professional Development (ESPD) and revised IFSP. Pre- and post-tests have been reviewed and show the TEST Toolkit has enhanced service coordinator competence and confidence to use the resources and information to increase their knowledge. The Toolkit is an informative, useful, and practical resource for development of the IFSP.
Data System 
Status reports and contract deliverables have been consistently reviewed to determine whether the new data system is on track to capture needed data elements. As the data system project proceeds, evidence is reviewed to determine the extent to which user acceptance testing, development of materials, and training support effective deployment of the new system. In addition, the 2018 initial ratings on the ECTA System Framework Self-Assessment, Data System Subcomponent will be compared to a subsequent administration to be conducted prior to implementation of the system.
Child Outcomes Data Quality
COS ratings collected at the beginning and end of provider coaching through FL-EPIC ESPD continue to demonstrate the effectiveness of this process. Data showed that 63% of children substantially increased their rate of growth in social-emotional development, and 27% were within age expectations. These results reflect a marked improvement over the current assessment tool and support Early Steps’ decision to transition to using COS process statewide.  
Governance
Policy recommendations are reviewed to determine the extent to which stakeholders are involved in developing and recommending Early Steps policy changes. There has been extensive stakeholder involvement in policy development.
Finance
State and LES budgets are reviewed to ensure funds to contract for training, support, and evaluation are available, in addition to funds to support scale-up and LES infrastructure to implement EBP. The Florida legislature has consistently responded favorably to requests by granting funds to continue SSIP implementation and scale-up. ESSO will continue to fund statewide infrastructure to support implementation of EBP to improve and sustain social emotional outcomes.
Improvement Strategy 2 - Personnel/Workforce
Review of COS training materials, attendance rosters, workshop evaluation forms, and fidelity checks show that LICs effectively train LES staff to deliver COS. Data are reviewed to determine the extent to which LICs are competent and confident to deliver training at LESs and to what extent is the training delivered with fidelity. Data-informed decisions about professional development are made based on SSIP implementation, evaluation measures, and promising data about SSIP practices which impacts the SiMR. Fidelity outcomes currently exceed expectations.
Competency crosswalks, validation meeting materials, validation meeting notes, and final competency recommendations are reviewed to determine the extent to which revised competencies align with FL-EPIC, Pyramid Model Practices, and cross-disciplinary Early Childhood competencies. Training modules are under review to determine whether IHE Team recommendations are integrated and whether the training modules address updated Early Intervention Provider Competencies.




Provide a summary of the next steps for each infrastructure improvement strategy and the anticipated outcomes to be attained during the next reporting period. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space):



Next steps for Accountability & Quality Improvement
•	Work with existing sites and IHE Team to provide tools to support local program implementation.
•	Finalize performance measures for existing sites and scale-up to additional sites to ensure sustainability.
•	Begin statewide implementation of the COS process through a three-year phased approach, beginning December 1, 2020.
•	While phasing out of use of the BDI-2, review outcomes data from the COS process, which, in FY 20-21, will primarily be data from entry assessments, to identify any data quality issues as soon as possible and take steps to correct the issues.
Anticipated outcome: 
The revised IFSPs, aligned with EBPs, will lead to an increased percentage of children with improved rate of growth in social emotional at demonstration sites. 

Next steps for Data System and Child Outcomes Data Quality
•	Implement a new data system in FY 21-22 that provides a single source of record for information pertaining to a child, includes all planned system components, is fully functional, and allows for the tracking of child outcomes data.
•	Upon implementation of the new Early Steps data system, develop tools and a structure to project needs of the Early Steps Program, monitor programmatic and fiscal status, track compliance with federal and state requirements, and manage budget.
•	Evaluate and monitor improved child social-emotional development at implementation sites and statewide.
Anticipated outcome(s):
•	Stakeholders use the system to support program improvement to increase the percent of children with improved social emotional growth.

•	High quality accurate data increases the percent of children exiting the program with an increased rate of social-emotional growth.
Next steps for Governance
•	Develop policies and procedures for statewide implementation of the evidence-based practices in a manner consistent with IDEA regulations and state requirements, and FL-EPIC practices.
•	Conduct public participation for draft policies, submit for OSEP approval and implement

Anticipated outcome: 
Service Coordinators, evaluators, providers, and families understand and implement policies and procedures that are clear and consistent with IDEA and state requirements.
Next steps for Finance
•	Fund infrastructure to support implementation of EBPs.
•	Request funds from Legislature for three new implementation sites for FY 22-23. 
•	Monitor contracts and funding to ensure adequate resources are available and that performance is consistent with contract provisions.
•	Finalize sustainability plan for long-term statewide implementation of FL-EPIC. 

Anticipated outcome: 
Early Steps will fund and sustain statewide infrastructure to support implementation of EBPs to improve social emotional outcomes.
Next steps for Personnel/Workforce
•	Deliver and scale-up Caregiver Coaching Workshop Training, TEST Toolkits training, Practice Based Coaching and other training related to evidence-based practices. 
•	Revise Early Steps Orientation, Service Coordinator Apprenticeship, ITDS, and COS process training modules to align to FL-EPIC practices and current policy.
•	Evaluate knowledge and practice of professionals and caregivers in implementation of evidence-based practices.
Anticipated outcome: 
Improved training, knowledge, and practice of workforce will lead to an increase in the percent of children who have an improved rate of growth in social emotional statewide.




Did the State implement any new (previously or newly identified) evidence-based practices? 	No

If “Yes”, describe the selection process for the new (previously or newly identified) evidence-based practices. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

Click or tap here to enter text.




Provide a summary of the continued evidence-based practices and how the evidence-based practices are intended to impact the SiMR. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

Florida uses a multi-tiered approach to impact social-emotional outcomes. Embedded Practices and Intervention with Caregivers (EPIC; Woods et al., 2018), was adapted for Florida as FL-EPIC. These practices build caregiver capacity to implement and embed strategies. FL-EPIC comprises an evidence-based caregiver coaching model: SOOPR (Setting the stage, Observation and Opportunities to embed, Problem-solving and planning, and Reflection and review), a 5-question (5Q) framework to guide caregivers to embed learning opportunities into everyday routines. A Visual Model promotes daily use of strategies. FL-EPIC is aligned with the Pyramid Model for promoting young children’s social-emotional competence and providing positive behavior supports (Hemmeter et al., 2016).  
TEST Toolkit practices are adapted from the Tennessee Early Intervention Data System (TEIDS)-Plus Project (Ridgley et al., 2011) for use in Florida. This 7-component model includes EBPs supporting successful implementation of the multi-tiered approach to early intervention. TEST practices ensure alignment of first contacts with families; evaluation/assessment; IFSP development and implementation, service delivery, and transition with evidence-based practices. 
Used together, the EBPs are designed to increase provider competence and confidence in delivering caregiver coaching, which in turn increases families’ confidence and competence to support child development and learning, including social, emotional, and behavioral learning. Statewide EBP scale-up is based on Metz and Bartley’s (2012) active implementation framework. SSIP implementation activities focus on professional development as a competency driver to support fidelity of implementation of EBPs, in conjunction with leadership and organizational drivers.



Describe the data collected to evaluate and monitor fidelity of implementation and to assess practice change. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

[bookmark: _Hlk63697045][bookmark: _Hlk63691270][bookmark: _Hlk63698077][bookmark: _Hlk52104931]Fidelity tools are used to evaluate activities by the IHE Team, LICs/Provider Coaches (PCs), providers, and caregivers. Data collected inform any changes needed to provider or caregiver practice. Results from an implementation fidelity checklist used to evaluate the initial IHE Team-facilitated training of coaches led to training revisions. 

[bookmark: _Hlk63698549]The IHE Team developed a fidelity checklist to evaluate LIC-facilitated Caregiver Coaching Workshops. The results indicate fidelity implementation of these workshops.

Individual provider coaching sessions are evaluated using a coaching fidelity checklist combined with self-evaluation of coaching session videos. The IHE confirms fidelity by reviewing a sample of 25% of coaching sessions. The scores of both coach-reported and IHE-rated sessions exceeded expectations for fidelity. 

Provider practice is evaluated by observation of home visit videos for the six essential FL-EPIC practices to identify focus for coaching sessions and determine any practice change needed. A comparison of the first and last videos is made to evaluate each essential practice. Results indicate that coaching increases the use of most of the essential practices. 

Evaluation of caregivers’ use of FL-EPIC and Pyramid Model practices occurs through review of completed 5Q Visual Models for and a caregiver-reported self-efficacy scale. With minor differences for providers trained in face-to-face and virtual formats, results indicate substantial improvement across practices and increased caregiver self-efficacy ratings. 

For all fidelity measures, comparisons were made to determine any differences between virtual or in-person training /practice. Results show that differences were minimal. Data indicate that the ESPD project is being implemented with fidelity and is effective in changing provider and caregiver practices. 




Describe the components (professional development activities, policies/procedures revisions, and/or practices, etc.) implemented during the reporting period to support the knowledge and use of selected evidence-based practices. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

Florida’s ESPD project continues through a contract with an IHE Team at the UF Anita Zucker Center to support design, implementation, scale-up, and evaluation of evidence-based practices. 
Professional development activities include:
•	A manualized, two-day Lead Implementation Coach training developed by the IHE Team, focused on practice-based coaching (PBC; Snyder et al., 2015).
•	Monthly, one-hour cross-site coaching calls to discuss implementation issues, evaluation data, recommendations for scale up and sustainability, and alignment of SSIP activities with other statewide initiatives.
•	Bi-weekly or monthly Lead Implementation Coach meetings.
•	One-day Training-of-Trainers workshops.
•	Introductory 12- to 14-hour Caregiver Coaching Workshops, conducted using manualized workshop presentation slides, with handouts and video exemplars, a facilitation guide, implementation fidelity checklists, and a participant evaluation.
•	A six-month curriculum of monthly professional learning community (PLC) meetings that include application activities and self-analysis of EBP implementation.
•	PBC sessions, using TORSH Talent©, a HIPAA-secure online coaching platform allowing video review, reflection, and feedback.

IHE Team-developed training for service coordinators and other personnel include:
•	Orientation to FL-EPIC emphasizing aligning first contacts with EBPs.
•	TEST Toolkit designed to expand knowledge to gather information; develop and implement the IFSP, and evaluate to support and enhance implementation of FL-EPIC and Pyramid Model Practices.




Section C:	Stakeholder Engagement 



Describe the specific strategies implemented to engage stakeholders in key improvement efforts. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space):



Stakeholders have been informed and engaged throughout implementation of SSIP Phase III, Year 5 activities. SSIP activities and progress was discussed with the Florida Interagency Coordinating Council for Infants and Toddlers (FICCIT) during two quarterly meetings in FFY 2019, and input was gathered regarding implementation.
Stakeholders have engaged extensively in design and development of the new data system, including the discovery phase, demonstrations, and user acceptance testing. A data system stakeholder group completed the ECTA Data System Framework self-assessment.
The Child and Family Outcomes workgroup was engaged to make recommendations for child outcomes targets and finalize plans related to implementation of the COS process. In March 2020, when pandemic restrictions began, stakeholders were engaged to identify short-term and intermediate solutions for conducting entry and exit child outcomes assessments. Stakeholders recommended discontinuation of the BDI-2 for child outcomes measurement and accelerating implementation of the COS process in Fall 2020, due to the BDI-2 limitation on remote administration. Stakeholders also recommended changing the target for the SiMR due to changes in method of measurement.
The experiences of stakeholders are used to shape implementation and evaluation of the FL-EPIC tools, practices, and infrastructure. Stakeholders have been involved in developing course materials, refining coaching tools, developing Spanish language materials, and enhancing other SSIP activities. 
Parent/caregiver stakeholders are surveyed to evaluate coaching practices and rate their sense of self-efficacy in managing tasks to support child development. In FFY 2019, parents and caregivers positively evaluated the effectiveness of SSIP provider coaching practices.




[bookmark: _Hlk52097989]Were there any concerns expressed by stakeholders during engagement activities?  Yes

If “Yes”, describe how the State addressed the concerns expressed by stakeholders. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

Stakeholders shared a concern regarding the use of the BDI-as Florida’s only tool to measure child outcomes during COVID-19 restrictions and family concerns about the safety of-person visits. This concern, resulted in a plan to implement the COS process statewide, in a shorter time frame than initially planned. 
Stakeholders requested clarification on the use of FL-EPIC training and activities for continuing education units (CEU) in fulfillment of Early Steps and professional licensure requirements. ESSO clarified that while Early Steps is committed to offer increased courses and training opportunities, and encourages continuing education, Florida’s General Appropriations Act prohibits the Department of Health, Children’s Medical Services from expending funds to facilitate CEU credits. Professionals may submit documentation of FL-EPIC or any other training to licensure boards to obtain CEU credits.




If applicable, describe the action(s) that the State implemented to address any FFY 2018 SPP/APR required OSEP response. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space):



Florida began piloting the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with three local programs in FFY 2019 as an action to address the barriers to collecting and reporting quality child outcomes data. Based on the results of the pilot, the state decided to implement use of the COS statewide through a three-year phased approach beginning December 1, 2020. The state developed implementation guidance for use by local program staff and providers for effective implementation of the child outcomes measurement system. Implementation guidance instructed local staff and providers that the same method must be used for entry and exit outcomes measurement; consequently, the COS process will be used in conjunction with continued use of the BDI-2 for exit assessment for children who received an entry assessment using the BDI-2. 
Due to changes in the method of measurement and data collection, Florida followed recommendations of stakeholder to revise FFY 2019 targets for SPP/APR Indicators 3A1 (32.0%) and 3A2 (69.0%). The state will continue to monitor performance and take action to improve data and program performance.
Florida’s partnership continues with the IHE subject matter experts at the UF Anita Zucker Center to scale-up evidence-based practices across the state. Three new implementation sites were added in FFY 2019 and four new sites in FFY 2020, resulting in nine of 15 sites that have begun implementation of the practices.
Lead agency staff worked in partnership with technical assistance providers from the ECTA Center to develop training on child outcomes measurement tools and processes, and made the training available and required for local programs via a web-based learning management system to provide effective professional development to support fidelity of implementation of the COS process. The state also developed policies and procedures for implementation of the COS process to ensure clear and consistent statewide practices. The policies and procedures have been disseminated for public review, following IDEA requirements, to allow the public the opportunity to comments on policy revisions. 
Design and development of a new state of the art data system continues. The data system will include elements for tracking and reporting child outcomes data as well as provider credentials and training.
The State will continue efforts towards improving child outcome data collection and anticipates that these actions will lead to early childhood outcome data that reflects improved results for Florida’s infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families.



[image: 508 compliance results
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*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR, baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Florida
2021 Part C Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%)

Determination

71.43

Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 8 4 50
Compliance 14 13 92.86
I. Results Component — Data Quality
| Data Quality Total Score (completeness + anomalies) | 3 |

(a) Data Completeness: The percent of children included in your State’s 2018 Outcomes Data (Indicator C3)

Number of Children Reported in Indicator C3 (i.e. outcome data) 6274
Number of Children Reported Exiting in 618 Data (i.e. 618 exiting data) 17448
Percentage of Children Exiting who are Included in Outcome Data (%) 35.96
Data Completeness Score? 1
(b) Data Anomalies: Anomalies in your State’s FFY 2019 Outcomes Data
| Data Anomalies Score3 | 2 |
II. Results Component — Child Performance
| Child Performance Total Score (state comparison + year to year comparison) | 1 |
(a) Comparing your State’s 2019 Outcomes Data to other State’s 2019 Outcomes Data
| Data Comparison Score# | 1 |
(b) Comparing your State’s FFY 2019 data to your State’s FFY 2018 data
| Performance Change Score> | 0 |

! For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination were calculated, review
"How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2021: Part C."

2 Please see Appendix A for a detailed description of this calculation.
3 Please see Appendix B for a detailed description of this calculation.
4 Please see Appendix C for a detailed description of this calculation.
5 Please see Appendix D for a detailed description of this calculation.
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Specific Conditions

Outcome A: Outcome A: Outcome B: | Outcome B: | Outcome C: | Outcome C:
Summary Positive Social | Positive Social | Knowledge | Knowledge | Actions to Actions to
Statement Relationships | Relationships and Skills and Skills | Meet Needs | Meet Needs
Performance S$S1 (%) SS2 (%) SS1 (%) SS2 (%) SS1 (%) SS2 (%)
FFY 2019 26.03 50.54 74.27 47.78 84.36 87.66
FFY 2018 29.75 55 74.63 50.91 86.75 89.05
2021 Part C Compliance Matrix
Full Correction of
Findings of
Noncompliance
Performance Identified in
Part C Compliance Indicator? (%) FFY 2018 Score
Indicator 1: Timely service provision 90.3 No 1
Indicator 7: 45-day timeline 91.21 Yes 2
Indicator 8A: Timely transition plan 92.73 Yes 2
Indicator 8B: Transition notification 97.53 Yes 2
Indicator 8C: Timely transition conference 92.73 2
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 100 2
Timely State Complaint Decisions N/A N/A
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions N/A
Longstanding Noncompliance

Uncorrected identified
noncompliance

! The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part C SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/1820-

0578 Part C SPP_APR Measurement Table 2021 final.pdf
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https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/1820-0578_Part_C_SPP_APR_Measurement_Table_2021_final.pdf

https://sites.ed.gov/idea/files/1820-0578_Part_C_SPP_APR_Measurement_Table_2021_final.pdf



Appendix A

I. (a) Data Completeness:

The Percent of Children Included in your State's 2019 Outcomes Data (Indicator C3)
Data completeness was calculated using the total number of Part C children who were included in your State’s FFY 2018
Outcomes Data (C3) and the total number of children your State reported in its FFY 2019 IDEA Section 618 data. A
percentage for your State was computed by dividing the number of children reported in your State’s Indicator C3 data
by the number of children your State reported exited during FFY 2019 in the State’s FFY 2018 IDEA Section 618 Exit Data.

Data Completeness Score

Percent of Part C Children included in Outcomes Data (C3) and 618 Data

0 Lower than 34%
1 34% through 64%
2 65% and above
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Appendix B

I. (b) Data Quality:

Anomalies in Your State's FFY 2019 Outcomes Data
This score represents a summary of the data anomalies in the FFY 2019 Indicator 3 Outcomes Data reported by your State. Publicly
available data for the preceding four years reported by and across all States for each of 15 progress categories under Indicator 3 (in
the FFY 2015 — FFY 2018 APRs) were used to determine an expected range of responses for each progress category under Outcomes
A, B, and C. For each of the 15 progress categories, a mean was calculated using the publicly available data and a lower and upper
scoring percentage was set 1 standard deviation above and below the mean for category a and 2 standard deviations above and
below the mean for categories b through e!2. In any case where the low scoring percentage set from 1 or 2 standard deviations
below the mean resulted in a negative number, the low scoring percentage is equal to 0.

If your State's FFY 2019 data reported in a progress category fell below the calculated "low percentage" or above the "high
percentage" for that progress category for all States, the data in that particular category are statistically improbable outliers and
considered an anomaly for that progress category. If your State’s data in a particular progress category was identified as an anomaly,
the State received a O for that category. A percentage that is equal to or between the low percentage and high percentage for each
progress category received 1 point. A State could receive a total number of points between 0 and 15. Thus, a point total of 0
indicates that all 15 progress categories contained data anomalies and a point total of 15 indicates that there were no data
anomalies in all 15 progress categories in the State's data. An overall data anomalies score of 0, 1, or 2 is based on the total points

awarded.

Outcome A Positive Social Relationships

Outcome B Knowledge and Skills

Outcome C Actions to Meet Needs

Category a Percent of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning

Category b Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning
comparable to same-aged peers

Category c Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not
reach it

Category d Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers

Category e Percent of infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers

Outcome)\Category Mean StDev -1SD +1SD

Outcome A\Category a 1.92 3.89 -1.97 5.81

Outcome B\Category a 1.57 3.8 -2.23 5.37

Outcome C\Category a 1.59 4.08 -2.5 5.67

Numbers shown as rounded for display purposes.
2Values based on data for States with summary statement denominator greater than 199 exiters.
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Outcome\Category Mean StDev -2SD +2SD
Outcome A\ Category b 21.97 8.54 4.88 39.06
Outcome A\ Category c 19.3 11.78 -4.26 42.87
Outcome A\ Category d 27.98 8.84 10.3 45.65
Outcome A\ Category e 28.83 14.91 -1 58.65
Outcome B\ Category b 23.29 9.59 4.12 42.47
Outcome B\ Category c 27.53 11.32 4.89 50.17
Outcome B\ Category d 33.46 7.84 17.79 49.13
Outcome B\ Category e 14.15 9.17 -4.2 32.49
Outcome C\ Category b 18.98 7.98 3.01 34.95
Outcome C\ Category c 21.89 11.87 -1.86 45.64
Outcome C\ Category d 35.32 8.08 19.17 51.47
Outcome C\ Category e 22.22 14.63 -7.04 51.48
Data Anomalies Score Total Points Received in All Progress Areas

0 0 through 9 points

1 10 through 12 points

2 13 through 15 points
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Data Quality: Anomalies in Your State’s FFY 2019 Outcomes Data

Number of Infants and Toddlers with IFSP’s

Assessed in your State 6274
Outcome A —
Positive Social
Relationships Category a Category b Category c Category d Category e
S 209 2351 543 358 2813
Performance
Performance 3.33 37.47 8.65 5.71 44.84
(%)
Scores 1 1 1 0 1
Outcome B —
Knowledge and
Skills Category a Category b Category c Category d Category e
SEES 41 1283 1952 1870 1128
Performance
Performance 0.65 20.45 31.11 29.81 17.98
(%)
Scores 1 1 1 1 1
Outcome C —
Actions to Meet
Needs Category a Category b Category c Category d Category e
SEE 36 386 352 1925 3575
Performance
Performance 0.57 6.15 5.61 30.68 56.98
(%)
Scores 1 1 1 1 0
Total Score

Outcome A 4

Outcome B 5

Outcome C 4

Outcomes A-C 13

Data Anomalies Score
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Appendix C

II. (a) Comparing Your State’s 2019 Outcomes Data to Other States’ 2019 Outcome Data

This score represents how your State's FFY 2019 Outcomes data compares to other States' FFY 2019 Outcomes Data. Your State received a score for the
distribution of the 6 Summary Statements for your State compared to the distribution of the 6 Summary Statements in all other States. The 10th and

90th percentile for each of the 6 Summary Statements was identified and used to assign points to performance outcome data for each Summary

Statement!. Each Summary Statement outcome was assigned 0, 1, or 2 points. If your State's Summary Statement value fell at or below the 10th
percentile, that Summary Statement was assigned 0 points. If your State's Summary Statement value fell between the 10th and 90th percentile, the

Summary Statement was assigned 1 point, and if your State's Summary Statement value fell at or above the 90th percentile the Summary Statement

was assigned 2 points. The points were added up across the 6 Summary Statements. A State can receive a total number of points between 0 and 12,
with 0 points indicating all 6 Summary Statement values were at or below the 10th percentile and 12 points indicating all 6 Summary Statements were

at or above the 90th percentile. An overall comparison Summary Statement score of 0, 1, or 2 was based on the total points awarded.

Summary Statement 1:

Of those infants and toddlers who entered or exited early intervention below age expectations in each Outcome, the

percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program.

Summary Statement 2: The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned
3 years of age or exited the program.
Scoring Percentages for the 10th and 90th Percentile for
Each Outcome and Summary Statement, FFY 2019
Outcome A Outcome A Outcome B Outcome B Outcome C Outcome C
Percentiles SS1 SS2 SS1 SS2 SS1 S$S2
10 45.87% 37.59% 54.17% 29.32% 55.83% 37.57%
90 83.39% 69.62% 81.86% 55.63% 86.62% 76.68%
Data Comparison Score Total Points Received Across SS1 and SS2
0 0 through 4 points
1 5 through 8 points
2 9 through 12 points
Your State’s Summary Statement Performance FFY 2019
Outcome A: Outcome A:
Positive Positive Outcome C: Outcome C:
Summary Social Social Outcome B: Outcome B: Actions to Actions to
Statement Relationships | Relationships | Knowledge Knowledge meet needs | meetneeds
(SS) SS1 SS2 and SKkills SS1 | and Skills SS2 SS1 SS2
l();or)formance 26.03 50.54 74.27 47.78 84.36 87.66
Points 0 1 1 1 1 2
Total Points Across SS1 and SS2(*) 6
| Your State’s Data Comparison Score 1
! Values based on data for States with summary statement denominator greater than 199 exiters.
7 | Page






Appendix D

II. (b) Comparing your State’s FFY 2019 data to your State’s FFY 2018 data
The Summary Statement percentages in each Outcomes Area from the previous year’s reporting (FFY 2018) is compared to the current year (FFY
2019) using the test of proportional difference to determine whether there is a statistically significant (or meaningful) growth or decline in child
achievement based upon a significance level of p<=.05. The data in each Outcome Area is assigned a value of 0 if there was a statistically significant
decrease from one year to the next, a value of 1 if there was no significant change, and a value of 2 if there was a statistically significant increase
across the years. The scores from all 6 Outcome Areas are totaled, resulting in a score from 0 - 12.

Test of Proportional Difference Calculation Overview
The summary statement percentages from the previous year’s reporting were compared to the current year using an accepted formula (test of
proportional difference) to determine whether the difference between the two percentages is statistically significant (or meaningful), based upon a
significance level of p<=.05. The statistical test has several steps.

Step 1: Compute the difference between the FFY 2019 and FFY 2018 summary statements.

e.g. C3A FFY2019% - C3A FFY2018% = Difference in proportions

Step 2: Compute the standard error of the difference in proportions using the following formula which takes into account the value of the
summary statement from both years and the number of children that the summary statement is based on?

FFY2018%+(1-FFY2018%) FFY2019%*(1—-FFY2019%)
+ =Standard Error of Difference in Proportions
FFY2018y FFY2019y

Step 3: The difference in proportions is then divided by the standard error of the difference to compute a z score.

Difference in proportions /standard error of the difference in proportions =z score
Step 4: The statistical significance of the z score is located within a table and the p value is determined.
Step 5: The difference in proportions is coded as statistically significant if the p value is it is less than or equal to .05.

Step 6: Information about the statistical significance of the change and the direction of the change are combined to arrive at a score for the
summary statement using the following criteria
0 = statistically significant decrease from FFY 2018 to FFY 2019
1 = No statistically significant change
2= statistically significant increase from FFY 2018 to FFY 2019

Step 7:  The score for each summary statement and outcome is summed to create a total score with a minimum of 0 and a maximum of 12. The
score for the test of proportional difference is assigned a score for the Indicator 3 Overall Performance Change Score based on the
following cut points:

Indicator 2 Overall

Performance Change Score Cut Points for Change Over Time in Summary Statements Total Score
0 Lowest score through 3
1 4 through 7
2 8 through highest

INumbers shown as rounded for display purposes.
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Score:
0 = significant
decrease
FFY 2018 FFY 2019 Difference 1 = no significant
Summary Summary Summary between change
Statement/ Statement Statement | Percentages 2 = significant
Child Outcome FFY 2018 N (%) FFY 2019 N (%) (%) Std Error | zvalue p-value | p<=.05 increase
SS1/Outcome A:
Positive Social 4299 29.75 3461 26.03 -3.72 0.0102 -3.6416 0.0003 Yes 0
Relationships
SS1/0utcome B:
Knowledge and 6572 74.63 5146 74.27 -0.36 0.0081 -0.4477 0.6544 No 1
Skills
SS1/0utcome C:
Actions to meet 3419 86.75 2699 84.36 -2.39 0.0091 -2.627 0.0086 Yes 0
needs
SS2/0utcome A:
Positive Social 8218 55 6274 50.54 -4.46 0.0084 -5.3314 <.0001 Yes 0
Relationships
SS2/Outcome B:
Knowledge and 8218 50.91 6274 47.78 -3.13 0.0084 -3.734 0.0002 Yes 0
Skills
SS2/0utcome C:
Actions to meet 8218 89.05 6274 87.66 -1.39 0.0054 -2.5674 0.0102 Yes 0
needs
Total Points Across SS1 and SS2 1
Your State’s Performance Change Score 0
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README

		
APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data



		DATE:		February 2021 Submission



		Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet.



		SPP/APR Data

		 

		1) Valid and Reliable Data - Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained).



		Part C
618 Data



		1) Timely –   A State will receive one point if it submits counts/ responses for an entire EMAPS survey associated with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table below).    



		618 Data Collection		EMAPS Survey		Due Date

		Part C Child Count and Setting		Part C Child Count and Settings in EMAPS		1st Wednesday in April

		Part C Exiting		Part C Exiting Collection in EMAPS		1st Wednesday in November

		Part C Dispute Resolution 		Part C Dispute Resolution Survey in EMAPS		1st Wednesday in November



		2) Complete Data – A State will receive one point if it submits data for all data elements, subtotals, totals as well as responses to all questions associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as missing. No placeholder data is submitted. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies.



		3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally consistent within a data collection. See the EMAPS User Guide for each of the Part C 618 Data Collections for a list of edit checks (available at: https://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/edfacts/index.html). 





		 







SPPAPR Data

		FFY 2019 APR-- Florida

		Part C Timely and Accurate Data -- SPP/APR Data

		APR Indicator		Valid and Reliable		Total

		1		1		1

		2		1		1

		3		1		1

		4		1		1

		5		1		1

		6		1		1

		7		1		1

		8a		1		1

		8b		1		1

		8c		1		1

		9		1		1

		10		1		1

		11		1		1

				Subtotal		13

		APR Score Calculation		Timely Submission Points -  If the FFY 2019 SPP/APR was submitted  on-time, place the number 5 in the cell on the right.		5

				Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and Timely Submission Points) =		18.0





618 Data

		FFY 2019 APR-- Florida

		618 Data

		Table		Timely		Complete Data		Passed Edit Check		Total

		 Child Count/Settings
Due Date: 4/1/20		1		1		1		3

		Exiting
Due Date: 11/4/20		1		1		1		3

		Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/4/20		1		1		1		3

								Subtotal		9

		618 Score Calculation						Grand Total               (Subtotal X 2) = 		18.0





Indicator Calculation

		FFY 2019 APR-- Florida

		Indicator Calculation

		Indicator		Calculation

		A. APR Grand Total		18.00

		B. 618 Grand Total		18.00

		C. APR Grand Total (A) + 618 Grand Total (B) =		36.00

		Total NA Points Subtracted in APR 		0.00

		Total NA Points Subtracted in 618		0.00

		Denominator		36.00

		D. Subtotal (C divided by Denominator) =		1.000

		E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) =		100.0



		* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 2 for 618
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2/9/2021 Florida Part C Dispute Resolution 2019-20.html

@EMAPS

EDFacis

Florida
IDEA Part C - Dispute Resolution
Year 2019-20

A zero count should be used when there were no events or occurrences to report in the specific category for the given
reporting period. Check "Missing" if the state did not collect or could not report a count for the specific category. Please
provide an explanation for the missing data in the comment box at the bottom of the page.

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed.
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued.

(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance.
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines.

(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines.

(1.2) Complaints pending.

(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing.
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed.

—_ O O O O O == N

Section B: Mediation Requests

(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes.

(2.1) Mediations held.
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints.

(2.1) (a) (1) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints.

(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints.

oS o o @

(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints.

(2.2) Mediations pending. 0
(2.3) Mediations not held. 0

Section C: Due Process Complaints

(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 0

Has your state adopted Part C due process hearing procedures
under 34 CFR 303.430(d)(1) or Part B due process hearing  Part B
procedures under 34 CFR 303.430(d)(2)?
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(3.1) Resolution meetings (applicable ONLY for states using 0
Part B due process hearing procedures).

(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings.

(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated.

(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline.

(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline.

(3.3) Hearings pending.

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing).
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Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Florida. These data were generated on 10/7/2020 7:56 AM EDT.
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