State Performance Plan / Annual Performance Report:

Part C

for

STATE FORMULA GRANT PROGRAMS

under the

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

For reporting on

FFY18
Maryland
[image: image1.png]



PART C DUE February 3, 2020
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, DC 20202

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

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.

Please see Introduction attachment
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.

Please see Introduction attachment
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.

Please see Introduction attachment
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’s Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 

No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 

Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part C results indicators (y/n) 
YES
Reporting to the Public:

How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2017 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 2017 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 2017 APR in 2019, is available.

As required in the IDEA of 2004, the MSDE reported to the public on its FFY 2017 (July 1, 2017 - June 30, 2018) performance and will report to the public on the performance of LITPs on Part C Indicators # 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 for FFY 2018 (July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019). Performance data in numbers and percentages will be reported for each LITP, along with the State target, State performance data, and a narrative description of the indicator. State performance data on Part C Indicators # 9, 10, and 11 will also be reported to the public. 

In partnership with the Johns Hopkins University Center for Technology in Education (JHU/CTE), the MSDE has developed an accessible, state-of-the art SPP/APR website for local and State performance data. The website currently includes APRs from FFY 2005 to FFY 2017 and can be accessed at http://www.mdideareport.org. In addition to the complete SPP/APR, the website includes State and LITP results for all applicable indicators and tools for comparing local performance in relation to the State targets. The public may see progress and slippage through a combination of tables and graphs populated on the website. This site also includes OSEP’s annual State determination and MSDE’s annual local Infants and Toddlers Program determinations. The FFY 2018 APR will be included on this website shortly after the State’s submission to the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) on February 3, 2020. Copies of the APR and SPP will be provided to LITPs, the SICC, and other stakeholders simultaneously.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

None
Intro - OSEP Response
The State did not provide verification that the ICC Form and the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) attachments it included in its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission are in compliance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (Section 508), as required by Section 508 and noted in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR User Guides and technical webinar. 

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator C-11, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information. The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - 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.
Intro - State Attachments
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Indicator 1: Timely Provision of Services
Instructions and Measurement
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 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), 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
Historical Data

	Baseline
	2005
	96.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.88%
	98.28%
	98.37%
	97.24%
	97.86%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	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 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	9,314
	11,371
	97.86%
	100%
	98.07%
	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.
1,837
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).
The State’s criterion for timely service delivery is the following: not later than 30 days from parental consent on the IFSP.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?

State database

Provide the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period).

Data were collected from the full reporting period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019.
Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.

To report the percentage of infants and toddlers (including 3 and 4 year olds in the Extended Option) with IFSPs who received early intervention services on their IFSPs in a timely manner between 7/1/2018 and 6/30/2019, the MSDE generated a report from the statewide Part C database comparing IFSP meeting date (date of parent consent) and the actual service initiation date for all services on initial IFSPs and any service added during the time period at subsequent IFSP meetings. The State’s criterion for timely service delivery is the following: not later than 30 days from the date of the IFSP.

The data reported for this indicator includes data for all 24 LITPs in Maryland. The MSDE and the LITPs verified family-related reasons, IFSP team decision-making reasons, and weather-related agency closings for the legitimate initiation of services outside the 30-day timeline and the report was modified based on the results of state and local reviews and LITP data verification.

Data Collection, Reporting, and Analysis The percentage of children having timely service initiation includes children who had actual initiation of a new service between 0 and 30 days after parental signature of the IFSP.

There were an additional 1,837 children whose service initiation date exceeded 30 days from the parental signature on the IFSP because of family-related reasons, child unavailability (e.g., child illness or hospitalization), or IFSP team decision making (e.g., physical therapy service two times per year). If the reason for untimely initiation of a service was related to a system issue (e.g., administrative error, scheduling problems, or staff unavailability), the service was considered untimely and the child whose service was untimely was not included in the State’s percentage of children receiving timely services. Before finalization of SPP/APR data, local programs were reminded of the requirement to ensure the submission of timely and accurate
data.

On November 21, 2019, the MSDE re-ran the child-level and summary actual service initiation reports and validated data. These data are used for local determinations and are reported in the State’s Annual Performance Report. The data validation for this indicator included contacting jurisdictions about justifications for late services that were unclear. Also, the predefined report includes all services that are untimely, and the MSDE staff must distinguish between those services that are untimely due to family related reasons and those that are late due to system reasons. Untimely services are summed and are reported above. For FFY 2018, local data reports will be distributed in February 2020.

To monitor timely service data, the MSDE uses multiple predefined reports that (1) summarize the percentage of timely services, and (2) list all of the children who have untimely services or who are missing actual service initiation dates. During the FFY 2008 reporting year, the MSDE made changes to the Part C database in order to capture the services that had not been initiated and would never be initiated due to family-related reasons. In particular, some services are added to the IFSP but never actually start, such as when parents change their mind about approving a specific service, when families move out of the local jurisdiction, or when providers are unable to make contact with families despite repeated efforts to do so. These circumstances are now documented in both the early intervention record and the Online IFSP through a “Reason No Actual Service Initiation Date Entered” data field. This data field also reduces the amount of data validation required by the MSDE since the MSDE no longer has to request information about why these service entry dates were not entered. The MSDE also created a report to capture those services that will never start due to family-related reasons (e.g., family changed mind after signing IFSP, family moved out of state, etc.). This report has decreased the validation work required by the MSDE.
If needed, provide additional information about this indicator here.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	10
	10
	0
	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
At the systemic level, the MSDE, DEI/SES identified ten (10) findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for this indicator. All findings were corrected within one year of issuing the written finding of noncompliance. To verify the correction of FFY 2017 noncompliance, an updated random sample  of early intervention records, using the state’s data system, from a data subsequent to the issuance of the written finding of noncompliance was reviewed to determine if those records were compliant. Through this review process, the MSDE, DEI/SES staff verified that the LITP identified with noncompliance in FFY 2017 was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements. This was based on a review of updated data subsequently collected regarding infants and toddlers who’s services were provided in a timely manner. These data demonstrated that the LITP corrected noncompliance for the system by achieving 100% compliance, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For FFY 2017, there were 234 individual level incidences of noncompliance. The MSDE, DEI/SES reviewed the records of each individual child that did not have IFSP services provided in a timely manner. Although late, the MSDE, DEI/SES verified that services were initiated for all 234 children. As mentioned above, a subsequent data set was also reviewed to determine if those records were compliant. Through the review process, the MSDE verified through its online database that each individual child identified with noncompliance was corrected consistent with the regulatory requirements and OSEP Memo 09-02.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


1 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
1 - OSEP Response

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or provider with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 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 2019 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 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
1 - Required Actions

Indicator 2: Services in Natural Environments
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
Historical Data

	Baseline
	2005
	89.70%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target>=
	92.00%
	92.50%
	93.00%
	93.50%
	94.00%

	Data
	97.81%
	97.53%
	97.37%
	97.83%
	97.44%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target>=
	94.00%
	94.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
 In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 

No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 

Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019.
Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/10/2019
	Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early intervention services in the home or community-based settings
	8,490

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/10/2019
	Total number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs
	8,651


FFY 2018 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 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	8,490
	8,651
	97.44%
	94.00%
	98.14%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.  
2 - Required Actions

2 - State Attachments
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Indicator 3: Early Childhood Outcomes
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
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)

NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 

No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 

Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019.
Historical Data

	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2015
	Target>=
	66.04%
	67.04%
	61.05%
	61.55%
	62.05%

	A1
	61.05%
	Data
	66.04%
	67.11%
	61.05%
	61.27%
	61.11%

	A2
	2015
	Target>=
	64.90%
	65.40%
	59.00%
	59.50%
	60.00%

	A2
	59.00%
	Data
	64.90%
	65.91%
	59.00%
	58.21%
	53.19%

	B1
	2015
	Target>=
	71.17%
	72.17%
	65.11%
	65.61%
	66.11%

	B1
	65.11%
	Data
	71.17%
	72.47%
	65.11%
	66.54%
	66.13%

	B2
	2015
	Target>=
	61.34%
	61.84%
	53.65%
	54.15%
	54.65%

	B2
	53.65%
	Data
	61.34%
	62.95%
	53.65%
	53.51%
	49.16%

	C1
	2015
	Target>=
	75.03%
	76.03%
	71.80%
	72.30%
	72.80%

	C1
	71.80%
	Data
	75.03%
	76.28%
	71.80%
	71.41%
	68.42%

	C2
	2015
	Target>=
	56.16%
	56.66%
	48.94%
	49.44%
	49.94%

	C2
	48.94%
	Data
	56.16%
	56.69%
	48.94%
	49.74%
	45.84%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1>=
	62.55%
	62.55%

	Target A2>=
	60.50%
	60.50%

	Target B1>=
	66.61%
	66.61%

	Target B2>=
	55.15%
	55.15%

	Target C1>=
	73.30%
	73.30%

	Target C2>=
	50.44%
	50.44%


 FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed

7,020
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)

	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	59
	0.84%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	2,404
	34.25%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,297
	18.48%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,912
	27.24%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,348
	19.20%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 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
	3,209
	5,672
	61.11%
	62.55%
	56.58%
	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
	3,260
	7,020
	53.19%
	60.50%
	46.44%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for A1 slippage, if applicable 
The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating. This intense focus is contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves. With a more comprehensive understanding of a child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry. A new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level. Program-level data analysis has found that elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data. For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers. For Summary Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significantly less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the percentages across all three indicators. Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data. 

Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support; 2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now required for all early intervention staff; 3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area; and 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings.
Provide reasons for A2 slippage, if applicable 
The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating. This intense focus is contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves. With a more comprehensive understanding of a child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry. A new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level. Program-level data analysis has found that elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data. For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers. For Summary Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significant less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the percentages across all three indicators. Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data. 

Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support; 2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now required for all early intervention staff) 3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area. 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings.
Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication)

	
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	43
	0.61%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	2,373
	33.80%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,550
	22.08%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,124
	30.26%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	930
	13.25%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 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
	3,674
	6,090
	66.13%
	66.61%
	60.33%
	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
	3,054
	7,020
	49.16%
	55.15%
	43.50%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for B1 slippage, if applicable
The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating. This intense focus is contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves. With a more comprehensive understanding of a child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry. A new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level. Program-level data analysis has found that elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data. For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers. For Summary Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significantly less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the percentages across all three indicators. Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data. 

Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support; 2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now required for all early intervention staff; 3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area; and 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings.
Provide reasons for B2 slippage, if applicable 
The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating.  This intense focus is contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves.  With a more comprehensive understanding of a child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry.  A new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level.  Program-level data analysis has found that elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data.  For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers.  For Summary Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significant less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the percentages across all three indicators.  Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data. 

Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support;  2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now required for all early intervention staff)  3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area. 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings.
Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

	
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	43
	0.61%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	2,354
	33.53%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,582
	22.54%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,446
	34.84%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	595
	8.48%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 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
	4,028
	6,425
	68.42%
	73.30%
	62.69%
	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
	3,041
	7,020
	45.84%
	50.44%
	43.32%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for C1 slippage, if applicable 
The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating. This intense focus is contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves. With a more comprehensive understanding of a child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry. A new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level. Program-level data analysis has found that elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data. For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers. For Summary Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significantly less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the percentages across all three indicators. Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data. 

Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support; 2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now required for all early intervention staff; 3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area; and 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings.
Provide reasons for C2 slippage, if applicable 
The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating.  This intense focus is contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves.  With a more comprehensive understanding of a child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry.  A new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level.  Program-level data analysis has found that elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data.  For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers.  For Summary Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significant less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the percentages across all three indicators.  Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data. 

Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support;  2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now required for all early intervention staff)  3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area. 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings.
The number of infants and toddlers who did not receive early intervention services for at least six months before exiting the Part C program.

	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
	10,357

	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.
	3,145


	Was sampling used? 
	NO


Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)

YES
List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.

Maryland began integrating the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process into the IFSP in FFY 2011 with full implementation during FFY 2012. The COS process was completed and documented on the Strengths and Needs Summary page of the IFSP which replaces the Child Outcome Summary Form (COSF) as the mechanism for collecting, measuring, and reporting on the three early childhood outcomes.  

On October 1, 2018 the Maryland IFSP process, document, and online tool was revised and requires more robust child and family assessment activities as well as a more integrated COS process.  My Child and Family’s Story now includes three Assessment sections:  Natural Routines/Activities and Environments, Our Family’s Resources, Priorities, and Concerns, and the Assessment Summary: Present Levels of Functional Development. The first assessment section on natural routines and activities is completed through a Routines-Based Interview (RBI), the completion of the Scale for the Assessment of Family Enjoyment within Routines (SAFER), or the completion of the Everyday Routines and Activities section on the IFSP.  The Family Resources, Priorities and Concerns section includes the ability to upload an Ecomap and utilizes prompts to assess the family’s resources, priorities, and concerns, and includes service linkages.  Finally, the Assessment Summary: Present Levels of Functional Development summarizes all sources of information, including conversations with the family, observations of the child in daily routines, the eligibility evaluation across the five developmental domains, child and family assessment activities, and outside reports, in order create a plan that fits well with the child’s developmental strengths and interests.  

The Assessment Summary: Present Levels of Functional Development documents all of the information gathered within each of the three early childhood outcomes areas:  developing positive social skills and relationships, acquiring and using knowledge and skills, and using appropriate behaviors to meet needs.  Using the COS Rating Prep Tool for each of the three early childhood outcome areas, teams document the discussion and identification of the child’s skills and behaviors compared to other children the same age as either Foundational, Immediate Foundational, or Age-Expected. Together with the family, teams review the Assessment Summary, share information about typical development and age-anchoring while reviewing the COS Rating Prep Tool, elicit additional thoughts or information from the family and then use the Decision Tree for COS Summary Rating Discussions. The required online Decision Tree Procedural Facilitator guides teams to reach consensus about the appropriate COS descriptor statement.  The COS Rating Descriptors use family-friendly language to assist families to understand their child’s development in relation to same age peers and are matched to the COS 1 through 7 scale. Only the COS Rating Descriptors are written on the IFSP, not the 1 to 7 numbers. The 1 to 7 numbers are assigned in the database to calculate child progress data. For each of the three early childhood outcome areas, the appropriate COS Rating Descriptor is checked on the IFSP.  In addition to the COS Rating Descriptor the following question is also required: “Has my child shown any new skills or behaviors related to this area since the last summary?” “Yes, No or Not Applicable?” When developing an initial IFSP and completing the COS entry, the answer to the question is “not applicable” since the child has not yet received early intervention services. At annual reviews and at exit this yes/no question must be answered. 

Prior to FFY 2015, the COS was only required at entry and exit and best practice guidance was provided to local programs to complete the COS process at every annual IFSP review. The online IFSP document allows for multiple interim COS ratings. In December 2015, MSDE distributed a Child Outcomes Summary Technical Assistance Bulletin requiring the COS progress/rating to be completed at every annual IFSP review.  The revised IFSP process and online tool now requires the entire Assessment Section of the IFSP to be updated and completed at every annual evaluation, along with the completion of a COS interim and/or exit rating.  Additional guidance has been provided in the MITP IFSP Process and Document Guide as well as an updated version of the COS Technical Assistance Bulletin.  These resources are posted on the MSDE website.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In FFY 2017, revised Birth to Kindergarten COS training of trainers were held in five regions with the expectation for all staff to be trained or retrained in the COS process.  The Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website was created to support COS training and the implementation of the COS process with fidelity.  These revised COS trainings were designed to help participants understand implementation of the COS process with fidelity, ensuring the consistent use of the Maryland four core components of the COS process (authentic assessment, age-anchoring, COS Rating Prep Tool, and Decision Tree) and to assess competency in the COS rating process.  The expectation for the trainers who attended was to conduct local training of all birth to kindergarten staff and culminate the training with the completion of the Maryland COS Competency Check.  The Maryland COS Competency Check is now required for all early intervention staff with the ultimate goal being that every provider pass both the knowledge check and the case study competency.  The DEI/SES provides annual COS Competency Check reports to ensure that providers are meeting the competency requirements. In FFY 2018, the DEI/SES developed the Maryland COS Process Fidelity Checklist in response to local leaders requesting a tool to monitor fidelity.  Additionally, COS data reports, including COS Entry and data visualizations, continue to be updated and revised to support the State and local programs with using COS data for program improvement.
3 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3 - OSEP Response

The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
3 - Required Actions

3 - State Attachments
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Indicator 4: Family Involvement
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)

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
Historical Data

	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2006
	Target>=
	81.00%
	83.00%
	85.00%
	87.00%
	89.00%

	A
	76.00%
	Data
	94.70%
	95.86%
	98.10%
	98.18%
	97.91%

	B
	2006
	Target>=
	79.00%
	81.20%
	83.40%
	85.60%
	87.80%

	B
	74.00%
	Data
	94.71%
	95.37%
	97.31%
	97.74%
	98.05%

	C
	2006
	Target>=
	89.00%
	89.50%
	90.00%
	90.50%
	91.00%

	C
	81.00%
	Data
	94.92%
	95.50%
	98.21%
	97.88%
	98.31%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A>=
	91.00%
	93.00%

	Target B>=
	90.00%
	92.50%

	Target C>=
	91.50%
	92.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 


No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 

Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	The number of families to whom surveys were distributed
	11,029

	Number of respondent families participating in Part C 
	4,339

	A1. Number of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family know their rights
	4,172

	A2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family know their rights
	4,278

	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
	4,165

	B2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children's needs
	4,255

	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
	4,127

	C2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn
	4,205


	
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 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)
	97.91%
	91.00%
	97.52%
	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)
	98.05%
	90.00%
	97.88%
	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)
	98.31%
	91.50%
	98.15%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	
	Yes / No

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	
	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 State continues to focus on achieving representativeness through improvement plans for local programs with lower response rates. Accordingly, the State's response rate showed an increase from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. As response rates in jurisdictions increases, so does the State's overall representativeness. Improvement Plans are assigned to local programs with poor response rates to help increase 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.
In support of the effort to meet federal reporting requirements for State Performance Plan (SPP) Indicator 4, the vendor (ICF) administered the Early Intervention Services Family Survey of the Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program (MITP). Surveys were completed by the parents/guardians of children who received early intervention services through the MITP program in 2018-19. The Survey was launched in mid-September and closed in mid-November.


As in prior years, the 2018-19 Survey consists of items obtained from the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) item bank. The Survey includes 22 core questions, two demographic questions, and two questions for parents of children older than three receiving early intervention services through an Extended Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP). The MSDE provided the external evaluation team with a data file of all active eligible children as of June 30, 2019 receiving early intervention services across 24 local Infants and Toddlers Programs (ITPs), including children and families receiving services through an Extended IFSP. Each child was also assigned a unique identifier; this identifier was included on each printed survey. Printed surveys were batched by county and delivered in boxes to the appropriate county’s Local Infants and Toddlers Program (LITP) director. These directors were responsible for distributing the surveys to families. Directors also received a Frequently Asked Questions document that contained answers to common questions about the purpose of the survey. Families also had the opportunity to complete the survey in English or Spanish online. Families could either use the identifier located on their printed survey to login to the survey, or they could complete an alternative version of the survey that did not require them to login. Respondents completing the alternative version of the survey were required to answer several demographic questions that are not included on the primary version of the survey. A bilingual telephone and email help desk was maintained for parents for the duration of the survey. 

The value of Indicator 4 is determined by calculating the percentage of respondents that agreed with three statements. Each of the three statements corresponds to a separate Indicator.
4a: know about my child’s and family’s rights concerning early intervention services. (Item 19)
4b: communicate more effectively with the people who work with my child and family. (Item 17)
4c: understand my child’s special needs. (Item 21)

Response Rates
A total of 11,029 surveys were distributed to families, and 4,339 completed surveys were returned – resulting in an adjusted response rate[1] of 40.1% (a increase from 35.8% last year). Four jurisdictions achieved an adjusted response rate of at least 70%, and 20 jurisdictions (83% of all local jurisdictions) achieved a response rate of at least 30%.

Statewide, 3,953 surveys were completed in English (91.1%) and 386 surveys were completed in Spanish (8.8%). Paper surveys were much more common than online surveys. Overall, 4,001 paper surveys were completed (92.2% of all surveys), whereas 338 surveys were completed online.

Survey Representativeness
Demographic data for all active and eligible children were provided to the external evaluation team by the MSDE prior to the survey mailing. These data were then matched to survey respondents using the unique confidential identification number printed on each distributed survey. The survey respondents reported that the majority of children in the sample that were receiving services were male (64.4%, n=2,788), while 1,542 of the respondent’s children receiving services were female (35.6%). This is representative of the gender breakdown of children receiving early intervention services in the State. 

Respondents were asked to classify their relationship to the child receiving early intervention services (n=4,221). Overwhelmingly, mothers completed the survey (86.8%), followed by fathers (10.0%). Foster parents, grandparents and others accounted for the remaining 3.2% of respondents.

The three racial groups that account for the largest percentage of the respondent population are parents of White (43.4%), Black or African-American (29.3%), and Hispanic (18.0%) children. Parents of Black or African-American children, Asian children, and Hispanic or Latino children were under represented by 0.84, 0.88, and 1.01 percentage points, respectively, in the survey when compared to the state population. Parents of White children are overrepresented in the survey by 2.54 percentage points. 

The most common exceptionality evident in the MITP population is a developmental delay of at least 25%, with 68.7% of the population reporting this disability. The second most common exceptionality or disability statewide is a physical or mental condition with likely developmental delay (23.9% of the population). The third category of exceptionalities, atypical development or behavior, constitutes 7.4% of the population. Parents of children who have at least 25% Development Delay (DD) were slightly underrepresented among survey respondents (65.5% of respondents), as well as parents of children who have an Atypical Development or Behavior (7.2% of respondents). Parents of children Diagnosed Physical or Mental Condition with High Probability of Developmental Delay (DD) were slightly overrepresented by the survey (25.8% of respondents). 

Response rates were also examined by jurisdiction. Please see the attachment titled: 2018-19 Survey Representativeness by Jurisdiction. 

The State continues to make efforts to ensure a representative sample. MSDE requires LITPs with low response rates are required to complete and submit and Improvement Plan. As response rates increase, so does the State's representativeness. Overall, representativeness by race/ethnicity was better in the current reporting year than it was in FFY 2017.

In general, the survey was fairly representative across all key respondent demographic variables, although not fully representative. And, it should be noted that 12 surveys (0.3%) were completed online and the respondent did not put in the survey's unique identifier, limiting the State's ability to determine demographic variables for those families. Its possible that with demographic information on those families, the State's data would have been more representative. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

4 - Prior FFY Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2018 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.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR 
4 - OSEP Response

The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
 
4 - Required Actions

In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2019 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.
4 - State Attachments
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Indicator 5: Child Find (Birth to One)
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
Historical Data

	Baseline
	2005
	1.24%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	1.50%
	1.51%
	1.52%
	1.53%
	1.54%

	Data
	1.68%
	1.53%
	1.61%
	1.59%
	1.53%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	1.55%
	1.56%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 

No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 

Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019.
Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/10/2019
	Number of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs
	1,187

	Annual State Resident Population Estimates for 6 Race Groups (5 Race Alone Groups and Two or More Races) by Age, Sex, and Hispanic Origin
	06/20/2019
	Population of infants and toddlers birth to 1
	70,843


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	Number of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs
	Population of infants and toddlers birth to 1
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1,187
	70,843
	1.53%
	1.55%
	1.68%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Compare your results to the national data

Compared to the average national data percentage of children birth to 1 year of age receiving early intervention services (1.25%), Maryland served 1.68% of the resident population of children birth to 1 year of age. Maryland exceeds the national average by .43 percentage points and the percentage served is ranked 13th among the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
5 - OSEP Response

The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.  
5 - Required Actions

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
	2005
	2.88%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	3.00%
	3.05%
	3.10%
	3.15%
	3.20%

	Data
	3.51%
	3.50%
	3.55%
	3.68%
	3.86%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	3.25%
	3.30%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 

No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 

Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019.
Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/10/2019
	Number of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs
	8,651

	Annual State Resident Population Estimates for 6 Race Groups (5 Race Alone Groups and Two or More Races) by Age, Sex, and Hispanic Origin
	06/20/2019
	Population of infants and toddlers birth to 3
	216,874


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	Number of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs
	Population of infants and toddlers birth to 3
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	8,651
	216,874
	3.86%
	3.25%
	3.99%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Compare your results to the national data

Compared to the average national data percentage of children birth to 3 years of age receiving early intervention services (3.48%), Maryland served 3.99% of the resident population of children birth to 3 years of age. Maryland exceeds the national average by .51 percentage points and the percentage served is ranked 16th among the 50 states and the District of Columbia.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response

The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
6 - Required Actions

Indicator 7: 45-Day Timeline
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 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), 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
Historical Data

	Baseline
	2005
	92.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.74%
	98.87%
	98.06%
	98.53%
	97.16%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 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 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	7,093
	9,984
	97.16%
	100%
	95.94%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
The State's data decreased from 97.16% in FFY 2017 to 95.94% in FFY 2018. The slippage was primarily a result of two large jurisdictions in Maryland that had significant slippage from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. Individual incidences of noncompliance in one jurisdiction increased from 41 in FFY 2017 to 122 in FFY 2018. In the other, individual incidences of noncompliance increased from 97 in FFY 2017 to 178 in FFY 2018. These 2 jurisdictions were responsible for 74% of all Indicator 7 noncompliance in FFY 2018. Both jurisdictions identified resource and staffing issues as the major reason for missing the 45 Day Timeline. Both jurisdictions were assigned Improvement Plans to facilitate correction of noncompliance and subsequent maintenance of future compliance.
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.

2,486
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database
Provide the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period). 
Data for Indicator 7 include all eligible children that were referred between July 1, 2018 and June 30, 2019.
Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period. 

To report the target data for this indicator, the MSDE generated state and local reports throughout the reporting period from the statewide Part C database. The reports are based on the calculation of the number of days between the date of referral and the date of the initial IFSP meeting for each child referred in a selected period. The number/percent of meetings held within the timelines and the reasons why IFSPs were not held within timelines are provided. For this calculation, the referral date is considered Day #1 and an untimely IFSP meeting would be any meeting held on Day #46 or later. When the date of an untimely IFSP meeting (46 days or later from the referral date) is entered into the database, a prompt appears requesting that the reason for the late meeting be entered. Summary and individual child record data generated by the 45-day timeline report are validated by State and LITP staff. In particular, questionable and missing/not entered reasons for late meetings are confirmed by LITPs and included in the reported data.

Compliance on the 45-day timeline indicator was tracked by the MSDE and LITPs throughout the reporting period. Reasons for untimely meetings were identified and strategies for correction and improvement were implemented. Reasons for meetings not held within timelines were tracked in the database.

In FFY 2009, the MSDE redesigned Maryland’s IFSP and Online IFSP Database. The major focus of the redesign was to create a more family-focused document. The revised Online IFSP Database gives users the ability to complete the IFSP online with IFSP data being entered directly into the database. This process helped to decrease data entry errors by data entry staff. In FFY 2018, the Maryland IFSP and Maryland Online IFSP Data System underwent major revisions including usability of the online tool to support both compliance and results. The revised data system includes a dashboard display of important information needed by service coordinators, service providers, and data managers to manage their workload and achieve program objectives.

In addition to general notification regarding ongoing workflows, the dashboard supports the monitoring of Part C Indicators in a variety of ways. This dashboard is dynamic and displays elements and information based on the role of the user. 

Information that is found on the dashboard includes:
Real-time alerts whenever an online referral is received (so that action is taken right away)
List of children and their 45-day timelines (with ability to drill through to the child’s record)
List of children and their 30-day timelines (with ability to drill through to the child’s record)
Number of upcoming IFSP meetings, with ability to drill through to a full report which can be sorted and filtered
Number of children older than 36 months and still active (to remind users of cases that need to be closed to maintain the integrity of the data)
Number of children who are in TPM range (with ability to drill through to a full report which can be sorted and filtered
Number of children with Extended IFSPs (for at-a-glance resource planning)
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	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 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
At the systemic level, the MSDE, DEI/SES identified eight (8) findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for this indicator. All findings were corrected within one year of issuing the written finding of noncompliance (achieved 100%). To verify the correction of FFY 2017 noncompliance, an updated random sample of early intervention records, using the state’s data system, from a data subsequent to the issuance of the written finding of noncompliance was reviewed to determine if those records were compliant. Through this review process, the MSDE, DEI/SES staff verified that the LITP identified with noncompliance in FFY 2017 was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements. This was based on a review of updated data subsequently collected regarding infants and toddlers who had an initial evaluation and initial assessment and an initial IFSP meeting conducted within Part C's 45-day timeline. These data demonstrated that the LITP corrected noncompliance for the system by achieving 100% compliance, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For FFY 2017, there were 271 individual level incidences of noncompliance. The MSDE, DEI/SES reviewed the records of each individual child that did not have an initial evaluation and initial assessment, and an initial IFSP meeting conducted within Part C’s 45-day timeline. Although late, the MSDE, DEI/SES verified that initial evaluations, assessments and IFSPs were provided for all 271 children. As mentioned above, a subsequent data set was also reviewed to determine if those records were compliant. Through the review process, the MSDE verified through its online database that each individual child identified with noncompliance was corrected consistent with the regulatory requirements and OSEP Memo 09-02.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or provider with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 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 2019 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 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
7 - Required Actions

Indicator 8A: 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 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
8A - Indicator Data
Historical Data

	Baseline
	2005
	97.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.94%
	99.95%
	99.97%
	99.82%
	99.93%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 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)

NO

If no, please explain. 
The State's data also include children with transition steps and services added to the IFSP outside of the specified timeline as a result of documented delays attributed to exceptional family circumstances. Data also include ten (10) children, who had transition steps and services added to their IFSP, but late due to noncompliance. The reason for all 10 incidences of noncompliance was "staff errors." As mentioned, all 10 children, although late, had transition steps and services added to their IFSP as required.  
	Number of children exiting Part C who have an IFSP with transition steps and services
	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3,652
	4,390
	99.93%
	100%
	99.77%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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.

728

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database
Provide the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period). 

Data reported for Indicator 8A were based on a database review of Early Intervention records of all children who transitioned between July 1, 2018 and June 30, 2019.
Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period. 

The MSDE and LITPs conducted online record reviews of all transitioning children to determine the percentage of children exiting Part C with timely transition steps and services. In FFY 2010, the MSDE began requiring transition outcomes to be entered directly into the IFSP database. This enabled the MSDE to obtain these data through electronic record review beginning in FFY 2011, whereas in prior years the MSDE had to conduct site visits with the sole purpose of collecting these data. In FFY 2012, changes were made to the predefined transition reports in the IFSP database to capture the “transition outcome” fields. Missing and/or unclear data were validated with local programs to ensure a complete analysis of data. These changes enabled the MSDE to report on all children who transitioned in the reporting year for the first time in FFY 2013 and continuing to present.

In FFY 2018, the MSDE generated state and local reports throughout the reporting period from the statewide Part C database, and validated data in conjunction with LITPs. The statewide database comprises every IFSP, including the Transition Outcomes (Steps and Services) information for all eligible children in Maryland. Once the reports are generated, local programs are asked to validate missing or unclear data before the reports are rerun and finalized.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	2
	2
	0
	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
At the systemic level, the MSDE, DEI/SES identified two (2) findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for this indicator. All findings were corrected within one year of issuing the written finding of noncompliance (achieved 100%). To verify the correction of FFY 2017 noncompliance, an updated random sample of early intervention records, using the state’s data system, from a data subsequent to the issuance of the written finding of noncompliance was reviewed to determine if those records were compliant. Through this review process, the MSDE, DEI/SES staff verified that the LITP identified with noncompliance in FFY 2017 was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements. This was based on a review of updated data subsequently collected regarding infants and toddlers who had an IFSP developed 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. These data demonstrated that the LITP corrected noncompliance for the system by achieving 100% compliance, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For FFY 2017, there were three (3) individual level incidences of noncompliance. The MSDE, DEI/SES reviewed the records of each individual child that did not have an IFSP developed with transition steps and services at least 90 days and not more than nine months, prior to the toddler's third birthday. Although late, the MSDE, DEI/SES verified that transition steps and services were added to the IFSP for all 3 children. As mentioned above, a subsequent data set was also reviewed to determine if those records were compliant. Through the review process, the MSDE verified through its online database that each individual child identified with noncompliance was corrected consistent with the regulatory requirements and OSEP Memo 09-02.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


8A - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8A - OSEP Response

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or provider with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 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 2019 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 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
8A - Required Actions

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 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), 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
	2005
	98.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 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 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	4,390
	4,390
	100.00%
	100%
	100.00%
	Met 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.

0
Describe the method used to collect these data

The statewide database comprises every IFSP, including the required child and family notification information. To report the target data for Indicator 8B,
the MSDE generated monthly reports of all children older than 24 months of age. Each month, the MSDE generated a report with the names, addresses,
phone numbers, and birthdates of all children 24-months and older. The reports were sorted by jurisdiction and then uploaded to a secure server for
download by both Part C and Part B local staff. The requirement to notify the SEA is met automatically, since the MSDE is the lead agency and the
DEI/SES structure is birth to kindergarten in nature.

Between 7/1/18 and 6/30/19, local school systems and the SEA were notified of all 4,390 of the children, potentially eligible for Part B, who transitioned
during the time period (4,3904/4,390). Notification for 3,962 children occurred at least 90 days prior to the child’s third birthday. Another 428 children
were found eligible for Part C less than 90 days prior to their third birthday as a result of later referrals to the program. Notification still occurred for all
4,390 children. Therefore, timely notification to the SEA and LEA (or late notification with a valid reason) occurred for all children potentially eligible for
Part B services.
Do you have a written opt-out policy? (yes/no)

NO

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database
Provide the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period). 

Data include all children who transitioned in the reporting year, from July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019.
Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period. 

The statewide database comprises every IFSP, including the required child and family notification information. The MSDE ensures accurate data through data validation monitoring and through the assignment of Improvement Plans for untimely and/or inaccurate data. Since the MSDE provides these data to the LEA and SEA on a monthly basis, the MSDE ensures notification is provided for every child found eligible for early intervention services.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	0
	0


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 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

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 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), 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
	2005
	92.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.53%
	99.06%
	99.35%
	99.62%
	99.75%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 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)

NO

If no, please explain. 
Data include children with documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances. Data also include 25 children who's transition conferences were held untimely as a result of noncompliance and 2 children who did not have a transition conference as a result of noncompliance. Of the 25 children with untimely transition conferences, 18 were late due to staff/administrative errors, 6 were late due to weather, and 1 was late due to an interpreter issue. The 2 children who did not have transition conferences (both due to staff/administrative errors) were no longer within the jurisdiction once noncompliance was identified, so transition conferences could not be held.
	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 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3,541
	4,390
	99.75%
	100%
	99.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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.

31

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.

791
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
 State database
Provide the time period in which the data were collected (e.g., September through December, fourth quarter, selection from the full reporting period). 

Data include all children who transitioned in the reporting year, from July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019.
Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period. 

For Indicator 8C, transition compliance data were tracked by the MSDE and LITPs throughout the reporting period. Children whose parents did not consent to participate in a transition-planning conference were not included in the numerator or denominator for 8C. In FFY 2018, thirty-one (31) families declined or did not make themselves available to participate in a transition planning meeting for their family.

To report on Indicator 8C, the MSDE generated state and local reports throughout the reporting period from the statewide Part C database, and validated data in conjunction with LITPs. The statewide database comprises every IFSP, including the Transition Planning Meeting information for all eligible children in Maryland. The reports generated by the MSDE to report on Indicator 8C are based on the calculation of the number of days between the date of the transition planning meeting and the child’s third birthday. Once the reports are generated, local programs are asked to validate missing or unclear data before the reports are rerun and finalized.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	6
	6
	0
	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
At the systemic level, the MSDE, DEI/SES identified six (6) findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for this indicator. All findings were corrected within one year of issuing the written finding of noncompliance (achieved 100%). To verify the correction of FFY 2017 noncompliance, an updated random sample of early intervention records, using the state’s data system, from a data subsequent to the issuance of the written finding of noncompliance was reviewed to determine if those records were compliant. Through this review process, the MSDE, DEI/SES staff verified that the LITP identified with noncompliance in FFY 2017 was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements. This was based on a review of updated data subsequently collected regarding infants and toddlers who had a 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. These data demonstrated that the LITP corrected noncompliance for the system by achieving 100% compliance, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

For FFY 2017, there were eleven (11) individual level incidences of noncompliance. The MSDE, DEI/SES reviewed the records of each individual child that did not have a transition conference held at least 90 days, and not more than nine months, prior to the toddler's third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B preschool services.  Although late, the MSDE, DEI/SES verified that transition conferences were held for all 11 children.  As mentioned above, a subsequent data set was also reviewed to determine if those records were compliant. Through the review process, the MSDE verified through its online database that each individual child identified with noncompliance was corrected consistent with the regulatory requirements and OSEP Memo 09-02.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


8C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8C - OSEP Response

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or provider with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 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 2019 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 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
8C - Required Actions

Indicator 9: Resolution Sessions

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 is 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 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part C Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	0

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part C Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	0


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 

No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 

Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019.
Targets
	FFY
	2018 (low)
	2018 (high)
	2019 (low)
	2019 (high)

	Target
	
	
	
	


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3.1 Number of resolutions sessions
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target (low)
	FFY 2018 Target (high)
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

There were no resolution sessions in FFY 2018.
9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response

The State reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2018. 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

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 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part C  Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	0

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part C  Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints
	0

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part C  Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints
	0


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 

No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 

Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target>=
	
	
	
	
	

	Data
	100.00%
	
	100.00%
	
	


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target>=
	
	


FFY 2018 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 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	
	
	0
	
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

There were no mediations held in FFY 2018.
10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response

The State reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2018. The State is not required to provide targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held. 
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11:  State Systemic Improvement Plan
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Overall State APR Attachments

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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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 
Designated 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:  
Marcella Franczkowski
Title: 
Assistant State Superintendent
Email: 
marcella.franczkowski@maryland.gov
Phone: 
4107670238
Submitted on: 

04/24/20  2:37:47 PM
ED Attachments


[image: image9.emf]2020 HTDMD Part  C.pdf



[image: image10.emf]MD-aprltr-2020c.pd f



[image: image11.emf]MD  -resultsmatrix-2020c.pdf



[image: image12.emf]MD-2020DataRubri cPartC.pdf



[image: image13.emf]MD-C Dispute  Resolution 2018-19.pdf

[image: image14.png]



	Preloaded historical data
	Prepopulated data from other sources
	Calculated

	Explanatory text


October 2018
1
Instructions


_1661586803.pdf


Maryland State Department of Education 


Division of Early Intervention and Special Education Services  


Maryland Family Survey  


2018-19 Survey Representativeness by Jurisdiction 


Jurisdiction n* 


% of Total of 
Active and 


Eligible 
Children 


n 
% of Total 


Survey 
Responses 


% pts Over or 
Under 


Representation 


Prince George's 1,765 16.0% 821 18.9% 2.9% 


Wicomico 141 1.3% 137 3.2% 1.9% 


Baltimore City 1,018 9.2% 465 10.7% 1.5% 


Frederick 406 3.7% 222 5.1% 1.4% 


Allegany 104 0.9% 71 1.6% 0.7% 


Queen Anne's 88 0.8% 56 1.3% 0.5% 


Washington 252 2.3% 115 2.7% 0.4% 


Saint Mary's 204 1.8% 98 2.3% 0.4% 


Garrett 27 0.2% 26 0.6% 0.4% 


Caroline 54 0.5% 34 0.8% 0.3% 


Kent 36 0.3% 21 0.5% 0.2% 


Calvert 176 1.6% 73 1.7% 0.1% 


Dorchester 49 0.4% 24 0.6% 0.1% 


Somerset 24 0.2% 11 0.3% 0.0% 


Charles 246 2.2% 94 2.2% -0.1% 


Talbot 68 0.6% 24 0.6% -0.1% 


Worcester 90 0.8% 28 0.6% -0.2% 


Cecil 205 1.9% 63 1.5% -0.4% 


Carroll 193 1.7% 57 1.3% -0.4% 


Baltimore County 1,550 14.1% 548 12.6% -1.4% 


Harford 537 4.9% 149 3.4% -1.4% 


Montgomery 1,943 17.6% 690 15.9% -1.7% 


Howard 530 4.8% 127 2.9% -1.9% 


Anne Arundel 1,323 12.0% 377 8.7% -3.3% 


 


Note: “Unknown” responses are not included in this chart.  


Note: Counties have been sorted in descending order based on representativeness.   


Note: * This n represents the number of respondents eligible for services in the entire population, and is 


different than the number of participants that the survey was mailed out to in Exhibit 1.1, as in some cases 


bad addresses for survey participants were identified prior to the mailing of the survey. 
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HOW  
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UNDER  


SECTIONS 616(D) AND 642 OF  
THE INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT IN 2020:  


PART C 
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INTRODUCTION 
In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and 
compliance data in making our determination for each State under sections 616(d) and 642 of the 
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) for each State’s early intervention program under Part 
C of the IDEA. We considered the totality of the information we have about a State, including 
information related to the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual 
Performance Report (APR), Indicator C3 Child Outcomes data (Outcomes data) and other data reported 
in each State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR; information from monitoring and other publicly available information, 
such as Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award under Part C; and other issues related to a State’s 
compliance with the IDEA.  


In examining each State’s Outcomes data, we specifically considered the following results elements:  


(1) Data quality by examining—  


(a) the completeness of the State’s data, and  


(b) how the State’s FFY 2018 data compared to four years of historic data to identify data 
anomalies; and  


(2) Child performance by examining—  


(a) how each State’s FFY 2018 data compared with all other States’ FFY 2018 data, and  


(b) how each State’s FFY 2018 data compared with its own FFY 2017 data. 


Below is a detailed description of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ 
data using the Results-Driven Accountability (RDA) Matrix. The RDA Matrix is individualized for each 
State and consists of:  


(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other 
compliance factors;  


(2) Results Components and Appendices that include scoring on Results Elements; 


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score;  


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and  


(5) the State’s 2020 Determination.  


The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections: 


A. 2020 Part C RDA Matrix and Results Score 


B. 2020 Part C Compliance Matrix and Compliance Score; and 


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
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A. 2020 Part C RDA Matrix and Results Score 
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used the FFY 2018 early childhood 
outcomes data reported by each State under SPP/APR Indicator C3 by considering the following results 
elements:  


1. Data Quality 
(a) Data Completeness:  


Data completeness was calculated using the total number of Part C children who were included 
in each State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data and the total number of children the State reported 
exiting during FFY 2018 in its FFY 2018 IDEA Section 618 Exiting data; and 


(b) Data Anomalies:  
Data anomalies were calculated by examining how the State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data 
compared to four years of historic data. 


2. Child Performance 
(a) Data Comparison:  


How each State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data compared with all other States’ FFY 2018 
Outcomes data; and  


(b) Performance Change Over Time:  
How each State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data compared with its own FFY 2017 Outcomes data. 


Calculation of each of these results elements and scoring is further described below: 


1. Data Quality 
(a) Data Completeness:  


The data completeness score was calculated using the total number of Part C children who were 
included in your State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data and the total number of children your State 
reported exiting during FFY 2018 in its FFY 2018 IDEA Section 618 Exiting data. Each State 
received a percentage, which was computed by dividing the number of children reported in the 
State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data by the number of children the State reported exited during FFY 
2018 in the State’s FFY 2018 IDEA Section 618 Exiting Data. This yielded a percentage such that 
each State received a data completeness score of ‘2’ if the percentage was at least 65% ; a data 
completeness score of ‘1’ if the percentage was between 34% and 64%; and a data 
completeness score of ‘0’ if the percentage were less than 34%. For the two States with 
approved sampling plans, the State received a ‘2’. (Data Sources: FFY 2018 APR Indicator C3 data 
and EDFacts School Year (SY) 2018-2019; data extracted 5/27/2020.) 


(b) Data Anomalies:  
The data anomalies score for each State represents a summary of the data anomalies in each 
State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data. 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 2014 – FFY 


 
1  In determining the data completeness score, the Department will round up from 64.5% (but no lower) to 65%. Similarly, the 


Department will round up from 33.5% (but no lower) to 34%.  
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2017 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 this publicly available data. A lower and upper scoring percentage was set at one standard 
deviation above and below the mean for category a and two standard deviations above or 
below the mean for categories b through e. In any case where the low scoring percentage set 
from one or two standard deviations below the mean resulted in a negative number, the low 
scoring percentage is equal to 0. 


If your State's FFY 2018 Outcomes 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 ‘0’ 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. Each State received a data 
anomalies score of ‘2’ if the total points received in all progress categories were 13 through 15; 
a data anomalies score of ‘1’ for 10 through 12 points; and a data anomalies score of ‘0’ for zero 
through nine points. (Data Sources: States’ FFY 2014 through FFY 2017 SPP/APR Indicator C3 
data and each State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data)  


2. Child Performance 
(a) Data Comparison:  


The data comparison overall performance score represents how your State's FFY 2018 
Outcomes data compares to other States' FFY 2018 Outcomes data. Each State received a score 
for the distribution of the 6 Summary Statements (SS) for that State compared to the 
distribution of the 6 Summary Statements in all other States.  The 10th and 90th percentile for 


 
2  The three Child Outcome areas are: Outcome A (Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships); Outcome B 


(Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication)); and Outcome C (Use of appropriate 
behaviors to meet their need). The five Progress Categories under SPP/APR Indicator C3 are the following:  


a. Percent of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning 
b. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable 


to same-aged peers 
c. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 
d. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 
e. Percent of infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers  


Outcomes A, B, and C under SPP/APR Indicator C- each contain these five progress categories for a total of 15 progress 
categories 


3  Each of the three Child Outcome Areas (A, B, and C) are measured by the following two Summary Statements:  
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.  
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.  
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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 a State’s Summary Statement value fell at or below the 10th percentile, that Summary 
Statement was assigned a score of ‘0’. If a State’s Summary Statement value fell between the 
10th and 90th percentile, the Summary Statement was assigned ‘1’ point, and if a State’s 
Summary Statement value fell at or above the 90th percentile, the Summary Statement was 
assigned ‘2’ points. The points were added across the 6 Summary Statements. A State can 
receive total points between 0 and 12, with the total points of ‘0’ indicating all 6 Summary 
Statement values were below the 10th percentile and a total points of 12 indicating all 6 
Summary Statements were above the 90th percentile. An overall comparison Summary 
Statement score of ‘0’, ‘1’, or ‘2’ was based on the total points awarded.  


The data comparison Overall Performance Score for this results element of ‘0’, ‘1’, or ‘2’ for each 
State is based on the total points awarded. Each State received an Overall Performance Score of: 
‘2’ if the total points across SS1 and SS2 were nine through 12 points; score of ‘1’ for five 
through eight points; and score of ‘0’ for zero through four points. (Data Sources: All States’ 
SPP/APR Indicator C3 data from FFY 2018 and each State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR Indicator C3 data.)  


(b) Performance Change Over Time:  
The Overall Performance Change Score represents how each State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes data 
compared with its FFY 2017 Outcomes data and whether the State’s data demonstrated 
progress. 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. The specific steps for each State 
are described in the State’s RDA Matrix. The scores from all 6 Outcome Areas were totaled, 
resulting in total points ranging from 0 – 12. The Overall Performance Change Score for this 
results element of ‘0’, ‘1’, or ‘2’ for each State is based on the total points awarded. Each State 
received an Overall Performance Change Score of: ‘2’ if the total points were eight or above; a 
score of ‘1’ for four through seven points; and score of ‘0’ for below three points. Where OSEP 
has approved a State’s reestablishment of its Indicator C3 Outcome Area baseline data as its 
data for FFY 2018, because the State has changed its methodology for collecting this outcome 
data, the State received a score of ‘N/A’ for this element since determining performance change 
based on the percentages across these two years of data would not be a valid comparison. The 
points are not included in either the numerator or denominator in the overall calculation of the 
results score. (Data Source: SPP/APR Indicator C3 data from FFY 2017 and 2018)  


B. 2020 Part C Compliance Matrix and Compliance Score  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the 
following compliance data: 
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1. The State’s FFY 2018 data for Part C Compliance Indicators 1, 7, 8A, 8B, and 8C (including 
whether the State reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether the State 
demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 under 
such indicators;  


2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616, 618, and 642 of 
the IDEA;  


3. The State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State 
complaint and due process hearing decisions; 


4. Longstanding Noncompliance:  


The Department considered: 


a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part 
C grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination, and the number of years for which the State’s Part C grant award has 
been subject to Specific or Special Conditions; and 


b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by 
either the Department or the State that the State has not yet corrected.  


The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of ‘0’, ‘1’, or ‘2’ for each of the compliance indicators in item 
one above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the 
cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points 
the State received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, 
which is combined with the Results Score to calculate the State’s RDA percentage and determination.  


1. Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 1, 7, 8A, 8B, and 8C 
In the 2020 Part C Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each of Compliance 
Indicators 1, 7, 8A, 8B, and 8C:


• Two points, if either: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
95%  compliance; or 


 
4  A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not 


applicable to that particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.  
5  In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for these indicators (1, 7, 8A, 8B, and 8C), the 


Department will round up from 94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 90% 
compliance criterion discussed below, the Department will round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in 
determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion discussed below, the Department will round up from 
74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% 
for:  


(1) the timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616, 618, and 642 of the IDEA;  
(2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due 


process hearing decisions. 
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o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
90% compliance; and the State identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY 
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of 
noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated 
in the matrix with a “Yes” in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified 
in FFY 2017” column.


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at 
least 75% compliance, and the State did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.  


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance; or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable;  or 


o The State did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.


2. Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 
In the 2020 Part C Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for Timely and Accurate 
State-Reported Data :  


• Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% 
compliance. 


• Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance. 


 
6  A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for 


which the State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State 
did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator. 


7  If a State’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” 
column, with a corresponding score of “0.” The explanation of why the State’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in 
the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool. 


8  If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with 
a corresponding score of 0. 


9  OSEP used the Part C Timely and Accurate Data Rubric to award points to states based on the timeliness and accuracy of their 
616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool. On the first page of the rubric, entitled “Part C Timely and Accurate Data-SPP/APR Data” states are 
given one point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The 
total points for valid and reliable SPP/APR data and timely submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On 
page two of the rubric, the State’s 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on 618 data timeliness, 
completeness and edit checks from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurately Reported Data is calculated by adding 
the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire 
rubric. This percentage is inserted into the Compliance Matrix.  
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3. Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and Timely Due 
Process Hearing Decisions 
In the 2020 Part C Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for timely State complaint 
decisions and for timely due process hearings, as reported by the State under section 618 of the 
IDEA:  


• Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% 
compliance.  


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance. 


• Not Applicable (N/A), if the State’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were 
fewer than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.  


4. Scoring of the Matrix for Long-Standing Noncompliance (Includes Both 
Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific Conditions) 
In the 2020 Part C Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the Long-Standing 
Noncompliance component:  


• Two points, if the State has: 


o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified by OSEP or the State; in FFY 2016 or 
earlier, and  


o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the 
2020 determination. 


• One point, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance, identified by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the State has not yet demonstrated 
correction (see the FFY 2018 OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the 
EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool for specific information regarding these remaining 
findings of noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 Part C grant 
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.  


• Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the State has not yet demonstrated correction (see the 
OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool 
for specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Specific or Special Conditions on the State’s last three 
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part C grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are 
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
Each State’s 2020 RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of 
the State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:  


1. Meets Requirements  
A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 
80%,10 unless the Department has imposed Specific or Special Conditions on the State’s last 
three IDEA Part C grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions 
are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 


2. Needs Assistance  
A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but 
less than 80%. A State would also be Needs Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is 
80% or above, but the Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last 
three IDEA Part C grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions 
are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.  


3. Needs Intervention  
A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.  


4. Needs Substantial Intervention  
The Department did not make a determination of Needs Substantial Intervention for any State 
in 2020. 


 
10  In determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department 


will round up from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion 
for a Needs Assistance determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%. 





		Introduction

		A. 2020 Part C RDA Matrix and Results Score

		2. Child Performance



		B. 2020 Part C Compliance Matrix and Compliance Score

		C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

		3. Needs Intervention

		4. Needs Substantial Intervention
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Maryland  
2020 Part C Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


Results‐Driven	Accountability	Percentage	and	Determination1	


Percentage	(%)	 Determination	
81.25  Meets Requirements 


Results	and	Compliance	Overall	Scoring	
	 Total	Points	Available	 Points	Earned	 Score	(%)	


Results	 8  5  62.5 


Compliance	 16  16  100 


I.	Results	Component	—	Data	Quality	
Data	Quality	Total	Score	(completeness + anomalies)	 4	


(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) 7020 
Number of Children Reported Exiting in 618 Data (i.e. 618 exiting data) 10357 
Percentage of Children Exiting who are Included in Outcome Data (%) 67.78 
Data	Completeness	Score2	 2 


(b)	Data	Anomalies:	Anomalies	in	your	State’s	FFY	2018	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	2018	Outcomes	Data	to	other	State’s	2018	Outcomes	Data	
Data	Comparison	Score4	 1	


(b)	Comparing	your	State’s	FFY	2018	data	to	your	State’s	FFY	2017	data	
Performance	Change	Score5	 0	


 


 
1 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 2020: 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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Summary	
Statement	
Performance	


Outcome	A:	
Positive	Social	
Relationships	


SS1	(%)	


Outcome	A:	
Positive	Social	
Relationships	


SS2	(%)	


Outcome	B:	
Knowledge	
and	Skills		
SS1	(%)	


Outcome	B:	
Knowledge	
and	Skills		
SS2	(%)	


Outcome	C:	
Actions	to	
Meet	Needs	
SS1	(%)	


Outcome	C:	
Actions	to	
Meet	Needs	
SS2	(%)	


FFY	2018	 56.58  46.44  60.33  43.5  62.69  43.32 


FFY	2017	 61.11  53.19  66.13  49.16  68.42  45.84 
 


2020	Part	C	Compliance	Matrix	


Part	C	Compliance	Indicator1	
Performance	


(%)	


Full	Correction	of	
Findings	of	


Noncompliance	
Identified	in	
FFY	2017	 Score	


Indicator	1:	Timely	service	provision	 98.07  Yes  2 


Indicator	7:	45‐day	timeline	 95.94  Yes  2 


Indicator	8A:	Timely	transition	plan	 99.77  Yes  2 


Indicator	8B:	Transition	notification	 100  N/A  2 


Indicator	8C:	Timely	transition	conference	 99.38  Yes  2 


Timely	and	Accurate	State‐Reported	Data	 100    2 


Timely	State	Complaint	Decisions	 100    2 


Timely	Due	Process	Hearing	Decisions	 N/A    N/A 


Longstanding	Noncompliance	     2 


Special	Conditions	 None     


Uncorrected	identified	
noncompliance	


None     


 
1 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part C SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18306 
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Appendix	A	


I.	(a)	Data	Completeness:		
The	Percent	of	Children	Included	in	your	State's	2018	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 2018 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 2018 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	2017	Outcomes	Data	


This score represents a summary of the data anomalies in the FFY 2018 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 2014 – FFY 2017 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 e12.  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 2018 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 0 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	 2.24  4.9  ‐2.66  7.13 


Outcome	B\Category	a	 1.85  4.73  ‐2.89  6.58 


Outcome	C\Category	a	 1.91  5.2  ‐3.29  7.11 


 


 
1 Numbers shown as rounded for display purposes. 
2 Values 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  21.28  8.29  4.7  37.87 


Outcome A\ Category c  18.94  11.52  ‐4.1  41.98 


Outcome A\ Category d  28.16  8.87  10.42  45.9 


Outcome A\ Category e  29.38  15.02  ‐0.65  59.41 


Outcome B\ Category b  22.74  9.21  4.31  41.16 


Outcome B\ Category c  27.04  11.17  4.7  49.38 


Outcome B\ Category d  33.69  8.08  17.54  49.84 


Outcome B\ Category e  14.69  9.63  ‐4.58  33.95 


Outcome C\ Category b  18.75  7.69  3.37  34.14 


Outcome C\ Category c  21.58  11.78  ‐1.99  45.15 


Outcome C\ Category d  35.37  8.62  18.13  52.61 


Outcome C\ Category e  22.39  14.36  ‐6.32  51.1 


 


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	2018	Outcomes	Data	
Number	of	Infants	and	Toddlers	with	IFSP’s	
Assessed	in	your	State	 7020	


 


Outcome	A	—	
Positive	Social	
Relationships	 Category	a	 Category	b	 Category	c	 Category	d	 Category	e	
State	
Performance	


59  2404  1297  1912  1348 


Performance	
(%)	


0.84  34.25  18.48  27.24  19.2 


Scores	 1  1  1  1  1 


 


Outcome	B	—	
Knowledge	and	
Skills	 Category	a	 Category	b	 Category	c	 Category	d	 Category	e	
State	
Performance	


43  2373  1550  2124  930 


Performance	
(%)	


0.61  33.8  22.08  30.26  13.25 


Scores	 1  1  1  1  1 


 


Outcome	C	—	
Actions	to	Meet	
Needs	 Category	a	 Category	b	 Category	c	 Category	d	 Category	e	
State	
Performance	


43  2354  1582  2446  595 


Performance	
(%)	


0.61  33.53  22.54  34.84  8.48 


Scores	 1  1  1  1  1 


 


	 Total	Score	


Outcome	A	 5 


Outcome	B	 5 


Outcome	C	 5 


Outcomes	A‐C	 15 


 


Data	Anomalies	Score	 2	
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Appendix	C	


II.	(a)	Comparing	Your	State’s	2018	Outcomes	Data	to	Other	States’	2018	Outcome	Data	
This score represents how your State's FFY 2018 Outcomes data compares to other States' FFY 2018 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 


Statement1. 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	2018		


Percentiles	
Outcome	A	


SS1	
Outcome	A	


SS2	
Outcome	B	


SS1	
Outcome	B	


SS2	
Outcome	C	


SS1	
Outcome	C	


SS2	


10	 46.61%  39%  55.87%  32.49%  57.81%  39.04% 


90	 84.65%  70.31%  85.24%  57.59%  87.33%  79.89% 


 


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	2018	


Summary	
Statement	


(SS)	


Outcome	A:	
Positive	Social	
Relationships	


SS1	


Outcome	A:	
Positive	Social	
Relationships	


SS2	


Outcome	B:	
Knowledge	
and	Skills	SS1	


Outcome	B:	
Knowledge	
and	Skills	SS2	


Outcome	C:	
Actions	to	
meet	needs	


SS1	


Outcome	C:	
Actions	to	
meet	needs	


SS2	


Performance	
(%)	


56.58  46.44  60.33  43.5  62.69  43.32 


Points	 1  1  1  1  1  1 


 


Total	Points	Across	SS1	and	SS2(*)	 6	
 


Your	State’s	Data	Comparison	Score	 1	
 


 
1 Values based on data for States with summary statement denominator greater than 199 exiters. 
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Appendix	D	


II.	(b)	Comparing	your	State’s	FFY	2018	data	to	your	State’s	FFY	2017	data	
The Summary Statement percentages in each Outcomes Area from the previous year’s reporting (FFY 2017) is compared to the current year (FFY 


2018) 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 2018 and FFY 2017 summary statements. 


e.g. C3A FFY2018% ‐ C3A FFY2017% = 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 on1 


ටቀ
୊୊ଢ଼ଶ଴ଵ଻%∗ሺଵି୊୊ଢ଼ଶ଴ଵ଻%ሻ


୊୊ଢ଼ଶ଴ଵ଻ొ
൅


୊୊ଢ଼ଶ଴ଵ଼%∗ሺଵି୊୊ଢ଼ଶ଴ଵ଼%ሻ


୊୊ଢ଼ଶ଴ଵ଼ొ
ቁ=Standard Error of Difference in Proportions 


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 2017 to FFY 2018 


1 = No statistically significant change 


2= statistically significant increase from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018 


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 


 


 
1Numbers shown as rounded for display purposes. 
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Summary	
Statement/	
Child	Outcome	 FFY	2017	N	


FFY	2017	
Summary	
Statement	


(%)	 FFY	2018	N	


FFY	2018	
Summary	
Statement	


(%)	


Difference	
between	


Percentages	
(%)	 Std	Error	 z	value	 p‐value	 p<=.05	


Score:		
0	=	significant	


decrease	
1	=	no	significant	


change		
2	=	significant	


increase	


SS1/Outcome A: 
Positive Social 
Relationships 


4091  61.11  5672  56.58  ‐4.53  0.0101  ‐4.502  <.0001  Yes  0 


SS1/Outcome B: 
Knowledge and 
Skills 


4568  66.13  6090  60.33  ‐5.81  0.0094  ‐6.1772  <.0001  Yes  0 


SS1/Outcome C: 
Actions to meet 
needs 


5048  68.42  6425  62.69  ‐5.73  0.0089  ‐6.439  <.0001  Yes  0 


SS2/Outcome A: 
Positive Social 
Relationships 


5492  53.19  7020  46.44  ‐6.75  0.009  ‐7.5082  <.0001  Yes  0 


SS2/Outcome B: 
Knowledge and 
Skills 


5492  49.16  7020  43.5  ‐5.66  0.009  ‐6.3056  <.0001  Yes  0 


SS2/Outcome C: 
Actions to meet 
needs 


5493  45.84  7020  43.32  ‐2.52  0.009  ‐2.8156  0.0049  Yes  0 


 


Total	Points	Across	SS1	and	SS2	 0	


 


Your	State’s	Performance	Change	Score	 0	
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 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). 
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FFY 2018 APR   


Part  C  Timely  and  Accurate Data  - SPP/APR  Data   


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 


8a 
8b 
8c 
9 


10 
11 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points – If the 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


Grand Total – (Sum of subtotal and 
Timely Submission Points) = 
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618 Data  


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/Settings 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 
Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 2) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


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


Total NA in 618 Total NA Points Subtracted in  618
Total NA Points Subtracted in  APR


Denominator  
  D. Subtotal (C divided by Denominator) =


E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) =


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 2 for 618.
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		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		Total1: 1

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		Total2: 1

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		Total9: 1

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		Total10: 1

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		Total11: 1

		ValidandReliable3: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		Total5: 1

		Total3: 1

		Total4: 1

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		Total6: 1

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		Total7: 1

		ValidandReliable8C: [                              1]

		Total8C: 1

		ValidandReliable8B: [                              1]

		Total8B: 1

		ValidandReliable8A: [                              1]

		Total8A: 1

		APRGrandTotal: 18

		TotalSubtotal: 13

		Timely0: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total1: 3

		Timely2: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		618Total2: 3

		618GrandTotal: 18

		Subtotal: 9

		AAPRGrandTotal: 18

		B618GrandTotal: 18

		APR618Total: 36

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalNA618: 0

		BASE0: 36

		GrandSubtotal1: 1

		IndicatorScore0: 100

		TimelySub: [5]

		State List: [Maryland]

		TotalNASub618: 0
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Maryland
IDEA Part C - Dispute Resolution
Year 2018-19 


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. 4
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 3
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 2
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 3
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 0
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 1


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 0


(2.1) Mediations held. 0
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 0
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 0


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 0


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 0


(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
procedures under 34 CFR 303.430(d)(2)?


Part B
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(3.1) Resolution meetings (applicable ONLY for states using
Part B due process hearing procedures).


0


(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 0


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline. 0
(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Hearings pending. 0
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 0


Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Maryland. These data were generated on 10/24/2019 10:09 AM EDT.
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400 MARYLAND AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON DC 20202-2600 


www.ed.gov 


The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by  


fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access. 


 


 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 23, 2020 


Honorable Karen B. Salmon 


State Superintendent of Schools 


Maryland State Department of Education 


200 West Baltimore Street, 7th floor 


Baltimore, Maryland 21201 


Dear Superintendent Salmon: 


I am writing to advise you of the U.S. Department of Education’s (Department) 2020 


determination under sections 616 and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 


(IDEA). The Department has determined that Maryland meets the requirements and purposes of 


Part C of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and 


information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual 


Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available 


information. 


Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s “2020 Part C 


Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for 


each State and consists of:  


(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other 


compliance factors; 


(2) Results Components and Appendices that include scoring on Results Elements; 


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


(5) the State’s Determination.  


The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made 


Determinations under Sections 616(d) and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 


in 2020: Part C” (HTDMD). 


The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and 


compliance data in making the Department’s determinations in 2020, as it did for Part C 


determinations in 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, and 2019. (The specifics of the determination 


procedures and criteria are set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your 


State.) For 2020, the Department’s IDEA Part C determinations continue to include consideration 


of each State’s Child Outcomes data, which measure how children who receive Part C services 


are improving functioning in three outcome areas that are critical to school readiness:  
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• positive social-emotional skills;  


• acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication); and  


• use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.  


Specifically, the Department considered the data quality and the child performance levels in each 


State’s Child Outcomes FFY 2018 data.  


You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data 


by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at 


https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in 


Indicators 1 through 10, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is 


required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:  


(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP 


Response” section of the indicator; and  


(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section of 


the indicator. 


It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include 


language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.  


You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:  


(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part C,” which shows how OSEP calculated the 


State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and 


(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section 


618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and 


“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.  


As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Meets Requirements. A State’s 2020 RDA 


Determination is Meets Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%, unless the 


Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three IDEA Part C 


grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the 


time of the 2020 determination. 


States were required to submit Phase III Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP 


appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for infants and 


toddlers with disabilities and their families. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your 


submission and will provide additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP 


will continue to work with your State as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the SSIP, 


which is due on April 1, 2021.  


As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State lead 


agency’s website, on the performance of each early intervention service (EIS) program located in 


the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after 


the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:  
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(1) review EIS program performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;  


(2) determine if each EIS program “meets the requirements” of Part C, or “needs assistance,” 


“needs intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part C of the 


IDEA;  


(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and  


(4) inform each EIS program of its determination.  


Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the State lead 


agency’s website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that: 


(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State 


attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act 


of 1973; and  


(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website. 


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for infants and toddlers with disabilities 


and their families and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we 


continue our important work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their 


families. Please contact your OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss 


this further, or want to request technical assistance. 


Sincerely, 


 
Laurie VanderPloeg 


Director 


Office of Special Education Programs 


cc: State Part C Coordinator  
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Attachment A: Evaluation Plan 


Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


I1. How many State 
Implementation Team 
meetings were held? 


# of meetings SIT/LIT Progress 
Update Tracking 
Sheets 


Annually  7 face-to-face SIT 
meetings 
5 webinar meetings  


6 face-to-face SIT 
meetings 
4 webinar 
meetings 


The SIT is 
consistently meeting 
as in previous years 


I2. How many PL 
sessions on systems 
coaching and TAP-IT 
were conducted? 
 · What topic/emphasis? 
 · How many 
participants? 
 · What local programs 
were represented? 


# PL sessions by: · 
Topic · # 
Participants · # 
LITPs represented 


Meeting 
notes/attendance 
in 
INDISTAR/Google 
Docs 


Quarterly 
Summary 
for Annual 
Report 


 See below See below See below 


I3. How many PL 
sessions on EBPs 
(SEFEL/PM, RBI and 
reflective coaching) were 
conducted? 
· What topics? 
· How many 
participants? 
· What local programs 
were represented? 


# PL sessions by: 
· Topic 
· # Participants 
· # LITPs 
represented 


SIT/LIT Progress 
Update in Google 
Documents 


Quarterly 
Summary 
for Annual 
Report 


 10 Trainings in 4 
SSIP Sites 
 
219 Total Participants 
(not unique) 
 
Topics: 
-Trauma-Informed 
PM 
- PM Booster 
Training 
- ITP/EBP Reflective    
- Coaching training  


9 Trainings in 4 
SSIP Sites 
 
482 Total 
Participants (not 
unique) 
 
Topics: 
-RBI with fidelity 
-Trauma-informed 
care/SEFEL 


The State continues 
to conduct trainings 
and professional 
learning with large 
number of staff 


I4. How many/what type 
of fidelity tools were 
administered? 


#, type of EBP of 
fidelity tools 
administered 


SIT/LIT Progress 
Update in Google 
Documents 


Quarterly 
Summary 
for Annual 
Report 


 See list in SSIP 
report 


See list in SSIP 
report 


The State continues 
to roll-out and use 
several instruments to 
measure fidelity 


I5. How many times 
were the online 
resources accessed? 


#/frequency of hits 
for online resources 


Web Site Analytics 2x per year  See data in O3 See data in O3 N/A 







Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


I6. How many systems 
coaches were trained 
and in place? 


#/Title of trained 
ITP Systems 
Coaches 


Meeting notes, 
attendance in 
Google 
Documents 


Annually  12 total (2 from each 
site, 4 MITP staff) 
initially trained in 
2016-17 


12 total (2 from 
each site, 4 MITP 
staff) initially 
trained in 2016-
17 


All sites have at least 
2 trained local system 
coaches supported by 
a State systems 
coach 


I7. How many/what type 
of coaching was 
provided and to whom? 


# Coaching 
activities by: 
Type 
Topic 
Duration 


SIT/LIT Progress 
Updates; State 
Content Coaching 
Log 


Quarterly 
Summary 


 Reflective Coaching 
May 2018: 54 
Reflective Coaching 
August 2018: 48 
Reflective Coaching 
November: 60 


Reflective 
Coaching March 
2019: 45 
Reflective 
Coaching May 
2019: 22 
 
See report for 
other coaching 
activities 


Statewide Reflective 
Coaching sessions 
are well attended and 
coaching has 
continued in the four 
SSIP sites 


I8. What protocol for 
State Technical 
Assistance was 
developed? 


Completion of 
MSDE DSE/EIS TA 
Manual 


Manual Summary 
for Annual 
Report 


  In process Update included in 
the narrative 


I9. What resources were 
selected or developed to 
support EBPs, systems 
coaching, 
implementation science 
& TAP-IT? 


Name, type of 
resources 


Child Outcomes 
Gateway; 
Making Access 
Happen; 
MD SEFEL/ PM 
website] 
Maryland Learning 
Links 


Quarterly for 
Annual 
Report 


 Since the start of the 
SSIP, the SIT, LIT 
and State Leadership 
Teams 
selected/developed a 
total of 12 resources 
and supports. 


Since the start of 
the SSIP, the SIT, 
LIT and State 
Leadership 
Teams selected/ 
developed a total 
of 21 resources 
and supports. 


The State continues 
to utilize and develop 
tools to assist with 
implementation and 
expansion. 







Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


I10. How many IFSPs 
were reviewed? 


# IFSP reviewed 
with IFSP 
Outcomes Review 
for Evidence of 
Standards Tool 


IFSP Outcomes 
Review for 
Evidence of 
Standards Tool 


Annually Standards Tool 
2014/2015 
Baseline: 
 
Cecil: 1/8 (12.5%) 
 
Frederick: 1/8 
(12.5%) 
 
Howard: 1/8 
(12.5%) 
 
Montgomery: 1/8 
(12.5%) 


Standards Tool 
2017/2018: 
 


 
Cecil: 8/8 (100%) 
 
Frederick: 1/6 
(16.7%) 
 
Howard: 5/8 (62.5%) 
 


Montgomery: 8/8 
(100%) 
 
IFSP Linkages and 
SE Review Tool: 
Cecil 11 
Frederick 10 
Howard 10 


Montgomery 10 


Using the online 
data system: 
 
1227 IFSPs 
reviewed 


The State was able to 
move from sampling 
to looking at all IFSPs 
in CY 2019. This 2019 
data will serve as 
baseline data going 
forward. 
 


O1. To what extent were 
professional learning and 
resources of high quality, 
useful, and relevant for 
participants 


X% of participants 
who rate PL high 
quality 


End-of-PL Survey 
(for state level 
content training) – 
Impact of Training 
and Technical 
Assistance 
(IOTTA) 


At the end 
of each 
professional 
learning 
session. 


State-Led PL: 
Baseline 
established in 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Contractor-Led PL: 
Average rating of 
high quality 96%. 


State-Led PL: 
Average rating 
overall: 8.6 
 
Trainer credibility 
average rating: 9.0 
 
Organized and 
coherent rating: 8.7  
 
Held their 
interest/attention 
rating: 8.1 
 
Contractor-Led PL: 
Average rating 
overall: 8.8 
 


Combined PL 
Training: 
Average rating 
overall: 8.5 
 
Trainer credibility 
average rating: 
9.0 
 
Organized and 
coherent rating: 
8.9  
 
Held their 
interest/attention 
rating: 7.9 
 


Data show that overall 
ratings are 
consistently high. 







Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


Trainer credibility 
average rating: 9.1 
 
Organized and 
coherent rating: 9.0  
 


Held their 
interest/attention 
rating: 8.4 


O2. To what extent did 
State and LITP 
Systems/Content 
Coaches increase their 
knowledge of: 
 


     
 


  


Mental health services/ 
agencies (local/state) 


% of participants 
who report 
increased 
knowledge of 
mental health 
services 


Mental Health 
Services Survey 


Annually Helped families 
access mental 
health services 
frequently or very 
often: 18.1% 
 
Indicated they 
knew a moderate 
amount or a lot 
about early 
childhood MH 
services: 52.1% 


Helped families 
access mental health 
services frequently or 
very often: 20.1% 
 
 


Indicated they knew 
a moderate amount 
or a lot about early 
childhood MH 
services: 57.3% 


Helped families 
access mental 
health services 
frequently or very 
often: 16.1% 
 
 
Indicated they 
knew a moderate 
amount or a lot 
about early 
childhood MH 
services: 53.4% 


4% decrease in 
helping families 
access MH services 
 
5% decrease in 
knowledge about MH 
services 
 
Definition changed on 
the survey in 2019. 
Drop is an area for 
further exploration. 


Reflective Content 
Coaching 
 
SEFEL/PM 
 
Routines Based 
Interview (RBI) 
 


X% of systems 
coaches increase 
their knowledge. 
 
X% of EI Providers 
increase their 
knowledge of RBI 
and Reflective 


Impact of Training 
and Technical 
Assistance 
(IOTTA) 


End of PL 
Survey 


Mastery/ 
Competence 
Rating Average 
Pre: 6.4 
Post: 7.6 
Increase: 1.2 


Mastery/ 
Competence Rating 
Average  
Pre: 5.6 
Post: 7.3 
Increase: 1.7 
 


 


Mastery/ 
Competence 
Rating Average  
Pre: 6.1 
Post: 7.5 
Increase: 1.4 
 


Mastery/ Competence 
has been 
consistently rated 
higher post vs. pre 
coaching and training 
since 2017.   







Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


Coaching/ 
SEFEL/PM 


IFSP X% of systems 
coaches increase 
their knowledge. 
 
X% of EI Providers 
increase their 
knowledge of RBI 
and Reflective 
Coaching/ 
SEFEL/PM 


Impact of Training 
and Technical 
Assistance 
(IOTTA) 


End of PL 
Survey 


 
 


Mastery/ 
Competence Rating 
Average  
Pre: 5.1 
Post: 6.7 
Increase: 1.6 
 


 


No IFSP-specific 
PL sessions were 
held in 2019 


Mastery/ Competence 
was rated higher 
post vs. pre training 
in 2018.   


O3. How often did 
participants access the 
related online 
resources? 


# of hits on related 
online resources 


B-K Child 
Outcome 
Gateway; Making 
Access Happen; 
SEFEL/ PM 
website; Maryland 
Learning Links 


2x per Year 
(June, Dec.) 


B-K Child 
Outcomes 
Gateway: 339 
users 
 
Making Access 
Happen: 1103 
 
 
SEFEL/PM Online 
Modules 
Accessed: 588 
users 


B-K Child Outcomes 
Gateway: 2256 users 
 
Making Access 
Happen: 1709 
 
 
SEFEL/PM Online 
Modules Accessed: 
627 users 
 
Maryland Learning 
Links:  
B-K: 3050 unique 
pageviews 
COS: 1002 unique 
pageviews 


B-K Child 
Outcomes 
Gateway: 1749 
users 
 
Making Access 
Happen: 1763 
 
 
SEFEL/PM 
Online Modules 
Accessed: 346 
users 
 
Maryland 
Learning Links:  
B-K: 2778 unique 
pageviews 
COS: 1510 
unique pageviews 


B-K Child Outcomes 
Gateway: 565% 
increase in 2018 
22.4% decrease in 
2019 
 
Making Access 
Happen: 55% 
increase in 2018 
3.1% increase in 
2019 
 
SEFEL/PM Online 
Modules: 6.6% 
increase in 2018 
45% decrease in 
2019 
 
Resources continue 
to be accessed and 
utilized at a high rate 







Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


O4. To what extent did 
MITP engage in strategic 
collaboration and 
communication with 
inter- agency and intra-
agency stakeholders? 
 
 


X% of State staff 
indicate 
communication and 
coordination was 
effective. 
 
#/type of jointly 
planned PD 
sessions 


· Agendas 
· Artifacts/ 
Products 
· Meeting Minutes 
· TAP-IT Digital 
Portfolio in LADSS 
 
LITP Interviews 
 
Meeting 
notes/attendance 
in Google 
Documents 


Quarterly 
Review and 
Summary 


TAP-IT Cycle 1 
HOT Rating 
(2017): 
3/12 = 25% 


TAP-IT Cycle 2 HOT 
Rating (2018): 8/12 = 
75% 
 
TAP-IT Cycle 3 HOT 
Rating (2018): 11/12 
= 92% 
 
See list of inter-
agency collaborations 
in narrative 


TAP-IT Cycle 2 
HOT Rating 
(2019): 11/12 = 
92% 
 
See list of inter-
agency 
collaborations in 
narrative 


The SIT has 
demonstrated 
increasing 
collaboration and 
communication 
throughout each of 
the three cycles 
(increase from 25% in 
2017 to 93% in 2019) 


O5. To what extent did 
State systems coaches 
provide programmatic 
support and technical 
assistance to LITP 
consistent with the MD 
Differentiated 
Framework? 


X% coaches 
providing high 
quality systems 
coaching 


Systems 
Coaching/Client 
Survey 


Annually in 
January 


 63% rating for: 
Overall Quality and  
Usefulness 
 
86% rating for 
Relevancy 


 


100% rating for: 
Overall Quality 
  
80% rating for 
Usefulness and 
Relevancy 
 


Data indicate that 
support has been 
consistent and highly 
rated. 


O6: To what extent did 
State and LITP 
implementation teams 
use an evidence-based 
data-informed decision 
making process with 
fidelity? 


X% implementation 
teams using the 
TAP- IT process for 
data-informed 
decision making 


TAP-IT Fidelity 
Assessment in 
Digital Portfolio in 
LADSS 


3x per year TAP-IT Cycle 2 
(March 2018): 
Team: 30/33 
Analyze: 19/21 
Plan: 17/21 
Implement: 15/15 
Track: 6/9 
Technology: 12/15 


TAP-IT Cycle 2 
(March 2019): Team: 
32/33 
Analyze: 20/21 
Plan: 20/21 
Implement: 15/15 
Track: 9/9 
Technology: 12/15 


TAP-IT Cycle 3 
(February 2020): 
Team: 33/33 
Analyze: 21/21 
Plan: 21/21 
Implement: 15/15 
Track: 9/9 
Technology: 
14/15 


The SIT is 
demonstrating 
increased data-based 
decision making over 
time. 


O7. To what extent did 
State content coaches 
provide programmatic 
support and technical 
assistance to LITPs? 


X% State coaches 
providing high 
quality content 
coaching  


Coaching 
Feedback 
Questionnaire 


Annually in 
June 


 Quality: 54% 
Usefulness: 28% 
Relevancy: 20% 
Satisfaction: 24% 
 
Capacity: 


Quality: 61% 
Usefulness: 48% 
Relevancy: 55% 
Satisfaction: 42% 
 
Capacity: 


Data show increasing 
satisfaction with the 
coaching provided to 
the LITPs over time. 







Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


Fidelity: 32% 
Supporting 
Colleagues: 20% 


Supporting SE 
Outcomes: 17% 


Fidelity: 48% 
Supporting 
Colleagues: 42% 
Supporting SE 
Outcomes: 45% 


O8. To what extent did 
LITPs provide systems 
coaching with fidelity? 


X% of LITPs 
implementing 
systems coaching 
with fidelity 


Systems Coaching 
Fidelity 
Assessment 


3x per year    To be reviewed for 
removal in next year’s 
report 


O9. To what extent did 
local ITP RBI/SEFEL/PM 
 coaches provide high 
quality content 
coaching? 


X% coaches 
providing high 
quality content 
coaching 


Coaching 
Practices Rating 
Scale 


3x per year 
(Feb., May, 
Nov.) 


 Three Highest Rated 
Items: 
#2: 4.5 
#1. 4.0 
#10.3.9 
(see below) 


Capacity: 
Implementing: 
87% 
considerable/ 
maximum 
improvement 
 
Supporting 
colleagues: 94% 
considerable 
/maximum 
improvement 
 
Supporting SE 
outcomes: 56% 
considerable 
/maximum 
improvement 


A new survey was 
used in 2019 to 
collect this data and 
will serve as baseline 
going forward. 


O10.To what extent did 
participants in the four 
LITPs implement EBPs 
with fidelity? 


% of LITP providers 
implement EBPs 
with fidelity 


      







Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


RBI  RBI 
Implementation 
Checklist 


Twice, 
annually 


17.0% Trained to 
Fidelity 


32.6% Trained to 
Fidelity 


65.8% trained to 
Fidelity 


102% Increase in the 
number of trained RBI 
coaches in the four 
SSIP sites from 2018 
to 2019 


SEFEL/PM   SEFEL/PM 
Benchmarks of 
Quality 


Twice, 
annually 


 Range: 13% - 88% 
at partial or yes 


Range: 37%-
100% at partial or 
yes 


The State continues 
to show increased 
fidelity using the 
Benchmarks of 
Quality 


COS 95% Maryland Child 
Outcomes 
Summary 
Competency 
Check 


Annually 
starting in 
2018 


 97%  89% Results remain high 
although lower in 
2019 due to mostly 
new staff taking the 
CC. 


O11. To what extent do 
IFSPs include social 
emotional specific 
outcomes and services 


% IFSPs with social 
emotional specific 
outcomes and 
services 


IFSP Social-
Emotional Review 
Tool 


Sample: 
#/jurisdiction 
reported 
Annually 


Sample 1: 95% 
with SE outcomes 
5% with SE 
services  
Sample 2: 63% 
with SE outcomes, 
9% with services 


Sample 1: 96% with 
SE outcomes, 4% 
with SE services, 
Sample 2: 96% with 
SE outcomes, 12% 
with SE services 


 


89% of IFSPs 
reviewed included 
at least one SE 
outcome for 
children rated 1-3 
at entrance for 
the four SSIP 
counties (82% for 
non-SSIP 
counties) 


Now using the 
statewide data system 
so sampling is no 
longer needed. 2019 
data will serve as 
baseline data going 
forward. 


O12. To what degree are 
families engaged in the 
IFSP process evidenced 
by functional, routines-
based IFSP outcomes? 


% of families 
reporting they help 
their child develop 
and learn 


ITP Family Survey Annually 
(Results 
Available in 
January) 


MD: 98% 
Cecil: 97% 
Howard: 98% 
Franklin: 98% 
Montgomery: 97% 


MD: 98% 
Cecil: 98% 
Howard: 98% 
Franklin: 98% 


Montgomery: 98% 


MD: 98% 
Cecil: 98% 
Howard: 98% 
Franklin: 98% 
Montgomery: 
98% 


Results have been 
consistently high 
(>97%) 







Evaluation Question 
Measure of 
Success Data Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


O13. What was the 
change over time for 
infants, toddlers, and 
preschool aged children, 
meeting positive social-
emotional skill 
standards? 


% infants, toddlers, 
and preschool aged 
children 
substantially make 
progress in 
social-emotional 
development 


Child Outcomes 
Summary 


Annually 2015/2016 
Baseline: 
47.23% 


2016/2017 Actual: 
50.84% 
 
2017/2018 Actual: 
50.59% 


2017/201 8 
Actual: 
50.59% 
 
2018/2019 
Actual: 49.66% 


Data have remained 
steady from 
2016/2017 to 
2018/2019. 
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ANNUAL REPORT CERTIFICATION OF THE INTERAGENCY 
COORDINATING COUNCIL UNDER PART C OF THE INDIVIDUALS WITH 


DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACT (IDEA) 
 
Under IDEA Section 641(e)(1)(D) and 34 C.F.R. §303.604(c), the Interagency 
Coordinating Council (ICC) of each jurisdiction that receives funds under Part C of the 
IDEA must prepare and submit to the Secretary of the U.S. Department of Education 
(Department) and to the Governor of its jurisdiction an annual report on the status of the 
early intervention programs for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families 
operated within the State. The ICC may either: (1) prepare and submit its own annual 
report to the Department and the Governor or (2) provide this certification with the State 
lead agency’s State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR)1 under 
Part C of the IDEA. This certification (including the SPP/APR) is due no later than 
February 3, 2020. 


On behalf of the ICC of the State/jurisdiction of Maryland, I hereby certify that the ICC is:  
[please check one] 


1. Submitting its own annual report (which is attached); or 


2. [X] Using the State's Part C SPP/APR for FFY 2018 in lieu of submitting the 
ICC’s own annual report.  By completing this certification, the ICC confirms that it 
has reviewed the State’s Part C SPP/APR for accuracy and completeness.2 


I hereby further confirm that a copy of this Annual Report Certification and the annual 
report or SPP/APR has been provided to our Governor. 


 
January 7, 2020 


University of Maryland School of Medicine 


Division of Neonatology 


110 South Paca St, 8th Fl, Baltimore, MD 21201 


Daytime telephone number 410-328-6003 


bhussey@som.umaryland.edu 


 


 
1 Under IDEA Sections 616(b)(2)(C)(ii)(II) and 642 and under 34 C.F.R. §80.40, the lead agency’s SPP/APR 
must report on the State’s performance under its SPP/APR and contain information about the activities and 
accomplishments of the grant period for a particular Federal fiscal year (FFY). 


2 If the ICC is using the State’s Part C SPP/APR and it disagrees with data or other information presented in 
the State’s Part C SPP/APR, the ICC must attach to this certification an explanation of the ICC’s 
disagreement and submit the certification and explanation no later than February 3, 2020. 
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Maryland State Department of Education 
Division of Early Intervention and Special Education Services 


Maryland Part C State Systemic Improvement Plan 
Phase III, Year 4 Report 


(January 1, 2019 – December 31, 2019) 


 
 


The goal of the Moving Maryland Forward: Sharpen the Focus for 2020 remains the same – to narrow 
the school readiness and achievement gap between children and youth with disabilities and their 
non-disabled peers to ensure that youth with disabilities are college, career, and community ready 
when they complete their schooling.
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Maryland State Systemic Improvement Plan 
Part C Phase III, Year 4 Report 


 
 


Introduction 
 


 


As the lead agency for the Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program (MITP), an interagency, family-
centered program supporting our youngest learners with disabilities and their families, the Maryland 
State Department of Education (MSDE) provides innovative leadership, accountability, technical 
assistance, and resource management to implement a seamless system of services Birth to 
Kindergarten. With a laser focus on the Division of Early Intervention and Special Education Services’ 
(DEI/SES) Strategic Plan, Moving Maryland Forward, and in alignment with Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA), the MITP continues to transform and enhance support to local Infants and 
Toddlers Programs (LITPs) to both comply with regulatory requirements and to implement evidence-
based practices in support of the ultimate goal of narrowing the school readiness gap. The phased work 
of Maryland’s Part C State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) with continuous stakeholder guidance, 
provides a vehicle to focus on positive social-emotional development, skills, and relationships to prepare 
our youngest learners for kindergarten. Significant implementation and outcomes progress continued 
to occur during Phase III, Year 4 as evaluation activities moved forward and were adjusted leading to 
the refinement of implementation. Creating shared understanding through effective, high-performing 
teams to make data-informed decisions supporting both infrastructure shifts and personnel 
development strategies continues to be essential for full implementation of evidence-based practices.  


This report outlines Maryland’s progress in implementing the SSIP during Phase III, Year 4 including 
clear descriptions of the coherent improvement strategies aligned to the DEI/SES strategic plan with 
focus areas of participation and learning, improvements to infrastructure, and implementation of 
evidence-based practices with fidelity, explanations of how stakeholders have engaged in the SSIP 
process, data on implementation and outcomes, data quality issues, progress toward achieving 
intended improvements, and plans for next year. Maryland’s Part C SSIP has intensified State/local 
universal, targeted, and focused collaborative work which is now leading to changes in statewide 
procedures and practices supporting overall implementation of evidence-based practices. These 
include: 


● significant revisions to the local grant application for the distribution of early intervention 
funding to local programs to identify infrastructure and personnel development strategies 
needed for continuous improvement, including the implementation of the Child Outcomes 
Summary (COS) rating process with fidelity, evidence-based professional learning with 
coaching, and data-informed child find practices;  


● the implementation of a revised Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) process and 
document to support EBPs in the development, implementation and evaluation of IFSPs;  


● the development of revised early intervention personnel standards, effective July 1, 2019, to 
ensure all staff have foundational skills in key principles and recommended practices; and 


● universal capacity-building of comprehensive, coordinated local Birth to Kindergarten systems 
of services through focused scale-up of evidence-based practices supported through 
discretionary funds (i.e., Early Childhood Local Implementation for Results Grants). 
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A. Summary of Phase III, Year 4 
 


1. Theory of Action, Logic Model, and State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) 


Year 4 of Maryland’s Part C SSIP implementation continued to rely on key partners, internal and 
external stakeholders, and an external evaluator, continued to strengthen the alignment of the theory 
of action, the logic model, and the evaluation plan. 


Maryland’s Theory of Action is: 


IF the Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program (MITP) and its partners provide leadership 
for strategic collaboration and resource management through enhanced teaming structures 
and provide high quality professional learning and support to Local Implementation Teams 
through systems and content coaching in: 


● Data-informed decision-making:  
○ Implementation Science/Team, Analyze, Plan, Implement, Track (TAP-IT); 
○ Effective, Functional, Routines-Based IFSPs; and 


● Evidence-based practices: 
o Reflective Coaching; 
o Routines-Based Interview (RBI); and  
o Pyramid Model (PM). 


 
THEN local Infants and Toddlers Programs will have the capacity to provide ongoing 
support to early care and education providers to implement evidence-based strategies and 
measure child outcomes with fidelity. Fidelity of implementation will enable early care and 
education providers to deliver high quality reflective coaching with families, caregivers, and 
peers, and evidence-based family assessment and social emotional instructional practices 
to develop effective, functional, routines-based IFSPs within the framework of the three 
early childhood outcomes,  
 
WHICH will substantially increase the rate of growth of positive social-emotional skills for 
infants, toddlers, and preschool age children with developmental delays/disabilities in four 
local Infants and Toddlers Programs (Figure 1). 
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Figure 1. Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program: Theory of Action 


 
 
Maryland’s Part C SiMR was developed in consultation with our internal and external stakeholders over a 
year-long “leading through convening” process during Phase I. Additional stakeholder input was gathered 
during Phase II and continued to be gathered during Phase III, to build a shared vision around evidence-
based practices supporting social-emotional development. In Phase III, Year 2 a minor revision was made 
to the Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program: Theory of Action as the MSDE and stakeholders identified 
reflective coaching as the evidence-based adult learning strategy to support the training and ongoing 
coaching to implement both the Routines-Based Interview (RBI) and Social Emotional Foundations for 
Early Learning (SEFEL). In previous versions of the Theory of Action, reflective coaching was only tied to 
the implementation of SEFEL. During Phase III, Year 3 stakeholders agreed to begin using the term 
SEFEL/Pyramid Model to integrate this framework across education systems (Birth – 21) in alignment with 
the work of the National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations (NCPMI). Pyramid Model is reflected in both 
the MITP Theory of Action and the MITP Part C Logic Model. 


In Phase III, Year 2, input and feedback from multiple stakeholder groups resulted in further refinement 
of the MITP - Part C SSIP Logic Model with implementation activities and outputs, as well as short and 
medium-term outcomes emphasizing both infrastructure improvements and the implementation of 
evidence-based practices (EBPs). No further revisions to the logic model were made during Phase III, 
Year 4. The logic model continues to serve as the foundation of the evaluation plan with the resources 
invested supporting implementation activities and outputs through effective teaming, technical 
assistance activities, professional learning opportunities, and tools. The impact of these resources and 
activities are intended to result in:  


a) active participation and learning by all participants (short-term outcomes); 
b) improvements in infrastructure and local implementation of evidence-based practices with 


fidelity (medium-term outcomes); and ultimately 
c) an increase in the rate of growth of positive social-emotional skills and relationships for young 


children with disabilities.  


The Theory of Action is epitomized through a detailed logic model that demonstrates the flow from inputs 
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and outputs, and from outputs to outcomes (Figure 2). The long-term result of increasing positive social-
emotional skills and relationships is expected to be directly influenced by both infrastructure 
improvements at the State/local level and implementation of evidence-based practices with fidelity. 
Foundational, implementation, and impact outcomes can only be realized when key partners and 
stakeholders are engaged and actively involved in every step of the process.  


Figure 2. Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program - Part C SSIP Logic Model with SiMR 


  
 
The State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) measures the overall impact or long-term results of the 
Part C SSIP work. The MITP will substantially increase the rate of growth of positive social-emotional 
skills in infants, toddlers, and preschool age children (Indicator 3A, Summary Statement #1). Table 1 
on the next page shows the child outcomes data aggregated and weighted across the four SSIP 
jurisdictions from baseline (2015/2016) to current (2018/2019). Please note the baseline was re-
adjusted in the Phase III, Year 1 report to account for new changes in data collection methodology of 
child outcomes.  
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Table 1. Indicator 3A, Summary Statement #1 Results for Infants, Toddlers, and Preschoolers Across 
the Four SSIP Local Infants and Toddlers Programs (LITPs) 


2015/2016 - Baseline 2016/2017 2017/2018 2018/2019 
 


47.23% 50.84% 50.59% 49.66% 
 
Maryland’s child outcome results have decreased slightly in Phase III, Year 4 with a laser focus on the 
COS rating process completed with fidelity and a revised Individualized Family Support Plan (IFSP) 
process, including robust child and family assessment, beginning on 10/1/18. Gains in progress take 
time and these overall results are expected. The State continues to monitor implementation and child 
outcomes progress throughout the year and anticipates this report and future reports will illustrate a 
clear picture of SSIP effects.  


2. Coherent Improvement Strategies Implemented 
Throughout the development and implementation of the SSIP, the MSDE DEI/SES Strategic Plan, 
Moving Maryland Forward: Sharpen the Focus for 2020, has three strategic imperatives driving the work 
of the Division: (1) Early Childhood; (2) Access, Equity, and Progress; and (3) Secondary Transition. 
The work of the Part C SSIP aligns with the early childhood imperative to narrow the school readiness 
gap. The strategic plan calls for the implementation of five key strategies that cross all three imperatives 
to improve results for children and youth with disabilities and their families: 


● Strategic Collaboration 
● Family Partnerships 
● Data-Informed Decisions 
● Evidence-Based Practices  
● Professional Learning 


While focusing on the implementation activities and strategies in the theory of action, logic model, and 
evaluation plan, the work of the Part C SSIP is aligned with the strategic plan and early childhood goal: 
to implement a seamless and comprehensive statewide system of coordinated services within 
home, community, and early childhood settings for children with disabilities - birth to 
kindergarten - and their families to narrow the school readiness gap, specifically in the area of 
social-emotional development and relationships.  
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The focused work of the Part C SSIP has evolved to reflect and align the strategic plan’s key strategies 
with acknowledgement that each of these improvement strategies must address both personnel 
development needs AND infrastructure enhancements. 


Coherent improvement strategies include: 


● Professional Learning: including coaching, technical assistance, resource development, and 
information dissemination; 


● Content coaching and systems coaching; 
● Evidence-Based Practices with fidelity: Reflective coaching, Routines-Based Interview, 


Pyramid Model, Data-informed decision making; 
● Strategic Collaboration for Data-Informed Decisions with engaged stakeholders; and 
● Family Partnerships integrated into all aspect of the systems change work. 


Professional Learning  


During Phase III, Year 4 professional learning activities were implemented with the four SSIP LITPs as 
well as with Maryland’s Birth to Kindergarten early intervention, preschool special education leaders, 
and early childhood stakeholders. The DEI/SES maintained contracts with the University of Maryland 
School of Social Work (UM-SSW) and the Johns Hopkins University/Center for Technology in Education 
(JHU-CTE) to support State-level content experts in Reflective Coaching, RBI, and the Pyramid Model. 
The four SSIP LITPs participated in both ongoing as well as differentiated professional learning and 
coaching activities based on identified local program implementation needs producing steady gains in 
knowledge and skills. The additional professional learning offered by the MSDE DEI/SES in 2019, was 
the Master Coach training, with an in-person two-day training in February 2019 and monthly follow-up 
coaching to reach fidelity of the practice.  
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Beginning in 2017, MSDE DEI/SES developed, piloted, and rolled out a new Birth to Kindergarten Child 
Outcomes Summary (COS) training protocol with a comprehensive website to support integration of 
early childhood outcomes into the IFSP and IEP process and the COS rating process to fidelity (refer 
to MD Part C SSIP, Phase III, Year 2 Report pgs. 10-11). Over the course of Phase III, Year 3 and Year 
4, local programs have trained early intervention and preschool special education providers and 
teachers using the revised training protocol. The Maryland Child Outcomes Summary-Competency 
Check (MD COS-CC) was developed and piloted as the culminating activity at the end of training. This 
online assessment has 15 knowledge questions and a case study supporting Maryland’s COS Core 
Components for fidelity. During 2018 and 2019, approximately 90% of the staff in the four SSIP LITPs 
completed and passed the MD COS-CC. The MSDE is requiring all early intervention staff to complete 
this competency check by the end of SFY 2020. This requirement is now documented within Maryland’s 
Early Intervention and Preschool Special Education (EI/PSE) System Personnel Standards Database 
and the Early Intervention Personnel Standards requirements are being added to the State’s Part C 
comprehensive monitoring protocols for SFY 2021. Maryland’s EI/PSE Personnel Standards now 
include an annual training requirement, and this year, the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) Process – 
Age Anchoring Webinar presented by Dr. Naomi Younggren, was the required training to continue a 
laser focus on completing the COS process with fidelity. 


With the rollout of Maryland’s revised IFSP process, document, and online tool on October 1, 2018, the 
2019 calendar year represents the first full year with all early intervention staff using the revised IFSP 
process and document. The revised IFSP supports evidence-based child and family assessment 
practices with present levels of functional development organized by the three early childhood 
outcomes, leading to functional, routines-based IFSP outcome development and implementation. 
Continued training of all early intervention staff on IFSP development, implementation and evaluation 
is now another required component of Maryland’s EI/PSE Personnel Standards and must be 
documented in the database referenced above.  


The State continued to engage in a Regionalization for Results model to support the implementation of 
the MSDE DEI/SES strategic plan in early childhood through five regional Local Implementation 
Lessons Learned opportunities in the Spring of 2019. Each Birth to Kindergarten team, including both 
early intervention and early childhood special/general education leaders, shared their identified focus 
areas to create systems change and reflect on what has worked, what has not worked, and lessons 
learned to help refine and sustain systems-building going forward. Three out of the five regional Lessons 
Learned were attended by at least one of the Part C SSIP programs. Each of SSIP jurisdictions shared 
their experiences with focused stakeholder engagement through the State Implementation Team 
(SIT)/Local Implementation Teams (LITs) to explore, install, implement, and begin to scale-up and 
sustain evidence-based practices with fidelity.  


Finally, in November 2019 the MSDE DEI/SES hosted a statewide 3-day Professional Learning Institute 
for Maryland’s early intervention and special education leaders and stakeholder community to Elevate 
Performance of the DEI/SES Strategic Plan, Moving Maryland Forward. The Part C SSIP work was 
incorporated throughout this conference in Personalized Learning Sessions focusing on social-
emotional development, as a part of the State of the State address, and within the content and delivery 
of the State and Local Early Childhood Strand. The final local session highlighted the collective journey 
of the four SSIP programs as they have begun to integrate the Pyramid Model in early intervention 
services. 
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Systems and Content Coaching  


During Phase III, Year 4 the State continued implementation of Systems Coaching through regional 
Birth to Kindergarten Liaisons/State Systems coaches. This strategy provides a high level of 
engagement with all four of the Part C SSIP programs who are identified as being in the Focused Tier 
of Performance Support within the DEI/SES Differentiated Framework (refer to MD Part C SSIP, Phase 
III, Year 2 Report pgs. 6-7). Systems Coaching continued as the technical assistance (TA) approach 
employed by the DEI/SES to implement the Tiers of General Supervision and Performance Support 
with all Local Lead Agencies (LLAs) and Local School Systems (LSSs). All universal, targeted, and 
focused programmatic support and TA are documented in the DEI/SES TA Log. The focused SSIP 
technical assistance was once again evaluated through an annual survey to local system coaches for 
quality, usefulness, and relevance. 


The DEI/SES also continued to support State-level content experts/coaches, contracted with UM-SSW 
and JHU-CTE, to provide regular coaching cycles with local content coaches around the implementation 
of RBI and SEFEL/PM. During the spring of 2019 quarterly reflective coaching sessions were 
specifically focused on skill-building around colleague-to-colleague reflective coaching. With the 
initiation of Master Coach training, the quarterly reflective coaching session were phased out for the 
latter part of 2019. Regular individualized coaching sessions continued with local coaches and local 
leaders for each SSIP program based on identified priorities and needs. During Phase III, Year 4 all of 
the SSIP LITPs set aside the time to make regular, ongoing coaching a priority. The individualized local 
coaching sessions have been more focused on how to build the capacity of each early intervention 
provider to effectively address social-emotional needs of children and families and to support the fidelity 
of implementation across the evidence-based practices. 
 
Evidence-Based Practices with Fidelity  
 
As the four LITPs, in collaboration with the State, have worked to install, implement, and scale-up 
evidence-based practices, fidelity of implementation has started to emerge. Three out of the four SSIP 
LITPs have reached full implementation, with 50% or more staff trained to fidelity, using the RBI 
Implementation Checklist.  
 
With the shift during Phase III, Year 2 of reflective coaching as the evidence-based adult interaction 
style to support any early intervention strategy, each of the four SSIP LITPs focused on reflective 
coaching at the practitioner level as well as with colleagues this year. All four SSIP programs worked 
hand-in-hand with Shelden & Rush to improve their reflective coaching practices to fidelity.  One LITP 
is in full implementation of reflective coaching practices and two are in initial implementation and working 
towards full implementation. The fourth and largest SSIP LITP is in the installation stage of 
implementation for reflective coaching. This year they focused on staff buy-in and have specific plans 
to move forward with training an initial cohort of staff to fidelity over the next year. To continue capacity 
building around reflective coaching practices to fidelity with families and colleagues, 17 out of 18 Master 
Coaches reached fidelity of the practice. Master Coaches are available to support early intervention 
staff in each of the four SSIP LITPs with another seven LITPs having Master Coaches to continue 
capacity building around reflective coaching as the State moves toward scale-up.  
 
With all four LITPs at the initial implementation stage of the Pyramid Model, the SIT did make the 
decision to utilize the revised Pyramid Model Early Intervention (Part C) BoQ developed by NCPMI, 
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twice a year, as well as explore implementation of the Early Interventionist Pyramid Practices Fidelity 
Instrument (EIPPFI). Following the administration of the BoQ in June, the SIT analyzed their critical 
element indicator data jointly. The SIT made the decision to collectively work on the leadership team 
critical elements, 1-6, in order to have them partially in place or in place for all four of the SSIP programs 
by January 2020. This collective work resulted in each of the four LITPs creating a designated Pyramid 
Model LIT. 


 
 
During Phase III, Year 4, the State continued to support an evidence-based data-informed decision-
making model, TAP-IT (Team, Analyze, Plan, Implement, Track), integrated within a digital portfolio 
referred to as the TAP-IT DP. This evidence-based tool specifically assists the State Implementation 
Team (SIT) and the four Local Implementation Teams (LITs) to use data in a practice to policy feedback 
loop to make needed adjustments when implementing EBPs (Reflective Coaching, RBI, SEFEL/PM), 
the COS process, and high-quality, functional, routines-based IFSPs.  Both the SIT and LITs are now 
versed in the TAP-IT process, with fidelity of implementation of the TAP-IT process clearly evident 
through State Implementation Team self-assessment data. 
 
Strategic Collaboration for Data-Informed Decisions with Stakeholders 


During Phase III, Year 4 the State continued to leverage strategic collaborations by engaging key early 
childhood partners and by supporting consistent, involved implementation teams. The Maryland Part C 
SSIP Teaming Infrastructure (Figure 3) continues to provide robust direction and support through 
ongoing stakeholder engagement for effective SSIP implementation and evaluation. The SIT continues 
to be a powerful vehicle to move the work forward with key partners and LITP leaders making 
adjustments based on data to improve implementation at the local level. LITs met regularly, and 
consistently included the Birth – K liaison/systems coach, to specifically review data and problem-solve 
strategies for effective implementation at the practitioner level. Additionally, Pyramid Model (PM) LITs 
were initiated in all four of the SSIP LITPs, with the largest LITP realizing the need to begin a PM LIT in 
just one site initially and then, after generating staff readiness and buy-in, move to scaling-up PM LITs 
in the other sites. With documented strategic collaboration results, the MSDE DEI/SES feels strongly 
that this teaming infrastructure is the model for the scale-up of local seamless, comprehensive Birth to 
Kindergarten (B-K) systems.  







 
 


Maryland State Department of Education, Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services – SSIP Phase III, Year 4 10 


 


 


Family Partnerships 


A specific outgrowth from the intra- and interagency work of the SIT was the initiation of a new 
collaboration with The Parents’ Place of Maryland (PPMD), the statewide Parent Training and 
Information Center funded by OSEP. PPMD is a key partner on the SIT and through this collaboration 
the need was identified to intentionally engage families of young children receiving early intervention or 
preschool special education services in a parent leadership program. During Phase III, Year 3, the 
MSDE DEI/SES funded PPMD to develop, pilot, and evaluate a new multi-session training program 
called Baby LEADers: Beginning the Journey. Using lessons learned from the pilot, which included a 
more in-depth application process and follow-up accountability for those parent’s trained, the MSDE 
DEI/SES continued funding for the Baby LEADers program during Phase III, Year 4. A cohort of eight 
parents in the western region of Maryland graduated from the program and ongoing documentation 
indicates their involvement in leadership activities, mentoring other families, and serving on groups. 


3. Evidence-Based Practices Implemented 
During Phase III, Year 4, the SIT and four LITs continued to support the initial to full implementation of 
evidence-based practices (reflective coaching, RBI, and SEFEL/PM). Table 2a, 2b, 2c and 2d displays 
a brief overview of each of the four SSIP jurisdictions, the three EBPs, the implementation stage of each 
EBP, and the overall focus of implementation activities during Phase III, Year 4.  
 
 
 
 
 
 


Figure 3. Maryland Part C SSIP: Implementation Teaming Infrastructure 
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Table 2a. Cecil County - Year 4 Key Activities/Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices 


Evidence-Based 
Practice 


Implementation 
Stage 


Year 4 
Overall Focus of Implementation Activities 


 


Reflective 
Coaching 


Planning for Full 
Implementation 


Cecil County was previously trained by Shelden and Rush 
and began implementing reflective coaching with parents. 
This year the county coach completed master coach 
training and utilized Sheldon and Rush when needed for 
assistance. Currently using a tool to measure fidelity with 
staff. 


Routines-Based 
Interview 


Planning for Full 
Implementation 


Cecil County has fully implemented RBI, with 90% of 
IFSP in the county using the RBI in 2019. They have 10 
staff members trained to fidelity or in process. 


SEFEL/ 
Pyramid Model 


Planning for Full 
Implementation 


Cecil County is using the Benchmarks of Quality and has 
initiated a social-emotional screening process. The 
practice is being adopted more widely throughout the 
county, with almost 50% of providers trained to fidelity. 


 


Table 2b. Frederick County - Year 4 Key Activities/Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices 


Evidence-Based 
Practice 


Implementation 
Stage 


Year 4 
Overall Focus of Implementation Activities 


 


Reflective 
Coaching 


Initial 
Implementation 
 


The county now has a Master Coach (recently achieved 
fidelity) and plans to have Master Coach training for 
additional staff (12) with Rush and Sheldon in September 
2020. Also requested a full time Systems Supervisor 
Position with the county which will be determined by late 
April/early May. 


Routines-Based 
Interview  


Planning for Full 
Implementation 


The county has made significant infrastructure shifts 
including staffing changes, changing 
intake/evaluation/family assessment process, as well as 
teaming practices to ensure full implementation, with 81% 
of staff trained to fidelity. 


SEFEL/ 
Pyramid Model 


Initial 
Implementation 


Frederick County added ASQ-SE 2 which gets mailed to 
families prior to the Initial Eligibility Evaluation, working on 
sharing resources with staff and parents, and added a full-
time social work position. 
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Table 2c. Howard County - Year 4 Key Activities/Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices 


Evidence-Based 
Practice 


Implementation 
Stage 


Year 4 
Overall Focus of Implementation Activities 


 


Reflective Coaching Planning for Full 
Implementation 


 A systems coach is in place to support colleague-to-
colleague coaching around EBPs. The local 
implementation team continues to meet to determine the 
ways to disseminate the practice. The county has infused 
reflective coaching into its professional development 
training. 


Routines-Based 
Interview  
 


Full 
Implementation 


Howard County has fully implemented RBI and this 
continues to be an area of strength for the county (91% of 
IFSPs used an RBI in 2019). They are continuing to focus 
on fidelity and booster trainings. 


SEFEL/ 
Pyramid Model 


Initial 
Implementation 


Howard County has revamped the coaches training, and 
now have specific coaches that are engaged with a series 
of resources to help with training other staff. Implemented 
the ASQ-SE as automatic screening for child find. 


 


Table 2d. Montgomery County - Year 4 Key Activities/Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices 


Evidence-Based 
Practice 


Implementation 
Stage 


Year 4 
Overall Focus of Implementation Activities 


 


Reflective Coaching Installation 
 


Beginning training staff with Rush and Shelden in March 
and working with staff to adjust schedules to 
accommodate the coaching commitment. 


Routines-Based 
Interview  


Planning for Full 
Implementation 


The county has greatly scaled-up this practice in the last 
year, with almost 200 practitioners trained (many to 
fidelity). The number of IFSPs using RBI increased 
significantly in 2019 as the county continues to roll-out 
training and coaching to support fidelity of implementation. 


SEFEL/ 
Pyramid Model 


Initial 
Implementation 


Montgomery County has begun a smaller stepped 
implementation by having a leadership team at one site to 
work through the challenges of implementation, with plans 
to scale-up over time throughout the county. 


4. Overview of Evaluation Activities, Measures, and Outcomes  
The MSDE DEI/SES, in collaboration with internal and external stakeholders and its partners at AnLar 
(a Washington, D.C.-based educational consulting firm), UM-SSW, and JHU-CTE, has continued to 
implement, review, and collect extensive data, and monitor the year’s evaluation activities, measures, 
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and outcomes. The evaluation plan developed in previous year’s and shared at the end of this report 
was developed by the MITP with stakeholder input to ensure that progress toward the SiMR is being 
achieved. Section C of this report provides an extensive review of the evaluation data findings, including 
numerous tables and figures which show data collected during the previous two to three years. The 
evaluation activities continued to focus on refining, disseminating, and implementing content and 
system coaching practices, implementing EBPs with fidelity, and working on collaboration and teaming. 


In alignment with the logic model, the four key focus areas for the SSIP work include: Participation and 
Learning; Improvements to Infrastructure; Fidelity of Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices 
(EBPs); and Progress Toward Achievement of the SiMR. Evaluation questions are presented in each 
of the four areas in tables which describe the measures for both implementation and outcome questions, 
data sources, data collection procedures and timing, and current data. Where applicable, change from 
baseline was included in the charts to show progress. Challenges are also presented in each of the four 
areas as well as practice highlights from the four participating SSIP jurisdictions. Overall, the evaluation 
findings show sustained success in moving the State towards the continued infrastructure and 
personnel development improvements necessary to achieve the SiMR. 


5. Highlights of Changes to Implementation and Improvement Strategies  


The MSDE DEI/SES in collaboration with the SIT continually assess data around implementation and 
improvement strategies to make adjustments based on intra- and interagency stakeholder feedback. 
One significant adjustment made over the past two years was the identified need for reflective coaching 
training provided by Shelden and Rush with six-months of follow-up to support fidelity of the practice. 
In Phase III, Year 4, to further support colleague-to-colleague coaching as the adult learning strategy 
to implement any evidence-based practice, the MSDE trained 19 Master Coaches who received six 
months or more of follow-up coaching in order for participants to demonstrate fidelity. The MSDE team 
will provide ongoing support to these Master Coaches and will offer Master Coach training in the future 
to strengthen and further sustain the statewide coaching infrastructure at all levels. 


Several changes to implementation strategies were also made around the SEFEL/Pyramid Model 
during Phase III, Year 4 with each jurisdiction forming a LIT specific to the SEFEL/Pyramid Model 
implementation, and one jurisdiction realizing the need to form a Pyramid Model LIT one region at a 
time.  Additionally, this year saw further collaboration with the MSDE Division of Early Childhood and 
partners through the Preschool Development Grant Birth through Five (PDG B-5) to expand 
SEFEL/Pyramid Model.  Initial scale-up of Pyramid Model practices into the preschool special education 
programs in the four SSIP counties began. This work will continue during Phase III, Year 5 with 
additional PDG B-5 funding to support continued local Birth to Kindergarten systems building. The focus 
of this work will be around smooth transitions from Part C to Part B services as well as social emotional 
development and meaningful participation for all children in natural and inclusive learning environments. 


Finally, 2019 was the first full year of implementation of the revised MD IFSP process, document, and 
online tool requiring an increased emphasis on authentic assessment and the integration of the COS 
process. Updated reporting capabilities of the online tool now allows the State to compare the type of 
authentic assessment used to develop an initial IFSP and this will continue to inform State and local 
considerations for scale-up of authentic assessment practices with fidelity. Expanding this infrastructure 
development to the preschool component of the IEP also occurred in 2019 with plans for embedding 
more authentic assessment and integration of the COS process to be implemented July 1, 2020. 
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B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP  
 


1. Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress 
 
During Phase III, Year 4, progress in implementation aligns with the Activities/Actions We Take and the 
Outputs/Products We Generate in the Part C MITP Logic Model. Numerous activities and outputs have 
been completed or continued over the past year, indicating steady implementation progress.  


a. Description of Planned Activities with Fidelity - Accomplishments, Milestones, and 
Timelines 
 
The State has continued to carry out planned activities to effect change in Participation and Learning, 
Improvements in Infrastructure, and Fidelity of Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices, with the 
ultimate goal of continuing progress toward the achievement of the SiMR. 
 
Participation and Learning 


During Phase III, Year 4 the State continued to contract with UM-SSW and the JHU-CTE for State-level 
content experts in Reflective Coaching, RBI, and SEFEL/PM. The State-level content experts provided 
regular (typically monthly) reflective coaching sessions to the locally identified content/system coaches 
to support RBI and SEFEL/PM implementation. The State-level RBI and SEFEL/PM content experts 
provided face-to-face EBPs reflective coaching sessions with State/local content coaches and 
State/local systems coaches in March and May. These sessions were planned and facilitated by the 
State-level RBI and SEFEL/PM content experts/coaches, with input from the State System 
Coaches/Birth – K Liaisons, to support the integrated implementation of Reflective Coaching, RBI, and 
SEFEL/PM through colleague-to-colleague reflective practices.  


As the MSDE considered sustainability within the four SSIP programs and scale-up of EBPs to fidelity 
beyond the SSIP counties, the State phased out the quarterly coaching sessions and began building a 
new level into the statewide coaching infrastructure through Master Coach Training and Support. In 
consultation with national experts Dr. M’Lisa Shelden and Dr. Dathan Rush, a Master Coach application 
process identified prerequisites at the provider and program level, including having previously met 
coaching fidelity. Although many LITPs have contracted with Shelden and Rush to conduct training, 
only a few have completed the six-month follow-up coaching to meet coaching fidelity, limiting the 
number of applicants in the initial Master Coach cohort. A total of 18 Master Coach participants 
completed two-days of onsite training and the six-month follow-up process, with 17 out of the 18 Master 
Coaches meeting fidelity.  
 
Professional learning around the RBI continued at the local level in all four SSIP LITPs. This year the 
emphasis was on colleague-to-colleague coaching to increase the number of providers completing the 
RBI to fidelity. In the largest SSIP jurisdiction an additional cohort of 33 local RBI coaches have now 
been trained to fidelity in order to provide the ongoing coaching necessary to support all early 
intervention providers in reaching fidelity of implementation. During Phase III, Year 4, three SSIP local 
programs report being in full implementation of the RBI to fidelity, and the fourth is planning for full 
implementation. Additional training also occurred this year as Dr. Robin McWilliam updated the RBI 
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Checklist in 2019 and provided new guidance about using a streamlined process of the RBI in 
preparation for annual reviews. The 2019 RBI Checklist update was the 4th revision since 2008, and 
was in response to feedback from practitioners, and based on research and use both nationally and 
internationally. The State-level RBI content expert shared the updated checklist and conducted a mini-
training with the SIT, with national, State, and local coaches in all four SSIP jurisdictions, and with the 
other LITPs who are using the RBI. During the November 2019 Professional Learning Institute, one of 
the personalized learning sessions focused on the RBI to fidelity and the updated RBI Checklist and 
guidance were shared. 


Professional learning also continued in the four SSIP programs to support the implementation of the 
Pyramid Model. In April of 2019, five regional ITP Pyramid Model Booster trainings occurred in the 
largest SSIP jurisdiction with over 300 staff trained. Other locally driven trainings included: ITP Trauma 
Informed Pyramid Model Training, Pyramid Model for Children with Anxiety, and Preschool Pyramid 
Model ASQ-SE. The two EBPs reflective coaching sessions and the additional Pyramid Model trainings 
were evaluated using the Impact of Training and Technical Assistance (IOTTA) with high participant 
responses (over 80% or above) for credibility, organization, and interest as well as importance and 
impact.   


Additional onboarding activities occurred in all four SSIP jurisdictions, and throughout the State, as the 
revised EI/PSE Personnel Standards went into place on July 1, 2019. Maryland’s EI/PSE System 
Personnel Standards Guide was developed outlining the legal requirements for completing the learning 
activities for all early intervention providers as well as recommendations for the preschool special 
education workforce. The new requirements are categorized as: Foundations of Early Intervention; IFSP 
Development, Implementation, Evaluation; Teaming and Coaching Practices; and Service 
Coordination. The activities within each category include a variety of online modules, webinars, articles, 
self-reflection, and in-person training. The EI/PSE Personnel Standards Database requires each local 
program to enter, track, and maintain the status of providers meeting Personnel Standards. All early 
intervention staff, even if they had previously met Personnel Standards, are now required to complete 
the Mission and Key Principles Module, Maryland’s IFSP Process and Document Training, and all the 
components of the COS professional learning (modules, face-to-face training, follow-up activities, and 
the COS-Competency Check).   


Baby LEADers, the new parent leadership training program targeting families of young children with 
disabilities, ages birth through five, was developed, piloted, and evaluated by The Parents’ Place of 
Maryland in 2018-19 with an initial cohort of five parents, and three parents graduating from the 
program. After receiving feedback and adjusting both the application process and the program content, 
four 4-hour training sessions were created and implemented in the western region of Maryland during 
the fall of 2019 with the Frostburg State University as a collaborative partner. A total of 18 applicants 
applied to the Baby LEADers program, with a 9-participant cohort graduating from the program. 100% 
of the parent participants agreed that the learning materials used, and information shared was useful to 
their lives. One parent said, “You changed my life. You changed my family’s life.” While the current 
SSIP evaluation plan does not include specific evaluation measures around this training program, the 
MSDE, DEI/SES in collaboration with the SIT and the evaluator, would like to consider this for next year. 
Data is being collected from the western region cohort regarding specific leadership opportunities such 
as individual assistance, coaching/mentorship, system-level advocacy and engagement, and serving 
on groups. 
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The MSDE DEI/SES Professional Learning Institute (PLI) in November 2019 had offerings directly 
influenced by and in alignment with the Part C SSIP work. Personalized learning sessions around social-
emotional relationships and development included:  


• Implementation of Developmental Screening in Early Intervention for Program Improvement; 
• RBI with Fidelity;  
• Trauma-Informed Care for Early Childhood; 
• Beyond SEFEL/PM Tiers of Support for Social Emotional Development; and  
• What Does it Take to Implement a Primary Provider Service Delivery Approach in Early 


Intervention? 
 
The Local Early Childhood strand specifically incorporated the work of the Part C SSIP with all three 
sessions focusing on EBPs to fidelity and two out of the three sessions presented by our SSIP 
programs. All early childhood leaders at the PLI participated in the Local Early Childhood strand and 
were engaged in the following sessions: 


• Implementation of the RBI - With a Focus on Young Children with Challenging Behavior; 
• Child Outcomes Summary (COS) Process to Fidelity; and 
• Four SSIP Jurisdictions’ Collective Journey to Integrating the Pyramid Model in Early 


Intervention Services. 
 


Resource development and dissemination continued during Phase III, Year 4 with high usage of the 
following websites: Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway, Making Access Happen, 
Maryland Infants and Toddlers Social Emotional Foundations for Early Learning, and Maryland Learning 
Links. Specific professional development resources were released and posted on Maryland Learning 
Links during Phase III, Year 4 to support scale-up and sustainability of EBPs including: 


• Child Outcomes Summary (COS) Process: Age Anchoring Webinar - This activity-based 
webinar presented by Dr. Naomi Younggren provides a deep dive into age anchoring: what it is, 
why it’s important, and how it’s done. The MSDE DEI/SES has made this webinar the annually 
required training for this year as part of Maryland’s revised EI/PSE Personnel Standards. 


• Routines-Based Interview – Fidelity Coach - This seven-part webinar series, by Dr. Naomi 
Younggren, presents the Routines-Based Interview-Fidelity Coach (RBI-FC), offering providers, 
teams, and programs tools to define, observe, and assess accurate and consistent 
implementation of the RBI.  


• Overview of Evidence-Based Practices in Early Childhood Intervention - This awareness-level 
webinar presented by Dr. Dathan Rush and Dr. M’Lisa Shelden provides the background and 
rationale for using a primary service provider approach to teaming, natural learning environment 
practices, and a coaching interaction style to build the capacity of parents, teachers, and other 
care providers to promote child learning within the context of everyday routines and activities. 


Improvements to Infrastructure 


The State continued to engage in strategic collaboration through a robust teaming infrastructure with 
key partners at the national, State, and local level. Active, regular State-level engagement occurred with 
the MD Early Childhood Mental Health (ECMH) Steering Committee, the ECMHC National TA team, 
Home Visiting programs, the Infant Mental Health Association of MD/DC, the SEFEL/PM State 
Leadership team, and the Division of Early Childhood Preschool Development Grant B-5 
implementation. An additional State-level collaboration this year was the Pritzker Children’s Initiative 
(PCI) involving all the local/State public and private agencies supporting infants and toddlers (prenatal 
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to age 3) in Maryland. The PCI awarded Maryland a 3-year grant to increase services (prenatal to age 
3) with a focused lens on access and equity.  
 
During Phase III, Year 4, the State sustained teaming structures with internal and external interagency 
partners, with LITPs, and with external stakeholder groups. These strategic partnerships continue to 
provide direction and support for SSIP implementation and evaluation. Strong, sustained collaboration 
with strategic stakeholders and partners must continue for effective workforce and infrastructure 
development in order to scale-up evidence-based practices across the State. 
 
Specific examples of strategic collaborations to support infrastructure shifts over the course of Phase 
III, Year 4 included: 


● the rollout of Maryland’s revised EI/PSE Personnel Standards requirements and Personnel 
Standards database for each local Birth to Kindergarten system;  


● cross-training of early intervention, social services, and home visiting providers in three regions 
of the state (which included two SSIP jurisdictions) to support substance exposed newborns and 
their families; 


● partnering with the MSDE Division of Early Childhood around the Preschool Development Grant 
B-5 to leverage funds to align and scale-up the Part C Pyramid Model work in the four SSIP 
jurisdictions as young children transition to and are supported in preschool classrooms;  


● convening a stakeholder workgroup to revise the Maryland Online IEP – Preschool Component 
in alignment with the IFSP to support robust child and family assessment, the COS process to 
fidelity, and routines-based/standards-based IEP development, implementation, and evaluation;  


● partnering with the Maryland Chapter of the American Academy of Pediatrics (MD AAP) to 
present at the joint meeting of the SICC/LICC and to share the MITP online referral website at 
the MD AAP annual conference; and 


● the rollout of a competitive grant opportunity to support Birth to Kindergarten Systems-Building 
for Inclusive Practices with collaborative implementation through SIT/LITs modeled after the Part 
C SSIP implementation. 


The State-level content experts/coaches in RBI and SEFEL/Pyramid Model conducted regular, 
individualized coaching cycles with local systems and content coaches in the four SSIP LITPs. The time 
to engage in ongoing local coaching sessions with State-level content coaches has occurred with more 
regularity, indicating shifts in infrastructure. Three out of the four SSIP programs have a local 
systems/content coach devoted to the implementation of EBPs with fidelity at the practitioner level and 
all three programs are moving towards sustainability through permanent coaching positions. The 
addition of the Master Coach training, sponsored both by local programs and the DEI/SES, is another 
avenue to continue building the State/local infrastructure needed to sustain implementation of evidence-
based practices. 


Throughout this year, the Birth to Kindergarten Liaisons/State Systems Coaches continued to provide 
focused, on-going coaching and TA to Local Systems Coaches as the four LITPs continued to build 
their implementation infrastructure supporting all three EBPs (Reflective Coaching, RBI, and Pyramid 
Model). All coaching and TA were documented in the DEI/SES TA Log by the State Systems Coaches 
and the TA was evaluated through a survey completed by the Local System Coaches. Both the State 
Systems Coaches and the Local Systems Coaches participated in monthly SIT meetings either face-
to-face or by webinar. The State Systems Coach regularly participated alongside the Local Systems 
Coach at the LIT monthly meetings to support ongoing implementation efforts at the local program level. 
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During this year, each of the SSIP jurisdictions created a designated Pyramid Model LIT to specifically 
address PM implementation successes and challenges. With significant support from the State Systems 
Coach and the Pyramid Model State content expert, the largest SSIP jurisdictions came to understand 
their need to begin the rollout of PM with just one of their regional sites. This LITP has now created a 
designated PM LIT at this regional site and has completed a baseline Early Intervention Pyramid Model 
BoQ. 
 
The SIT/LIT infrastructure improvements have specifically assisted the Birth to Kindergarten 
Liaisons/State Systems Coaches to utilize the knowledge and skills learned through the Part C SSIP 
work to support the scale-up of evidence-based practices in other LITPs and preschool special 
education programs. Implementation of systems coaching continues to be realized through a 
regionalized, universal approach to programmatic support and TA delivered through regional Early 
Childhood Professional Learning Opportunities and/or Professional Learning Institutes, ongoing 
monthly follow-up coaching, and lessons learned sharing sessions. Additionally, a new mechanism for 
distribution of discretionary funds has been in place for the past two years to support local 
implementation of evidence-based practices directly aligned with the Early Childhood strategic 
imperative in the MSDE DEI/SES Strategic Plan. The Early Childhood-Local Implementation for Results 
(EC-LIR) grant application utilizes the evidence-based decision-making process, TAP-IT, which places 
a strong focus on effective Local Implementation Teams to analyze, plan, implement and track the 
systems change process. State Systems Coaches are responsible for monitoring the programmatic 
activities and outcomes of the EC-LIR grants as they work side-by-side with local early intervention and 
preschool special education leaders. 
 
As the State moves toward sustainability and scale-up of EBPs, the infrastructure improvements of a 
regionalized systems coaching model combined with a well-defined data-informed decision-making 
model, that includes effective teaming, provide a solid foundation for implementation. The State 
continues to support the evidence-based data-informed decision-making model, TAP-IT, to assist the 
SIT and LITs to use data in a practice to policy feedback loop when implementing EBPs (Reflective 
Coaching, RBI, and SEFEL), the COS process, and high-quality, functional, routines-based IFSPs, so 
that any needed adjustments can be made. Engaging in the structured approach of the TAP-IT process 
has supported local/State collaboration within SIT meetings to identify, through root-cause analysis, 
challenges and action steps to move implementation forward at the program level. This same approach 
is now being used by Local Systems Coaches, providers, and partners, including families, within their 
LITs to solution-find around personnel development needs and infrastructure shifts necessary to sustain 
implementation at the provider level. One positive infrastructure improvement occurred within the SIT 
this year as this team now has a parent of a young child with disabilities. The PPMD staff person who 
leads the new Baby LEADers program is now one of two parent members on the SIT. This team member 
provides regular updates on implementation of the parent leadership program and provides a critical 
parent voice as the parent of a young child with a disability. One of the recommendations that has 
emerged through the SIT is to reach out to the trained parent leaders to fill local system-level advocacy 
opportunities such as joining a Local Interagency Coordinating Council, a Local Early Childhood 
Advisory Council, or a local Pyramid Model Leadership Team.  
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Fidelity of Implementation  


During Phase III, Year 3 and 4, the SSIP jurisdictions provided additional trainings conducted by Dr. 
M’Lisa Shelden and Dr. Dathan Rush around the reflective coaching model. Three of the four SSIP 
programs have also participated in the six-months of follow-up with the completion of coaching logs, 
but many staff are still working on reflective coaching to fidelity. For this reason, it was decided to phase 
out the quarterly coaching sessions for local content coaches and build a coaching infrastructure 
through Master Coaches. Master Coaches are trained to fidelity in reflective coaching through 
submission of colleague-to colleague coaching logs with 6-months of coaching support. Once meeting 
fidelity, Master Coaches can then support local early intervention providers to reach fidelity in any of 
the evidence-based practices including reflective coaching. 17 out of the 18 participants in the Master 
Coach cohort met fidelity, based on the criteria established by Shelden & Rush, utilizing detailed 
coaching logs. The newly created Master Coach self-assessment survey indicated that 87% of coaches 
rated their capacity to implement EBPs at maximum or considerable improvement and 93% of coaches 
rated their capacity to support colleagues in the implementation of EBPs at either maximum or 
considerable improvement. Master Coaches are now in all four SSIP jurisdictions and are supporting 
early intervention providers to meet fidelity in reflective coaching and RBI. Several of the SSIP 
jurisdictions will be holding Master Coach training during the next year in order to continue building their 
local coaching infrastructure supporting the implementation of EBPs to fidelity across the board. 
 
During Phase III, Year 4, it is exciting to report that collectively across the four SSIP jurisdictions the 
RBI is in full implementation, with 65.75% of providers trained to fidelity and 92.25% of providers either 
in training or trained to fidelity. The overall percentage of staff across all four SSIP LITPs completing 
RBIs to fidelity doubled from 33% in 2018 to almost 66% in 2019. Three SSIP local programs report 
they are in full implementation of the RBI to fidelity, with 50-86% of staff trained to fidelity, and the fourth, 
and largest SSIP local program is planning for full implementation with 46% of staff trained to fidelity. In 
all four SSIP programs, RBI training and follow-up coaching to reach fidelity is the expectation for all 
early intervention providers. A new IFSP report has been created to track the implementation of 
authentic child and family assessment within each local program and statewide, through either the RBI, 
the Scale for Assessment of Family enjoyment with Routines (SAFER), or by completing the 
Assessment: Natural Routines/Activities and Environments section of the IFSP. Initial data from this 
new report indicate that 51% of the IFSPs in SSIP jurisdictions use an RBI for functional child and family 
assessment, while only 8% in non-SSIP jurisdictions use an RBI as the means to gather this information. 
 
With the revision to the RBI Checklist and guidance in 2019, the SIT began reviewing the previously 
developed Guide to RBI Training and Coaching, Maryland’s guidance document outlining the minimum 
recommended standards for training and ongoing coaching of RBI practices at all levels to support 
consistent statewide implementation of the RBI to fidelity. The SIT distributed the guide for review in 
December 2019 and continued at the February 2020 SIT meeting with additional discussion and 
clarification. The expectation is that the final edits to the Guide to RBI Training and Coaching will be 
reviewed at the April 2020 SIT meeting and then distributed to the field through the RBI State Content 
Expert within follow-up coaching sessions. 


The implementation of the Pyramid Model continued during 2019 with varying levels of progress across 
the four SSIP programs, as three of the four programs continued implementation of social-emotional 
screening using the ASQ-SE. Training and ongoing coaching from the State SEFEL/PM Expert/Coach 
continued throughout Phase III, Year 4 and was specifically tailored to the individual needs of each 
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LITP. Through Maryland’s participation in NCPMI’s Targeted TA initiative, the finalized version of the 
Pyramid Model Early Intervention (Part C) Benchmarks of Quality 1.0 was made available in early 2019. 
After spending time reviewing the tool with both the SIT and LITs, the four SSIP programs agreed to 
complete the BoQ with their LITs and then to compile the data collectively.  After completing the analysis 
of critical elements across all four programs, many elements were either not in place or partially in place. 
The SIT made the collective decision to focus on the Leadership Team critical elements since the SIT 
agreed it was necessary to have PM leadership teams in place to facilitate the rollout of other parts of 
the PM. Performance goals were drafted collaboratively, and specific action steps were documented in 
the SIT Digital Portfolio.  


During face-to-face meetings in October and December the SIT continued to address PM action steps 
which included: PM LITs setting goals around Leadership Team critical elements; sharing the newly 
released Early Intervention Pyramid Practices Fidelity Instrument (EIPPFI) and Powerpoint developed 
by NCPMI; sharing ideas about how the EIPPFI might be incorporated into local program practices (i.e., 
to support initial implementation of practices such as social-emotional screening, to support home visit 
observation and record review); and initiating a draft guidance document around PM implementation. 
In January 2020, each PM LIT completed the BoQ with some noticeable shifts in the number of 
Leadership Team elements fully or partially in place, as well as other elements of the model. At the 
February 2020 SIT face-to-face meeting the MSDE DEI/SES shared an initial draft of the Guide to 
Pyramid Model Training and Coaching to provide initial guidance around PM implementation in 
collaboration with stakeholders. Work will continue to finalize this document and share it with other 
systems in Maryland who are beginning to integrate PM into early intervention service delivery. 


During Phase III, Year 4 the SIT continued to implement the TAP-IT process with fidelity, holding each 
individual team member accountable for the challenging and ongoing work of systems change. 
Important, honest conversations based on how to do the work more effectively and efficiently now take 
place at face-to-face SIT meetings when issues arise. The SIT continued to measure the fidelity of the 
TAP-IT data-informed decision-making process using the TAP-IT Fidelity Assessment Tool. Results 
were completed at the end of the Pyramid Model TAP-IT cycle in February 2020 and indicated 
improvements in the areas of Team, Analyze, Plan, and Technology. The overall rating of fidelity was 
at 99% with Technology being the only area that still needs improvement. 


With the October 1, 2018 rollout of the revised IFSP, the data around social-emotional outcomes on 
IFSPs for any child with a COS entry rating of 3 or lower on Outcome #1 was collected through a new 
IFSP report. This report was built into the online IFSP system and rolled out to the field in September 
of 2019. Results from this report for the four SSIP jurisdictions showed that 89% of children who had a 
COS entry rating of 3 or lower on Outcome #1 had a least one IFSP outcome addressing social-
emotional development and/relationships. Non-SSIP jurisdictions showed that 82% if children had 
outcomes addressing social emotional when there were lower COS scores in Outcome #1. The ability 
to run this type of report, connecting IFSP outcomes to the broad early childhood outcomes, will allow 
the State to further analyze implementation progress as the State continues to sustain and scale-up 
EBPs supporting social-emotional development and relationships. 


b. Intended Outputs Accomplished as a Result of the Implementation Activities 
A description of SSIP activities and overall progress made towards implementation was discussed in 
the previous section. Table 3 below describes the logic model implementation outputs with the list of 
specific accomplishments aligned with the level of accomplishment. 
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Table 3. Implementation Outputs/Accomplishments/Level of Accomplishment – Year 4 


Implementation 
Output Accomplishments Level of 


Accomplishment 
 


Effective State 
Communication 


● Monthly SIT meetings held with high overall 
attendance 


● Regular attendance by B-K Liaisons at monthly 
LIT meetings 


● Regular attendance at meetings with numerous 
collaborative partners supporting ECMH 


☐ Not started 
☐ Started and making 
adjustments 
■ On target & continuing 
☐ Completed 


Systems 
Coaches Trained 


● Four (Birth - K) State Systems Coaches 
previously trained 


● Eight Local Systems Coaches previously trained 
and all regularly participate on the SIT 


☐ Not started 
☐ Started and making 


adjustments 
■ On target & continuing 
☐ Completed 


Protocol for 
State/Local 
Technical 
Assistance 


● Full implementation of the Technical Assistance 
Log 


● Continued development and implementation of 
TA Manual  
  


☐ Not started 
■ Started and making 
adjustments 
☐ On target & continuing 
☐ Completed 


Online resources 
to support 
systems 
coaching, 
Implementation 
Science, and 
TAP-IT 


● Continued funding and development of the TAP-
IT Digital Portfolio and companion site 
supporting systems coaching, Implementation 
Science and TAP-IT 


● SIT and 4 LITs have TAP-IT Digital Portfolios in 
place 


☐ Not started 
☐ Started and making 
adjustments 
■ On target & continuing 
☐ Completed 


Fidelity tools 
administered 
(TAP-IT, systems 
coaching, EBPs, 
COS) 


Fidelity Tools:  
● RBI Implementation Checklist 
● Pyramid Model Early Intervention (Part C) 


Benchmarks of Quality (BOQ) 
● Early Intervention Pyramid Practices Fidelity 


Instrument (EIPPFI) 
● Coaching Logs 
● TAP-IT Fidelity Assessment 
● MD COS-Competency Check (COS-CC) 


☐ Not started 
■ Started and making 
adjustments 
☐ On target & continuing 
☐ Completed 
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Implementation 
Output Accomplishments Level of 


Accomplishment 
 


IFSP 
process/tools to 
support 
implementation of 
EBPs 


● Evidence of Standards IFSP Outcomes Review 
tool integrated into the Part C local grant 
application process and the comprehensive 
monitoring process 


● IFSP Process and Document Guide developed 
and disseminated 


● New IFSPs report – COS ratings vs. social-
emotional outcomes  


● IFSP Process Performance Indicators developed 
and disseminated 


☐ Not started 
☐ Started and making 
adjustments 
■ On target & continuing 
☐ Completed 


State/Local 
annual 
professional 
learning 
opportunities 


● Five regional Early Childhood Local 
Implementation Lessons Learned (May 2019) 
with EC leadership teams (5-10 participants) -
attended by all four SSIP jurisdictions 


● Statewide rollout of Maryland’s Early 
Intervention and Preschool Special Education 
System Personnel Standards Guide and 
Database (July 1, 2019) 


● Statewide 3-day Professional Learning Institute 
with EC leadership teams and partners (5-6) – 
attended by all four SSIP jurisdictions 
(November 2019) 


☐ Not started 
☐ Started and making 
adjustments 
■ On target & continuing 
☐ Completed 


2. Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Implementation  


a. How Stakeholders Have Been Informed 
During Phase III, Year 4, informing stakeholders of the ongoing implementation of the Part C SSIP 
included face-to-face presentations, publications, and website content. The external stakeholder group 
who continues to get regular, detailed updates regarding the implementation of the Part C SSIP is the 
State Interagency Coordinating Council (SICC). The SICC initiated an Early Childhood Mental Health 
taskforce to compliment the SSIP implementation work around social-emotional development and this 
year facilitated a State-level panel of experts to share State-level efforts around meeting the social-
emotional needs of young children and their families. This presentation was the highlight of the joint 
SICC/Local Interagency Coordinating Council (LICC) meeting held in May 2019 with close to 100 
participants. Additionally, at the joint SICC/LICC meeting, the MSDE DEI/SES MITP Director and 
Preschool Special Education Coordinator provided a general overview of the Part C SSIP and shared 
lessons learned over the past several years. The Part C SSIP was also on the agenda during the 
December 2019 and the February 2020 SICC meeting. At the December general meeting, the four SSIP 
programs repeated the presentation that they gave at the November PLI about their collective journey 
to integrate the PM into early intervention services. During the February 2020 meeting, the MITP 
Director provided an overview of the SSIP evaluation plan as well as a summary of all the activities 
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currently being completed to evaluate the Part C SSIP at all levels of implementation. Additionally, a 
new target for FFY 2019 was proposed and stakeholder feedback was gathered through a survey to all 
SICC members as well as Part C SSIP SIT members.  
 
Another avenue for sharing information and involving stakeholders in support of the Part C SSIP is the 
newly revised Maryland SEFEL Pyramid Model website https://www.mdpyramidmodelsefel.org/ and 
Maryland SEFEL Pyramid Model Newsletter. These resources have been shared not only with the SIT 
and the SICC but have been sent out to all LITPs and Preschool Special Education Coordinators 
statewide through their B-K State System Coaches/Liaisons. While Maryland continues to use the term 
SEFEL Pyramid Model, a video was created for all stakeholders to understand the importance of 
understanding the Pyramid Model as a tiered framework to support infrastructure shifts, capacity 
building, and professional learning around social-emotional development and relationships within all 
tiers.  
 
As mentioned earlier in the report, in November 2019, the MSDE DEI/SES hosted a statewide 3-day 
Professional Learning Institute for Maryland’s early intervention and special education leaders and 
stakeholder community. The offerings during this Institute were shaped by the Part C SSIP 
implementation work with specific local presentations on RBI, COS process fidelity, and integrating the 
Pyramid Model into early intervention services. This Institute provided an exceptional opportunity for 
early childhood general/special education leaders, community partners, families, and other 
stakeholders to understand the significance of social-emotional development and relationships for 
young children with disabilities and their families.  
 
State-level staff participate in multiple cross-system collaborative meetings and advisory groups that 
allow for the MITP to share updates on the DEI/SES work, including SSIP work, and to make 
connections that strengthen service delivery and workforce development. Examples of these include 
the Home Visiting Consortium, the MD State SEFEL/PM Leadership Team, the Early Childhood Mental 
Health Steering Committee, the Early Childhood Mental Health Consultation (ECMHC) TA Team, the 
newly established Infant Mental Health Association of MD/DC (IMHA-MD/DC) and the Pritzker 
Children’s Initiative – Prenatal to Age 3 Grant Key Leaders. 


b. How Stakeholders Have Had a Voice  
The State continues to involve stakeholders at all levels to support the implementation of the SSIP and 
to guide efforts for scale-up of EBPs statewide. Internal MSDE and DEI/SES teams (refer to MD Part C 
SSIP, Phase III, Year 2 Report pgs. 29-30) continue to support alignment of the Part C SSIP work with 
the MSDE DEI/SES strategic plan and with Part B SSIP efforts. As DEI/SES has continued its work with 
various contractual partners and the Division of Early Childhood, the quarterly meetings, that began last 
year, have strengthened the implementation of EBPs within the MSDE and across Institutes of Higher 
Education. The MSDE EBP Collaborative Partners include representatives from the UM-SSW, JHU-
CTE, University of Maryland College Park, and the Division of Early Childhood at the MSDE. While the 
purpose of these meetings is to update the team on relevant work, it also serves as a vehicle for 
exploration and problem-solving around how to best integrate the work across EBPs, other Divisions 
within MSDE, and into personnel preparation programs. This collaboration across contractual partners 
supports not only the Part C SSIP work but the overall work of early childhood special education in the 
State. 
 



https://www.mdpyramidmodelsefel.org/
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During Phase III, Year 4, the SIT has been extremely involved with decision making about the ongoing 
implementation of the SSIP. This high-performing team continued to meet consistently over the past 
year alternating between virtual 1½ hour meetings primarily for SIT/LIT updates, and 3-hour face-to-
face working meetings with 90 – 100% attendance. The SIT continued to utilize the TAP-IT data-
informed decision-making process to inform State guidance documents, to recognize and make 
infrastructure shifts, and to share local strategies and resources to support the LITs. As described above 
in Improvements to Infrastructure and Fidelity of Implementation, the SIT/LIT model provides the 
ongoing feedback loop to share implementation strategies and problem-solve implementation 
challenges. Each of the four SSIP jurisdictions continues to have active LITs which meets at least 
monthly, with a separate local team and/or team time to address Pyramid Model implementation. These 
teams follow the TAP-IT cycle and document their work in the TAP-IT Digital Portfolio. As mentioned 
earlier the State Systems Coach routinely attends LIT meetings to better align State-level priorities with 
local-level processes and ensure a communication loop back to the State-lead Teams.  
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C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes - AnLar 
 


1. How the State monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness 
of the implementation plan 
Since 2018, MSDE has partnered with AnLar, LLC, a Washington, D.C.-based educational consulting 
firm, to conduct the external evaluation for the SSIP. MITP and AnLar continued to review and revise 
the State SSIP evaluation plan, examine current data collection activities, and discuss opportunities for 
additional or broader data collection on emerging needs of the SSIP implementation. No major changes 
were made to the SSIP Logic Model and Evaluation Plan in the current year, as the State felt that the 
changes made in the previous years to align the two were sufficient. The evaluation questions presented 
below are organized into implementation evaluation questions (e.g., What happened? How many times 
did it happen?) and outcome evaluation questions (e.g., What change occurred as a result of SSIP 
activities?). In the evaluation plan, implementation evaluation questions begin with an I (i.e., I1, I2) while 
outcome evaluation questions begin with an O (i.e., O1, O2). 


a. How evaluation measures align with the theory of action 
The MITP evaluation plan was designed and revised in earlier years through a participatory evaluation 
process in which MITP staff and stakeholders worked with external evaluators to develop and refine the 
activities and performance measures to monitor effectiveness of implementation. The plan ensures 
alignment between the outcomes found in the MITP SSIP Theory of Action, the SSIP Logic Model and 
implementation and outcome evaluation questions in the Evaluation Plan (Attachment A).  


b. Data sources for each key measure 


c. Description of the baseline data for key measures 


d. Data collection procedures and associated timelines 
The MITP SSIP Logic Model and Evaluation Plan includes evaluation questions on implementation and 
short, medium, and long-term outcomes, as well as corresponding performance measures for each. 
The implementation questions help the State to ensure that activities of the SSIP are being implemented 
according to the plan, and that data are reflecting progress in implementation. The short-term outcomes 
are foundational to the effective implementation of the SSIP and are about learning that is taking place. 
The medium-term outcomes focus on implementation of the knowledge and skills learned as well as 
infrastructure improvements. Finally, long term outcomes address the overall impact of the SSIP and 
reflect child level improvements.  


2. How the State has demonstrated progress and made modification to the SSIP 
as necessary 


a. How the State has reviewed key data that provide evidence regarding progress toward 
achieving improvements to infrastructure and the SiMR 


b. Evidence of change to baseline data for key measures 
 
MDSE has identified four key focus areas for our work on the SSIP: Participation and Learning; 







 
 


Maryland State Department of Education, Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services – SSIP Phase III, Year 4 26 


Improvements to Infrastructure; Fidelity of Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices (EBPs); and 
Progress Toward Achievement of the SiMR. Evaluation questions are presented in each of the four 
areas in tables which describe the measures for the implementation and outcome questions, data 
sources, data collection procedures and timing, and current data. Where applicable, change from 
baseline was included in the chart to show progress. Challenges are also presented in each of the four 
areas as well as practice highlights from participating SSIP programs. 
 
Participation and Learning 
 
This section includes data on evaluation questions related to establishing the foundation necessary for 
changes in infrastructure and capacity to implement evidence-based practices. 


Evaluation 
Question 


Measure of 
Success 


Data 
Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 


Baseline/ 
2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


I3. How many 
PL sessions on 
EBPs 
(SEFEL/PM, 
RBI and 
reflective 
coaching) were 
conducted? 
· What topics? 
· How many 
participants? 
· What local 
programs were 
represented? 


# PL sessions 
by: 
· Topic 
· # 
Participants 
· # LITPs 
represented 


SIT/LIT 
Progress 
Update in 
Google 
Documents 


Quarterly 
Summary 
for Annual 
Report 


 10 Trainings in 4 
SSIP Sites 
 
219 Total 
Participants (not 
unique) 
 
Topics: 
-Trauma-
Informed PM 
- PM Booster 
Training 
- ITP/EBP 
Reflective    - 
Coaching training  


9 Trainings in 
4 SSIP Sites 
 
482 Total 
Participants 
(not unique) 
 
Topics: 
-RBI with 
fidelity 
-Trauma-
informed 
care/SEFEL 


The State 
continues to 
conduct 
trainings and 
professional 
learning with 
large number 
of staff 


I9. What 
resources 
were selected 
or developed 
to 
support EBPs, 
systems 
coaching, 
implementation 
science & 
TAP-IT? 


Name, type of 
resources 


Child 
Outcomes 
Gateway; 
Making 
Access 
Happen; 
MD SEFEL/ 
PM 
website] 
Maryland 
Learning 
Links 


Quarterly 
for Annual 
Report 


 Since the start of 
the SSIP, the 
SIT, LIT and 
State Leadership 
Teams 
selected/develop
ed a total of 12 
resources and 
supports. 


Since the 
start of the 
SSIP, the 
SIT, LIT and 
State 
Leadership 
Teams 
selected/ 
developed a 
total of 21 
resources 
and supports. 


The State 
continues to 
utilize and 
develop tools 
to assist with 
implementation 
and expansion. 


O1. To what 
extent were 
professional 
learning and 
resources of 
high quality, 
useful, and 
relevant for 
participants 


X% of 
participants 
who rate PL 
high quality 


End-of-PL 
Survey (for 
state level 
content 
training) – 
Impact of 
Training 
and 
Technical 
Assistance 
(IOTTA) 


At the end 
of each 
professiona
l learning 
session. 


State-Led 
PL: Baseline 
established 
in 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


State-Led PL: 
Average rating 
overall: 8.6 
 
Trainer credibility 
average rating: 
9.0 
 
Organized and 
coherent rating: 
8.7  
 
Held their 


Combined PL 
Training: 
Average 
rating overall: 
8.5 
 
Trainer 
credibility 
average 
rating: 9.0 
 
Organized 
and coherent 


Data show that 
overall ratings 
are 
consistently 
high. 
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Evaluation 
Question 


Measure of 
Success 


Data 
Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 


Baseline/ 
2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


 
 
 
Contractor-
Led PL: 
Average 
rating of high 
quality 96%. 


interest/attention 
rating: 8.1 
 
Contractor-Led 
PL: 
Average rating 
overall: 8.8 
 
Trainer credibility 
average rating: 
9.1 
 
Organized and 
coherent rating: 
9.0  
 
Held their 
interest/attention 
rating: 8.4 


rating: 8.9  
 
Held their 
interest/attent
ion rating: 7.9 
 


O2. To what 
extent did 
State and LITP 
Systems/Conte
nt Coaches 
increase their 
knowledge of: 
 


       


Mental health 
services/ 
agencies 
(local/state) 


% of 
participants 
who report 
increased 
knowledge of 
mental health 
services 


Mental 
Health 
Services 
Survey 


Annually Helped 
families 
access 
mental 
health 
services 
frequently or 
very often: 
18.1% 
 
Indicated 
they knew a 
moderate 
amount or a 
lot about 
early 
childhood 
MH services: 
52.1% 


Helped families 
access mental 
health services 
frequently or very 
often: 20.1% 
 
Indicated they 
knew a moderate 
amount or a lot 
about early 
childhood MH 
services: 57.3% 


Helped 
families 
access 
mental health 
services 
frequently or 
very often: 
16.1% 
 
 
Indicated 
they knew a 
moderate 
amount or a 
lot about 
early 
childhood MH 
services: 
53.4% 


4% decrease 
in helping 
families access 
MH services 
 
5% decrease 
in knowledge 
about MH 
services 
 
Definition 
changed on 
the survey in 
2019. Drop is 
an area for 
further 
exploration. 


Reflective 
Content 
Coaching 
 
SEFEL/PM 
 
Routines 
Based 
Interview (RBI) 
 


X% of 
systems 
coaches 
increase their 
knowledge. 
 
X% of EI 
Providers 
increase their 
knowledge of 


Impact of 
Training 
and 
Technical 
Assistance 
(IOTTA) 


End of PL 
Survey 


Mastery/ 
Competence 
Rating 
Average Pre: 
6.4 
Post: 7.6 
Increase: 1.2 


Mastery/ 
Competence 
Rating Average  
Pre: 5.6 
Post: 7.3 
Increase: 1.7 
 
 


Mastery/ 
Competence 
Rating 
Average  
Pre: 6.1 
Post: 7.5 
Increase: 1.4 
 


Mastery/ 
Competence 
has been 
consistently 
rated higher 
post vs. pre 
coaching and 
training since 
2017.   
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Evaluation 
Question 


Measure of 
Success 


Data 
Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 


Baseline/ 
2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


RBI and 
Reflective 
Coaching/ 
SEFEL/PM 


IFSP X% of 
systems 
coaches 
increase their 
knowledge. 
 
X% of EI 
Providers 
increase their 
knowledge of 
RBI and 
Reflective 
Coaching/ 
SEFEL/PM 


Impact of 
Training 
and 
Technical 
Assistance 
(IOTTA) 


End of PL 
Survey 


 
 


Mastery/ 
Competence 
Rating Average  
Pre: 5.1 
Post: 6.7 
Increase: 1.6 
 
 


No IFSP-
specific PL 
sessions 
were held in 
2019 


Mastery/ 
Competence 
was rated 
higher post 
vs. pre training 
in 2018.   


O3. How often 
did participants 
access the 
related online 
resources? 


# of hits on 
related online 
resources 


B-K Child 
Outcome 
Gateway; 
Making 
Access 
Happen; 
SEFEL/ PM 
website; 
Maryland 
Learning 
Links 


2x per Year 
(June, 
Dec.) 


B-K Child 
Outcomes 
Gateway: 
339 users 
 
Making 
Access 
Happen: 
1103 
 
 
SEFEL/PM 
Online 
Modules 
Accessed: 
588 users 


B-K Child 
Outcomes 
Gateway: 2256 
users 
 
Making Access 
Happen: 1709 
 
 
SEFEL/PM 
Online Modules 
Accessed: 627 
users 
 
Maryland 
Learning Links:  
B-K: 3050 unique 
pageviews 
COS: 1002 
unique 
pageviews 


B-K Child 
Outcomes 
Gateway: 
1749 users 
 
Making 
Access 
Happen: 
1763 
 
 
SEFEL/PM 
Online 
Modules 
Accessed: 
346 users 
 
Maryland 
Learning 
Links:  
B-K: 2778 
unique 
pageviews 
COS: 1510 
unique 
pageviews 


B-K Child 
Outcomes 
Gateway: 
565% increase 
in 2018 
22.4% 
decrease in 
2019 
 
Making Access 
Happen: 55% 
increase in 
2018 
3.1% increase 
in 2019 
 
SEFEL/PM 
Online 
Modules: 6.6% 
increase in 
2018 
45% decrease 
in 2019 
 
Resources 
continue to be 
accessed and 
utilized at a 
high rate 


 
Key Successes in Improvements to Participation and Learning 


The implementation and outcomes questions in this section are all related to measuring changes and 
impact in participation and learning. The questions were designed to allow the SIT and LITs to track 
progress in professional learning, new resources that were developed, and how often online resources 
were accessed. 
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I3. How many PL sessions on EBPs (SEFEL/PM, RBI and reflective coaching) were conducted? 
What topics? How many participants? What local programs were represented? 
 
In the current year, there were a total of 9 professional learning sessions conducted in the four SSIP 
jurisdictions. These PL sessions included a variety of topics related to implementation of the chosen 
EBPs, including: Using the ASQ-SE to Support SEFEL/PM Implementation in Preschool, Trauma-
Informed SEFEL/PM, Overview of Part C SEFEL/PM, and Anxiety and the SEFEL/PM for Birth to Five. 
A total of 482 participants attended the trainings listed throughout the year, which included a variety of 
audiences from the birth to five system. PL sessions will continue in the upcoming year with a continued 
focus on SEFEL/Pyramid Model training and boosters, as well as additional roll-out of RBI trainings for 
new staff. 
 
Additional professional learning sessions, directly related to evidence-based practices supporting 
social-emotional development, were conducted at the DEI/SES Statewide Professional Learning 
Institute in November 2019. These sessions had 115 early childhood participants, including 21 
participants from the four SSIP programs. The following topics were presented and is an indication of 
how scale-up of evidence-based practices has started within Maryland’s Birth to Kindergarten 
programs: 


● Implementation of Developmental Screening in Early Intervention for Program Improvement 
● RBI with Fidelity 
● Implementation of the Routines-Based Interview - With a Focus on Young Children with 


Challenging Behavior 
● Trauma-Informed Care for Early Childhood 
● Four SSIP Jurisdictions’ Collective Journey to Integrating the Pyramid Model in Early 


Intervention Services 
● Beyond SEFEL Tiers of Support for Social Emotional Development 
● What Does it Take to Implement a Primary Provider Service Delivery Approach in Early 


Intervention? 
 
I9. What resources were selected or developed to support EBPs, systems coaching, 
implementation science & TAP-IT? 
 
The State has selected and/or developed numerous resources since the start of the SSIP. These 
documents are being used and are reviewed annually for any changes or updates based on SSIP 
implementation progress.  
The resources selected to date include: 


● The Observation Checklist for High-Quality Professional Development Training – used to 
help with high-quality training activities and to provide ongoing feedback and coaching to 
trainers 


● EBP-specific fidelity checklists – used to track progress towards capacity building through 
reflection, observation, and coaching 


o Coaching logs - used to measure fidelity of reflective coaching as defined by Shelden 
& Rush 


o Updated Routines-Based Interview Checklist with Ecomap- (R.A. McWilliam & Cami 
M. Stevenson, 2019) - used to measure fidelity for “certification” and to guide self-
reflection and coaching sessions. 
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o RBI-Fidelity Coach (RBI-FC) – used for further reflection and refinement of RBI 
implementation. 


o Pyramid Model Early Intervention (Part C) Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ) Form/Data 
Entry Spreadsheet, v. 1.0 – used to guide infrastructure supports for implementation 
of the Pyramid Model program-wide. 


o Look-Think-Act: Pyramid Model Early Intervention (Part C) Benchmarks of Quality 
o Early Intervention Pyramid Practices Fidelity Instrument (EIPPFI) - Field Test Edition 


1.0 - developed by NCPMI - to assess through observation and self-reflection the 
implementation of Pyramid Model practices by early interventionists in the coaching 
of family caregivers. 


● MD SEFEL/Pyramid Model Newsletter (2019 Year in Review) - created to share information 
about progress on the SSIP with staff, stakeholders and partners. 


● TAP-IT UNITED Protocol – used to build high performing implementation teams. 
● TAP-IT Fidelity Assessment– used to assess team’s data-driven decision-making process. 


 
The resources developed by the State and/or the SIT to date include: 


● DRAFT Guide to Pyramid Model Training and Coaching 
● Updated MD Guide to Routines-Based Interview (RBI) Training and Coaching - practice 


guide developed by the State and SIT team to help guide RBI practices in the state. 
Additional guidance provided for using the RBI for annual reviews. 


● Maryland IFSP Process Performance Indicators - guidance to support the extent to which 
IFSPs are both compliant and reflect best practices for young children with disabilities and 
their families. 


● Inclusion Indicators in Maryland: State, Local Program, and Environment Indicators of High-
Quality Inclusion for Young Children  


● From Roots to Results: Integration of Evidence-Based Practices and the Tools to Support a 
Comprehensive Birth to Kindergarten System  


● Maryland B-K Assessment Data Landscapes - resource to support exploration of 
relationships between assessment practices and data sets (Child Outcomes Summary 
(COS), Early Learning Assessment (ELA), Kindergarten Readiness Assessment (KRA)) 


● Maryland’s Early Intervention and Preschool Special Education System Personnel 
Standards Guide - a component of Maryland’s Comprehensive System of Personnel 
Development to ensure a highly qualified workforce 


● Division of Early Intervention and Special Education Services Technical Assistance Bulletin 
16-02 COS (updated 2019) - State guidance to support staff with understanding and 
implementing Child Outcomes Summary (COS) rating process. Updated to include the four 
core components (functional child and family assessment, age-anchoring, COS Rating Prep 
Tool, and Decision Tree) for fidelity. 


● MD Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) Process & Document Guide – outlines the 
revised IFSP process. 


● MD Birth-Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway (website) – repository of resources 
supporting improved child outcomes. 


● MD COS Competency Check – assesses knowledge of COS process following training. 
● MD COS Fidelity Checklist – program self-assessment to monitor implementation of COS 


Core Components. 
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O1. To what extent were professional learning and resources of high quality, useful, and 
relevant for participants? 
Part C Early Intervention providers received trainings throughout the year conducted by state trainers 
and contracted-trainers (UMSSW and JHU/CTE). Data were collected during specific trainings on 
knowledge gained, and the quality, usefulness and relevance of the trainings using the Impact of 
Training and Technical Assistance (IOTTA). Data from the IOTTA are reported on a scale of 1 to 10, 
with 10 being the highest. The IOTTA was implemented several years ago and is used for both state-
led and contractor-led trainings so that MITP would have a standardized way of looking at feedback 
from trainings that could be compared across trainings, topics, trainers, and sites. The data presented 
below are separated into IOTTA’s collected during trainings throughout the four SSIP jurisdictions in 
both 2018 and 2019. The IOTTA’s were collected during a variety of trainings which were led by MITP 
contractors, state staff or both. 
 
This evaluation survey was distributed to participants by UMDSSW at several SEFEL/PM trainings 
throughout the year: 


● January 2019: Howard County Preschool Pyramid Model ASQ-E  
● February 2019: Howard County ITP Trauma-Informed SEFEL/Pyramid Model 
● March 2019: Howard County ITP Trauma Informed Anxiety Training 
● March 2019: Howard Preschool Trauma-Informed Anxiety 
● March 2019: SEFEL/Pyramid/RBI EBP Reflective Coaching 
● April 2019: Montgomery ITP Pyramid Model Booster 
● May 2019: SEFEL/Pyramid/RBI EBP Reflective Coaching 
● October 2019: Howard SEFEL/Pyramid Model for Children with Anxiety 


 
IOTTAs were collected from 184 participants total in 2018 and 482 participants in 2019, the data from 
which are combined below in Figure 4. Participants consistently rated the credibility of the trainer highest 
with an average of 9.3 and 9.0 for 2018 and 2019, respectively, followed by organization (9.3 and 8.9) 
and interest (8.7 and 7.9). Although there was a slight drop in the average ratings from 2018 to 2019, 
overall the average ratings of 9.1 (2018) and 8.5 (2019) are very high and reflects the effort made by 
MITP to deliver high-quality trainings to participants.  
 
Figure 4: Professional Learning Feedback from IOTTA Responses 2018 (n=184) and 2019 (n=482) 
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These data are reviewed after each training session to determine areas of strength of each training and 
also to target where there may be additional information needed. IOTTA data will continue to be 
collected in 2020 for all planned trainings and coaching sessions. MITP would like to ensure that these 
data are collected in a consistent and ongoing way to make certain that trainings and TA provided are 
having the intended impact, and that continues to show an increase in knowledge associated with 
professional learning.  
 
O2. To what extent did State and LITP Systems/Content Coaches increase their knowledge of: 
 
SEFEL/Pyramid Model 
 
The IOTTA (described above), in addition to collecting the information described above, also collects 
information on participants’ mastery and competence of training content. Participants are asked to 
respond to two questions, the first asks about the level of mastery or competence with the information, 
tools, and or skills described in the training goals, and the second asks about the level of mastery or 
competence after the training. Participants rate their mastery/competence on a scale of 1 to 10 with 1 
being Complete Beginner and 10 is Fully Expert. 
 
Figure 5 shows the average participant rating for level of mastery or competence at both pre and post 
SEFEL/Pyramid-related trainings for the most recent three years (2017, 2018, and 2019).  


● On average participants rated their pre-training mastery/competence to be 6.4, 5.6 and 6.1 in 
2017, 2018 and 2019 (range 5.4-7.2) and post-training the average ratings were 7.6 in 2017 and 
7.3 in 2018 and 7.5 in 2019 (range 6.2-8.2).  


● Overall there have been consistent average rating increases of 1.2, 1.7 and 1.4 over the three 
years in mastery/competence from pre to post training. 


 
Although these are self-ratings, the participants are being asked to reflect on how the training has 
impacted skill and knowledge immediately following the training and given tools to take back with them 
to their work. The results were reviewed by the EBP Expert Team for Reflective Coaching, RBI, and 
SEFEL, as well as the coaching and TA team at UMDSSW. While the level of mastery before and after 
the training showed growth in both years, the level of mastery is still in the intermediate range, indicating 
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for continued follow-up coaching and support from the State content coaches.  
 
Figure 5: Participant Rating of Mastery/Competence Pre-Post Trainings 2017 (n=288), 2018 (n=288), 
2019 (n=482) 
 


 
 
O3. How often did participants access the related online resources? 
 
MITP has created numerous online learning modules, tools, resources, and fidelity measures as a part 
of the SSIP. In order to track whether these modules, tools and resources are being accessed/utilized 
the State has collected data on how often online sites are accessed. There are four main sites that are 
tracked:  


● Maryland Birth-Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway – this website contains resources and 
information for practitioners, trainers, and leaders around Early Childhood Outcomes. 


● Making Access Happen – this toolkit, a repository of supports, learning modules, and resources 
is designed to provide a personalized, interactive learning experience for practitioners, providers 
and families in the support of evidence-based practices in inclusive early childhood settings. 


● SEFEL/Pyramid Model MITP/Part C modules - online modules/courses focus on training 
program staff working primarily with families in the home setting to increase capacity in 
supporting social emotional needs. There are 3 modules to the training each with a different 
focus; 1) Social Emotional Development, Universal Practices, and Family Partnerships, 2) 
Targeted Social Strategies, and 3) Intensive Interventions. 


● Maryland Learning Links - a joint partnership between the Maryland State Department of 
Education and Johns Hopkins University/Center for Technology in Education, this website 
provides resources and information to practitioners and teachers on a variety of early childhood 
and education topics. There are two main sections of the website that are tracked for access 
purposes: Birth-Kindergarten and COS. 


 
Data on accessing online resources have been collected for 2017, 2018, and 2019 and are reported 
below (Table 4). There was an increase in the number of users accessing each of the websites, with 
MD B-K Child Outcomes Gateway showing the greatest increase at 565% in 2018 compared to 2017. 
This is attributed to 2018 being the first full year of the website being operational and the State 
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requirement to retrain all birth-kindergarten staff on the revised COS process, including the online COS 
Competency check. In 2019 there was a decline with 1749 users accessing the MD B-K Child Outcomes 
Gateway, 507 fewer users than in 2018. The Making Access Happen website showed an increase 
across all three years with 1763 users accessing the site in 2019. The MD Infants and Toddlers SE 
Foundations for Early Learning website ebbed and flowed with user access increasing from 2017 to 
2018 and then decreasing from 2018 to 2019. During the first two years, the Birth to Kindergarten 
sections of Maryland Learning Links had a decrease in the number of unique pageviews from 3050 to 
2778. The number of unique pageviews for COS pages increased by 50% from 2018 to 2019. In the 
upcoming year as the State continues to scale-up and expand the interventions to more sites in MD, 
these online resources will be key to consistent practices, messaging and branding. Data on online 
access will continue to be collected and reported on in future years. 
 
Table 4: Access to Online Resources 2019 
 


Website 2017 2018 2019 2018-2019 
Change 


MD B-K Child Outcomes 
Gateway 


339 Users 2256 Users 1749 Users -22.4% 


Making Access Happen 1103 Users 1709 Users 1763 Users 3.1% 


SEFEL/PM MITP/Part C 
Learning Modules  


588 Users 627 Users 346 Users -44.8% 


Maryland Learning Links No Data B-K: 3050 Unique 
pageviews 


COS: 1002 Unique 
pageviews 


B-K: 2778 Unique 
pageviews 


COS: 1510 Unique 
pageviews 


-8.9% 


 
50.69% 


 
Challenges to Improving Participation and Learning 
 
As described in previous reports, the historical SEFEL training in Maryland was inconsistent with the 
Pyramid Model in its totality as trainings never addressed the program infrastructure components. This 
is likely why so many programs who have reported as implementing SEFEL/Pyramid Model have not 
seen the expected results. While there is better understanding, at least within the four SSIP counties, 
of the necessary infrastructure components to implement the Pyramid Model and how the Early 
Intervention BoQ supports building that infrastructure, keeping programs focused on this work remains 
a challenge. Raising awareness of this outside the SIT is an even greater challenge as program leaders 
always want to jump right into training staff. Then when provider-level fidelity tools, such as the Early 
Intervention Pyramid Practices Fidelity Instrument (EIPPFI), are introduced, programs are further 
challenged and discouraged due to extreme time constraints on top of not fully understanding what 
implementation to fidelity looks like. Understanding of the Pyramid Model as a framework for service 
delivery and how the use of the BoQ and the EIPPFI support full implementation takes time and many 
conversations and experiences to develop. Trainers and coaches need to understand all levels and 
components of the model to support programs in building capacity.  
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Improvements to Infrastructure 
 
An important foundational piece of the SSIP is to create and strengthen the infrastructure of the MITP. 
Several process and outcomes evaluation questions address improvements to infrastructure and are 
detailed below, including processes and structures in place for implementing professional development 
and leadership practices that will support the achievement of the SiMR. 


Evaluation 
Question 


Measure of 
Success 


Data 
Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 


2017 
Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


I1. How many 
State 
Implementation 
Team meetings 
were held? 


# of meetings SIT/LIT 
Progress 
Update 
Tracking 
Sheets 


Annually  7 face-to-face 
SIT meetings 
5 webinar 
meetings  


6 face-to-
face SIT 
meetings 
4 webinar 
meetings 


The SIT is 
consistently 
meeting as in 
previous years 


I6. How many 
systems 
coaches were 
trained and in 
place? 


#/Title of trained 
ITP Systems 
Coaches 


Meeting notes, 
attendance in 
Google 
Documents 


Annually  12 total (2 
from each site, 
4 MITP staff) 
initially trained 
in 2016-17 


12 total (2 
from each 
site, 4 
MITP staff) 
initially 
trained in 
2016-17 


All sites have 
at least 2 
trained local 
system 
coaches 
supported by a 
State systems 
coach 


I7. How 
many/what type 
of coaching was 
provided and to 
whom? 


# Coaching 
activities by: 
Type 
Topic 
Duration 


SIT/LIT 
Progress 
Updates; State 
Content 
Coaching Log 


Quarterly 
Summary 


 Reflective 
Coaching May 
2018: 54 
Reflective 
Coaching 
August 2018: 
48 
Reflective 
Coaching 
November: 60 


Reflective 
Coaching 
March 
2019: 45 
Reflective 
Coaching 
May 2019: 
22 
 
See report 
for other 
coaching 
activities 


Statewide 
Reflective 
Coaching 
sessions are 
well attended 
and coaching 
has continued 
in the four 
SSIP sites 


O4. To what 
extent did MITP 
engage in 
strategic 
collaboration 
and 
communication 
with inter- 
agency and 
intra-agency 
stakeholders? 
 
 


X% of State staff 
indicate 
communication 
and coordination 
was effective. 
 
#/type of jointly 
planned PD 
sessions 


· Agendas 
· Artifacts/ 
Products 
· Meeting 
Minutes 
· TAP-IT Digital 
Portfolio in 
LADSS 
 
LITP Interviews 
 
Meeting 
notes/attendan
ce in Google 
Documents 


Quarterly 
Review and 
Summary 


TAP-IT 
Cycle 1 
HOT 
Rating 
(2017): 
3/12 = 
25% 


TAP-IT Cycle 
2 HOT Rating 
(2018): 8/12 = 
75% 
 
TAP-IT Cycle 
3 HOT Rating 
(2018): 11/12 
= 92% 
 
See list of 
inter-agency 
collaborations 
in narrative 


TAP-IT 
Cycle 2 
HOT Rating 
(2019): 
11/12 = 
92% 
 
See list of 
inter-
agency 
collaboratio
ns in 
narrative 


The SIT has 
demonstrated 
increasing 
collaboration 
and 
communication 
throughout 
each of the 
three cycles 
(increase from 
25% in 2017 to 
93% in 2019) 


O5. To what 
extent did State 
systems 
coaches provide 
programmatic 


X% coaches 
providing high 
quality systems 
coaching 


Systems 
Coaching/Clien
t Survey 


Annually in 
January 


 63% rating for: 
Overall Quality 
and  
Usefulness 
 


100% 
rating for: 
Overall 
Quality 
  


Data indicate 
that support 
has been 
consistent and 
highly rated. 
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Evaluation 
Question 


Measure of 
Success 


Data 
Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 


2017 
Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


support and 
technical 
assistance to 
LITP consistent 
with the MD 
Differentiated 
Framework? 


86% rating for 
Relevancy 
 


80% rating 
for 
Usefulness 
and 
Relevancy 
 


O7. To what 
extent did State 
content coaches 
provide 
programmatic 
support and 
technical 
assistance to 
LITPs? 


X% State 
coaches 
providing high 
quality content 
coaching  


Coaching 
Feedback 
Questionnaire 


Annually in 
June 


 Quality: 54% 
Usefulness: 
28% 
Relevancy: 
20% 
Satisfaction: 
24% 
 
Capacity: 
Fidelity: 32% 
Supporting 
Colleagues: 
20% 
Supporting SE 
Outcomes: 
17% 


Quality: 
61% 
Usefulness: 
48% 
Relevancy: 
55% 
Satisfaction
: 42% 
 
Capacity: 
Fidelity: 
48% 
Supporting 
Colleagues: 
42% 
Supporting 
SE 
Outcomes: 
45% 


Data show 
increasing 
satisfaction 
with the 
coaching 
provided to the 
LITPs over 
time. 


 
Key Successes in Improvements to Infrastructure 
 
In the past year, MITP has made a number of improvements to State infrastructure that have supported 
local infrastructure within the four SSIP counties. State content and reflective/EBP coaches have 
developed regular coaching and training cycles with the sites, including collecting data to use for 
feedback and reflection. The State has also worked closely with the LITs to respond to requests for 
additional technical assistance resources for infrastructure development including new staffing 
positions. As in previous years, emphasis has continued on maintaining and developing new strategic 
partnerships and collaborations as evidenced by the numerous partnerships highlighted by the local 
counties. 
 
I7. How many/what type of coaching was provided and to whom? 
 
MITP contracts with the University of Maryland School of Social Work (UMD) to facilitate virtual and in-
person SEFEL Pyramid Model coaching sessions for local coaches and to support the outcomes and 
fidelity of the SEFEL Pyramid Model. RBI coaching is provided to through a contract with JHU-CTE to 
support fidelity of the RBI process and adherence to the Maryland Guide to RBI Training and Coaching.  


In 2019, the MITP worked closely with its partners above in the four SSIP jurisdictions to continue to 
deliver ongoing coaching to local coaches and leaders. 


● Cecil County continued to have monthly SEFEL/PM coaching sessions to focus on leadership 
and systems coaching; they discussed the needs of families and how SEFEL/PM would help 
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meet those needs. Cecil County worked our times throughout the year with the State RBI coach 
to review current progress, including data, and to review the updated fidelity checklist and 
discuss completion at AR. 


● Frederick County continued monthly coaching sessions with the SEFEL/PM State Coach to 
discuss the BOQ and the implementation of universal screening. This year, Frederick began 
including Part B in the monthly coaching calls as they continue to expand the use of the practice. 
JHU-CTE supported the site with RBI coaching over twelve contacts, including face-to-face 
meetings, on a variety of topics including a full staff training, monthly emails with systems coach 
for guidance with implementation, and training on fidelity of the RBI. 


● Howard County received two coaching sessions from the statewide RBI coach to help with 
review of the new checklist, discussion of the use of AR, and how to incorporate it into preschool 
Kindergarten program.  


● Montgomery County continued to have bi-monthly two-hour SEFEL/PM coaching sessions for 
each of the five regional teams (and including the ITP leadership), which focused on continued 
implementation of practices. Montgomery also began coaching for Pre-K as they add partners 
to their county work in SEFEL/PM. The County also ramped up implementation of the RBI in 
2019, as reflected in fifteen coaching contacts throughout the year, including a county-wide 
week-long training institute on RBI content with practice and coaching provided by JHU-CTE 
with focus on developing local interviewers and coaches. 


 
Local coaches and leaders in the four jurisdictions also met two times in 2019 for statewide Reflective 
Coaching Sessions, facilitated by UMD and JHU-CTE. The content of these sessions varied but 
included topics such as: the five characteristics of coaching and the four types of coaching questions, 
coaching practices rating scale review, identifying solutions to challenges around colleague to colleague 
reflective coaching, and sharing of local promising practices and successes. These statewide reflective 
coaching sessions were attended by 45 (March) and 22 (May) coaches over the two sessions.  
 
The State, in conjunction with partners, also continued to conduct SEFEL/PM reflective coaching and 
technical assistance with the four SSIP jurisdictions throughout the year. A total of six sessions were 
conducted with Cecil County, ten sessions with Frederick County, and six sessions with Montgomery 
County. Topics of coaching included discussions of problem-solving, goal-setting, reflective 
conversation, performance feedback, modeling, role-playing, peer-coaching, problem-solving, and 
providing materials and resources. MITP will continue to work with the local jurisdictions to provide 
coaching in implementing SEFEL/PM and ensuring that SEFEL/PM practices are implemented with 
fidelity. 
 
O4. To what extent did MITP engage in strategic collaboration and communication with inter- 
agency and intra-agency stakeholders? 
 
The MITP tracks both inter- and intra-agency strategic collaboration and communication as a medium-
term outcome to determine if the efforts to expand partnerships as a part of the SSIP are effective and 
to determine areas for continued expansion.  
 
Inter-agency Collaboration 
As described earlier in the report, MITP has spent the initial years of the SSIP strengthening and 
reaching out to key collaborative partners in a strategic way to build a coordinated and comprehensive 
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system. At each monthly SIT meeting, the jurisdictions reported out on strategic collaborations with 
partners during the month. Some examples of the types of partnership and collaboration activities that 
occurred in the previous year include: 


● MITP 
o State SEFEL/Pyramid Model Leadership Team completed the Statewide Benchmarks of 


Quality, set goals, and made progress throughout the year (monthly meetings) 
o Collaboration around the Preschool Development Birth-Five (PDG B-5) Grant with the 


MSDE Division of Early Childhood (DEC) to work with UMD for to expand PM in 
preschool for SSIP counties) (quarterly meetings) 


o Met with SSIP counties Preschool Special Education Coordinators to discuss 
SEFEL/Pyramid Model implementation through PDG B-5 grant, awarded grant funding 
to support implementation 


o Substance-Exposed Newborns (SEN) cross-sector training occurred across the state 
with staff from local Infants and Toddlers Program (ITP), Maternal, Infant, Early 
Childhood Home Visiting (MIECHV), and Department of Social Services (DSS) cohorts 


o Continued with national technical assistance for Early Childhood Mental Health 
Consultation (ECMHC) to revise state standards (monthly meetings) 


o Part of statewide collaboration around the Prenatal to Age Three Pritzker Grant, which 
Maryland has been awarded. 


o Attended MD Chapter of the American Academy of Pediatrics annual meeting to discuss 
MITP services and online referral system 


o Cross-sector panel presentation held on early childhood social-emotional development 
and well-being, which included state-level presentation on Part C SSIP work at SICC 
meeting 


o Ongoing TA with the National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations (NCPMI) (monthly 
meetings) 


o Continued participation and co-facilitation of the Early Childhood Mental Health Steering 
Committee to coordinate cross-system services (monthly meetings) 


o Continued participation in the Infant Mental Health Association of Maryland/DC to 
support cross-system workforce development (monthly meetings) 


o 2nd year funding of Parents Place of Maryland to offer Baby Leaders to parents with 
children in early intervention and/or preschool special education 


o Held a webinar for Family Support personnel on authentic assessment and the RBI 
● Cecil County 


o Attended multiple SEN training presentations  
o Assisted with onboarding for Health Starts (Health Department) 
o Collaborations with the Judy Center and local Early Childhood Advisory Council (ECAC) 
o Attended Maryland School for the Deaf (MSD) and Brantwood Family Services Open 


Houses held in late spring/ early summer 
o ECAC training held with Dr. Chasnoff on Building a Community System of Care with a 


substance use focus 
o Local Management Board Meeting held for Young Crime Victim Trauma Initiative  


● Frederick County 
o Staff representatives attended Safe Babies Court and participated in CPP training and 


Guided Interactions for Family Time (GIFT) training 
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o Infants and Toddlers collaborated with Maternal Child Health program in the Health 
Department to provide Parent Cafes 


o Cross-agency SEN training attended by service coordinators, providers, and program 
directors  


o Ongoing collaboration with Frederick County Public Schools and brainstorming ideas for 
collaboration on the next grant cycle  


o Cultural Proficiency Training provided for staff  
o Childcare workgroup provided training for Childcare Choices (training daycare providers 


on what do at FITP, the coaching model and how to collaborate with staff in the centers) 
o Ongoing collaboration with Part B/Child Find around establishing a new process for 


transition 
● Howard County 


o ITP and RECC were represented at the Discovery Fair held by the local Office of Children 
and Families 


o Early Intervention Presentations shared at Howard County School System Special 
Education and Healthy Families program 


o Participated in Healthy Families Spring Event 
o Collaborative meetings held with the director and ECAC 
o Met with local parent engagement groups to develop grab bags to distribute during 


various countywide events to support birth to three and three to five years olds 
o Through a library partnership, screenings were provided during certain library classes 


● Montgomery County 
o Outreach Committee worked on formal outreach to pediatricians- in person and 


materials; Met with Prince George's County pediatric outreach team to share information 
o Met with Holy Cross NICU to formalize and expand the referral process 
o Attended the first meeting of Montgomery County Home Visiting Consortium to better 


align home visiting services in the county 
o ECS team met with new county executive regarding the new $7 million EC initiative  
o Participated in the Access and Affordability Subcommittee to advise the executive about 


access and affordability of childcare and special needs services in the county 
 


Intra-agency Collaboration 
 
In order to answer the question of whether the SIT is a highly functioning team, an instrument to 
measure group functioning, developed by JHU-CTE, was introduced in 2017.  This tool, known as the 
HOT rating, asks the team to rate themselves in twelve different standards/Highly Performing Team 
principles on a three-point scale: “Team Consistently Demonstrates”; “Team Usually Demonstrates”; or 
“Team Somewhat or Does Not Demonstrate”. The twelve standards/principles are related to listening, 
completing activities on time, contributing to productivity, respect, organization and preparation, 
willingness to help, positive interdependence, individual accountability, performance monitoring, 
engagement and momentum, collaborative confidence, and technology optimization. 
 
The SIT used the HOT rating for Cycle 1 in 2017, twice more in 2018 for Cycle 2 and Cycle 3, and then 
again in 2019 for Cycle 1 (after completing Cycle 2 in 2018). The table below shows the results of the 
ratings over the four cycles. Data indicate that the SIT has rated more of the twelve items “Team 
Consistently Demonstrates” at each of the cycles, going from 25% in Cycle 1, to 75% in Cycle 2, to 93% 
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in Cycle 3 and Cycle 1 (2019). These are very encouraging data as they show that the team dynamic 
around collaboration has been growing steadily over the course of the SSIP, with the team now 
consistently demonstrating almost all rated items. The SIT plans on continuing to use the HOT rating in 
the upcoming year to make sure that the gains in communication and collaboration demonstrated by 
the SIT over time are sustained. 
 
Table 5: Communication and Coordination of the SIT by HOT Rating 2017 - 2019 


 


Team Consistently 
Demonstrates  


(% of total) 


Team Usually 
Demonstrates  


(% of total) 


Team Somewhat or Does 
Not Demonstrate  


(% of total) 


Cycle 1 (2017) 25% 42% 33% 
Cycle 2 (2018) 75% 25% 0% 
Cycle 3 (2018) 93% 7% 0% 
Cycle 1 (2019) 93% 7% 0% 


 
O5. To what extent did State systems coaches provide programmatic support and technical 
assistance to LITP consistent with the MD Differentiated Framework? 
 
As mentioned earlier, MSDE provides technical assistance (TA) and systems coaching support to local 
programs.  MSDE tracks each instance of TA requested and provided to the four SSIP jurisdictions 
throughout the year for topics such as federal indicators, focused coaching around the SSIP evidence-
based practices, and general SSIP TA. The TA can be initiated by the local programs or by DEI/SES. 
Table 6 below shows the number of instances of TA provided to each of the four counties and in total 
during 2019. The large number of contacts suggest that the State continues to provide coaching and 
technical support at a high rate to the SSIP jurisdictions. 
 
Table 6: Technical Assistance Provided by County 


County Instance of TA 
Cecil 20 
Frederick 74 
Howard 34 
Montgomery 34 
Multiple 57 
Total 219 
 
Beginning in January 2018, the MITP distributed the MITP SSIP Survey to local systems coaches to 
gather data on their perceptions of the quality of system coaching supports from the state systems 
coaches. The survey asked for local coaches to reflect on the support they received from the state 
systems coaches over the past year. Items on the survey addressed frequency and types of 
TA/Coaching accessed as well as the quality, relevance, and usefulness of the TA/Coaching. The state 
received a total of four responses in 2017, eight in 2018 and nine responses in 2019, with all four 
counties represented each year. The survey asked respondents to rate the overall quality, usefulness, 
and relevancy of the TA provided during the previous twelve months. Responses (Figure 6) show that 
local coaches have increasingly reported the coaching quality to be excellent (100% in 2019), very 
useful (80% in 2019), and very relevant (80% in 2019).  
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Figure 6: Local System Coach Perceptions of State System Coaching Supports 2017 (n=6), 2018 (n=8), 
and 2019 (n=5) 
 


 
 
The survey will continue to be distributed each January to track satisfaction with the State support 
around coaching. MITP will continue to work with the evaluators and LITPs to determine the best way 
to use this data going forward for continued improvement of coaching, technical assistance, and 
supports. 
 


Practice Highlight 
 
Howard County reached full implementation for Part C Reflective Coaching evidence-based practices. The 
county is looking to expand the Reflective Coaching practices to Part B so it represents a true birth to 
kindergarten practice. There are currently two mentor coaches for Part B that provided training and the county is 
in the process of training 12 additional staff for reflective coaching. These efforts may potentially be combined 
across the Part B and Part C programs. 
 
O7. To what extent did State content coaches provide programmatic support and technical 
assistance to LITPs? 
 
As reported in previous year SSIP reports, quarterly EBP Reflective Coaching Sessions occurred for 
the first several years of implementation. These Coaching Sessions were co-facilitated by the State 
Routines Based Interview (RBI) expert (JHU-CTE) and the State SEFEL/PM expert (UMD) to support 
the jurisdictions’ integrated implementation of RBI, SEFEL/PM, and Reflective Coaching and to support 
improved colleague-to-colleague coaching. These sessions ended in May 2019, after it was decided 
that each of the four SSIP implementation counties would benefit from a more individualized approach 
to coaching support. In order to make certain that the effectiveness of coaching support could be 
evaluated without these coaching sessions, MITP and AnLar distributed the Coaching Feedback 
Questionnaire to local level content coaches. The questionnaire asked them to reflect on the coaching 
approaches utilized and to indicate knowledge gains and continued needs. While the 2017 response 
rate was too low to report meaningful information, data are presented for 2018 and 2019 below.  
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Responses to the 2019 survey (Figure 7) were received from 29 EBP coaches in the four SSIP 
jurisdictions (all represented), 48.3% who were a local SEFEL/PM coach, 44.8% a local RBI coach, and 
6.9% were both a local RBI and SEFEL/PM coach. The survey asked the coaches to rate the overall 
quality, usefulness, relevancy, and overall satisfaction of the content coaching provided, as well as to 
rate their improvement in capacity in several areas (building local infrastructure, implementing EBPs 
with fidelity, supporting colleagues to implement EBPs, supporting SE outcomes for young children with 
disabilities and their families). 
 
Figure 7: Local content coaches rating of Quality, Usefulness, Relevancy, and Satisfaction 2018 (n=25) 
and 2019 (n=29) 
 


 
 
The data show that content coaches rated all four areas of support higher in 2019 compared to 2018, 
with the quality receiving the highest percentage of excellent/very good responses (61%). These results 
demonstrate improved response from MITP to the coaching needs of the local sites and demonstrate 
that the local coaches perceive the coaching on EBPs to be of high quality, useful, and relevant. As in 
previous years during interviews with the leadership and coaches of each of the SSIP jurisdictions, the 
expertise and knowledge of the trainers was a consistent praise.  
 
MITP did note that satisfaction was the lowest rated item of the four, with 42% of respondents saying 
they were extremely or very satisfied with the coaching they had received. As a part of the survey, 
respondents were given the opportunity to provide written feedback and the state is looking at this 
information to determine ways to improve coaching in the upcoming year. Several written suggestions 
from participants included a request for additional cross-county collaboration, which may have been 
lessened due to the ending of the Quarterly Reflective Coaching Sessions in May.  
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Figure 8: Local content coaches rating maximum or considerable improvement in capacity 2018 
(n=25) and 2019 (n=29) 
 


 
 
The above data (Figure 8) demonstrate considerable increases from 2018 to 2019 in the percentage of 
respondents indicating that coaching has helped them to improve their capacity to implement the 
practices with fidelity. In 2018, 17% indicated that they had maximum or considerable improvement in 
supporting SE outcomes, compared to almost triple that amount in 2019 (45%). Considering that the 
local content coaches are primarily responsible for dissemination of SE practices, the self-rating of 
improved capacity to support families is remarkable and in line with the progress MD has observed. As 
the State continues to support the local jurisdictions with resources and training around full 
implementation, the expectation is that coaches will continue to report increased capacity. An area for 
potential targeting in the future may be to look at the coaching specifically around SEFEL/Pyramid 
Model, as the results of the survey indicated trends to lower satisfaction with this coaching compared 
to RBI. Looking at the stages of implementation for the four counties (Table 2, Section A) it is clear that 
many are still in the implementation phase and therefore, working through the challenges of this 
practice. The state will continue to explore the differences in the counties to determine areas for targeted 
impact. 
 
Challenges to Improvements in Infrastructure 


As in previous years, an ongoing challenge to improving infrastructure has been staff turnover at the 
local sites. Several of the counties reported that RBI and/or SEFEL/PM coaches have left their local 
infants and toddlers programs, necessitating additional trainings and onboarding of new staff. MITP has 
continued to work to improve the program and provider capacity to implement evidence-based practices 
and coach colleagues. The revision and roll-out of the new Personnel Standards, effective July 1, 2019 
and required for all early intervention personnel, provides a mechanism for statewide consistent 
onboarding of new staff, in foundational evidence-based practices, including teaming and coaching. 
Additionally, the MITP offered the first round of Master Coach training and follow-up support in an effort 
to build local capacity in coaching any natural learning environment practice. The goal is to create and 
sustain infrastructure at all levels to support implementation of reflective coaching practices, regardless 
of the EBP (e.g. RBI or SEFEL/PM) with fidelity. 
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Fidelity of Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices 
 
The State has adopted and developed a series of fidelity tools and measures which are now being 
implemented to various degrees in the four SSIP counties. The State is emphasizing fidelity measures 
with the local teams in 2019 as the programs move deeper into the stages of implementation and the 
number of trained coaches to fidelity will need to grow. In addition, MITP recognizes that the eventual 
scale up of the EBPs will require a well-planned methodology for training and fidelity assessments for 
maximum statewide impact. This section shares the results of the fidelity measures collected in 2019, 
with many serving as baseline data for comparison in future reports. 
 


Evaluation 
Question 


Measure of 
Success 


Data 
Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


I4. How 
many/what type 
of fidelity tools 
were 
administered? 


#, type of EBP 
of fidelity tools 
administered 


SIT/LIT 
Progress 
Update in 
Google 
Documents 


Quarterly 
Summary for 
Annual 
Report 


 See list in SSIP 
report 


See list in 
SSIP report 


The State 
continues to roll-
out and use 
several 
instruments to 
measure fidelity 


I10. How many 
IFSPs were 
reviewed? 


# IFSP 
reviewed with 
IFSP Outcomes 
Review for 
Evidence of 
Standards Tool 


IFSP Outcomes 
Review for 
Evidence of 
Standards Tool 


Annually Standards 
Tool 
2014/2015 
Baseline: 
 
Cecil: 1/8 
(12.5%) 
 
Frederick: 
1/8 (12.5%) 
 
Howard: 1/8 
(12.5%) 
 
Montgomery: 
1/8 (12.5%) 


Standards Tool 
2017/2018: 


 
Cecil: 8/8 (100%) 
 
Frederick: 1/6 
(16.7%) 
 
Howard: 5/8 
(62.5%) 
 
Montgomery: 8/8 
(100%) 


 
IFSP Linkages 
and SE Review 
Tool: 
Cecil 11 
Frederick 10 
Howard 10 
Montgomery 10 


Using the 
online data 
system: 
 
1227 IFSPs 
reviewed 


The State was 
able to move 
from sampling to 
looking at all 
IFSPs in CY 
2019. This 2019 
data will serve as 
baseline data 
going forward. 
 


O6: To what 
extent did State 
and LITP 
implementation 
teams use an 
evidence-based 
data-informed 
decision making 
process with 
fidelity? 


X% 
implementation 
teams using the 
TAP- IT 
process for 
data-informed 
decision making 


TAP-IT Fidelity 
Assessment in 
Digital Portfolio 
in LADSS 


3x per year TAP-IT Cycle 
2 (March 
2018): 
Team: 30/33 
Analyze: 
19/21 
Plan: 17/21 
Implement: 
15/15 
Track: 6/9 
Technology: 
12/15 


TAP-IT Cycle 2 
(March 2019): 
Team: 32/33 
Analyze: 20/21 
Plan: 20/21 
Implement: 15/15 
Track: 9/9 
Technology: 12/15 


TAP-IT Cycle 
3 (February 
2020): Team: 
33/33 
Analyze: 
21/21 
Plan: 21/21 
Implement: 
15/15 
Track: 9/9 
Technology: 
14/15 


The SIT is 
demonstrating 
increased data-
based decision 
making over 
time. 


O9. To what 
extent did local 
ITP 
RBI/SEFEL/PM 
 coaches provide 
high quality 
content 
coaching? 


X% coaches 
providing high 
quality content 
coaching 


Coaching 
Practices 
Rating Scale 


3x per year 
(Feb., May, 
Nov.) 


 Three Highest 
Rated Items: 
#2: 4.5 
#1. 4.0 
#10.3.9 
(see below) 


Capacity: 
Implementing: 
87% 
considerable/ 
maximum 
improvement 
 
Supporting 


A new survey 
was used in 
2019 to collect 
this data and will 
serve as 
baseline going 
forward. 







 
 


Maryland State Department of Education, Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services – SSIP Phase III, Year 4 45 


Evaluation 
Question 


Measure of 
Success 


Data 
Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 2017 Data 2018 Data 2019 Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


colleagues: 
94% 
considerable 
/maximum 
improvement 
 
Supporting SE 
outcomes: 
56% 
considerable 
/maximum 
improvement 


O10.To what 
extent did 
participants in 
the four LITPs 
implement EBPs 
with fidelity? 


% of LITP 
providers 
implement 
EBPs with 
fidelity 


      


RBI  RBI 
Implementation 
Checklist 


Twice, 
annually 


17.0% 
Trained to 
Fidelity 


32.6% Trained to 
Fidelity 


65.8% trained 
to Fidelity 


102% Increase in 
the number of 
trained RBI 
coaches in the 
four SSIP sites 
from 2018 to 
2019 


SEFEL/PM   SEFEL/PM 
Benchmarks of 
Quality 


Twice, 
annually 


 Range: 13% - 
88% at partial or 
yes 


Range: 37%-
100% at 
partial or yes 


The State 
continues to 
show increased 
fidelity using the 
Benchmarks of 
Quality 


COS 95% Maryland Child 
Outcomes 
Summary 
Competency 
Check 


Annually 
starting in 
2018 


 97%  89% Results remain 
high although 
lower due to 
mostly new staff 
taking the CC. 


O11. To what 
extent do IFSPs 
include social 
emotional 
specific 
outcomes and 
services 


% IFSPs with 
social emotional 
specific 
outcomes and 
services 


IFSP Social-
Emotional 
Review Tool 


Sample: 
#/jurisdiction 
reported 
Annually 


Sample 1: 
95% with SE 
outcomes 
5% with SE 
services  
Sample 2: 
63% with SE 
outcomes, 
9% with 
services 


Sample 1: 96% 
with SE outcomes, 
4% with SE 
services, 
Sample 2: 96% 
with SE outcomes, 
12% with SE 
services 
 


89% of IFSPs 
reviewed 
included at 
least one SE 
outcome for 
children rated 
1-3 at 
entrance for 
the four SSIP 
counties (82% 
for non-SSIP 
counties) 


Now using the 
statewide data 
system so 
sampling is no 
longer needed. 
2019 data will 
serve as 
baseline data 
going forward. 


O12. To what 
degree are 
families engaged 
in the IFSP 
process 
evidenced by 
functional, 
routines-based 
IFSP outcomes? 


% of families 
reporting they 
help their child 
develop and 
learn 


ITP Family 
Survey 


Annually 
(Results 
Available in 
January) 


MD: 98% 
Cecil: 97% 
Howard: 98% 
Franklin: 
98% 
Montgomery: 
97% 


MD: 98% 
Cecil: 98% 
Howard: 98% 
Franklin: 98% 
Montgomery: 98% 


MD: 98% 
Cecil: 98% 
Howard: 98% 
Franklin: 98% 
Montgomery: 
98% 


Results have 
been consistently 
high (>97%) 
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Key Successes in Fidelity of Implementation of EBPs 
 
Many of the early years of the SSIP has been working to develop and install the evidence-based 
practices identified by stakeholders (RBI, SEFEL/PM, Reflective Coaching). Beginning in 2018 and 
onward the emphasis is on implementing the EBPs with fidelity in order to make certain that there is 
consistent positive impact throughout the state. Data are being collected on fidelity whenever possible, 
and this section outlines the way MITP is beginning to establish baseline fidelity measures to look for 
improvement over time. 
 
I4. How many/what type of fidelity tools were administered? 
 
Once the EBPs were selected through the SSIP stakeholder and data analysis process, MITP began 
to focus on the use of reflection and fidelity tools/measures. To date the following tools are being used 
in the state at varying degrees of implementation: 
 


• EBP Implementation: TAP-IT Fidelity Assessment, TAP-IT UNITED Protocol 
• Coaching: Coaching Logs 
• RBI: Updated RBI Checklist (formerly RBI Implementation Checklist)  
• SEFEL/PM: Pyramid Model Early Intervention (Part C) Benchmarks of Quality, Early 


Intervention Pyramid Practices Fidelity Instrument (EIPPFI) - Field Test Edition 1.0.  
• IFSP Process Performance Indicators  
• COS: MD COS Competency Check 


 
I10. How many IFSPs were reviewed? 
 
In last year’s SSIP report, data were shared on reviews of the quality of IFSP outcomes using the 
Functional, Routines-Based IFSP Outcomes Review for Evidence of Standards tool. This tool was 
created by the state to use when conducting manual reviews of IFSPs to look for compliance with 
standards. Due to the state’s updated comprehensive data system, MITP can now conduct reviews of 
IFSPs using reports programmed into the system. Therefore, this year data are reported for the first 
time on all of IFSPs in the four jurisdictions, rather than a small sample as in previous years. In 2019 
the State looked at all IFSPs that contained an entry social-emotional rating of 1-3 and then how many 
outcomes (Range: 0-12) then addressed SE development. In 2019, a total of 1143 IFSPs were reviewed 
to determine what percentage of IFSPs contained outcomes addressing low COS entry scores in the 
area of social emotional development.  The results of the review can be found in O11 below. Also 
contained below are a comparison of the SSIP sites with the rest of the state. 
 
O6: To what extent did State and LITP implementation teams use an evidence-based data-
informed decision making process with fidelity? 
 
In March of 2018, the SSIP State Implementation Team conducted the initial TAP-IT Fidelity 
Assessment based on reflection of their team’s progress-to-date. The fidelity assessment provides 
an indication of the extent to which the data-informed decision-making process (TAP-IT) is being 
implemented. The assessment addressed each component of the process: Team, Analyze, Plan, 
Implement, and Track, as well as their use of technology in that process. The intention is that the 
SIT will complete the fidelity assessment after each cycle in their process to review where they may 
need to improve and/or change their processes and practices related to data-informed decision making 
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as they support SSIP implementation. The process includes agreeing to and assigning rating of In 
Place (3), Partially in Place (2), Emerging (1), or Not Evident (0) for each item within the components 
of the assessment. The results from the March 2018 and 2019 TAP-IT Cycle fidelity assessments are 
included below. Data show that the SIT has made considerable progress on their data-informed 
decision-making process, with almost all components In Place.  
 
Table 7: TAP-IT Fidelity Assessment 2018-2020 


 
Beginning in March 2018 and continuing through February 2019, the SIT began implementing TAP-IT 
Cycle 2 based on the progress observed in Cycle 1 and the rationale that the State was ready to move 
forward to the next cycle. In general, each TAP-IT cycle has occurred over a year’s time, and the SIT 
worked on Cycle 2 during 2018 and into 2019 with completion in early 2019. In February of 2020, the 
SIT completed Cycle 3 of the TAP-IT Fidelity Assessment. From Cycle 2 to Cycle 3, the SIT reported 
an increase in practices that are in place for several components including TEAM, ANALYZE, PLAN 
and Technology.  
 
The LITPs have also begun to implement the TAP-IP Fidelity Assessment in their local implementation 
work during 2018/2019. A limited amount of data is available for reporting however local entities 
continue to track this information to determine progress and impact data-based decision making. The 
MITP continues to work with the LITPs to ensure data collection is consistent.  
 
O9. To what extent did local ITP RBI/SEFEL/PM coaches provide high quality content 
coaching? 
 
In 2018 data was collected on the impact of content coaching supports at the local level and how those 
supports translate into improved practices for children and families. MITP utilized a Coaching Practices 
Rating Scale (CPRS) which serves as a self-assessment for local content coaches, and also 
administers a Coaching Feedback Questionnaire to local coaches to gain feedback on the quality, 
usefulness, relevance and improving capacity based on coaching training and technical assistance. 
 
In 2019, with the initial cohort of Master Coaches completing training and six months of follow-up 
coaching to support fidelity, the state switched from using the Coaching Practices Rating Scale to 
administering a Master Coach Survey. The Master Coach Survey is a self-report tool completed by 
Master Coaches to reflect on their own capacity to coach colleagues and support their ability to 
implement EBPs and promote social-emotional outcomes for families and children with disabilities. The 


Component 


March 2018 
Total Score/Total 
Possible Score 


March 2019 
Total Score/Total 
Possible Score 


February 2020 
Total Score/Total 
Possible Score 


TEAM 30/33 32/33 33/33 


ANALYZE 19/21 20/21 21/21 


PLAN 17/21 20/21 21/21 


IMPLEMENT 15/15 15/15 15/15 


TRACK 6/9 9/9 9/9 


Technology 12/15 12/15 14/15 
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baseline data from the survey indicates 93% of master coaches rated their capacity had maximum or 
considerable improvement in supporting colleagues to implement Evidence-based Practices. 
Additionally, 87.6% of the coaches rated their capacity had maximum or considerable improvement in 
implementing Evidence-based Practices with fidelity. 
 
Figure 9: Master Coach Survey Responses (n=16) 
 


 
 
Master Coach training and coach activities included direct support from Shelden and Rush, coaching 
calls, face to face training, webinar support and printed resource materials. 
 
O10.To what extent did participants in the four LITPs implement EBPs with fidelity? 
 
Reflective Coaching 
 
With the roll-out of Master Coach training and follow-up coaching in 2019, 17 out of the 18 participants 
met fidelity as a Master Coach, based on the criteria established by Shelden and Rush, utilizing detailed 
coaching logs. All four of the SSIP programs have placed a stronger lens on the fidelity of reflective 
coaching practices with one out of four SSIP programs reporting they have reached full implementation 
of coaching to fidelity, two are working towards full implementation, and the fourth SSIP programs is in 
installation phase of reflective coaching practices to fidelity. Out of the 17 Master Coaches who met 
fidelity, four of the Master Coaches will specifically support three of the SSIP programs to continue 
building capacity for full and ongoing implementation of reflective coaching practices with fidelity. The 
SSIP jurisdiction who is currently in full implementation of reflective coaching practices to fidelity has 
already had a Master Coach supporting implementation for over a year. 
 
Routines-Based Interview 
 
Each staff person who was trained in RBI by the nationally trained State RBI Content Trainer/Coach or 
by a Maryland State-approved RBI Trainer/Coach passed a knowledge assessment with 90% accuracy 
and completed the RBI Implementation Checklist with at least 90% accuracy. While each of the four 
SSIP jurisdictions are in different stages with RBI implementation, the State saw an increase from 17.0% 
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to 32.6% of providers across the SSIP jurisdictions having been trained to fidelity, a 91.7% increase in 
2018. In 2019, the State saw an increase from 32.6% to 65.75% of providers across the SSIP 
jurisdictions having been trained to fidelity. This annual trending increase can be credited to the work 
of the local programs to implement the practice universally and to access the training and supports 
provided by MITP and JHU-CTE. The table below summarizes the number of EI providers in each of 
the counties who are in training or have been trained to fidelity in 2019. Three of the four counties have 
100% of their providers in training or trained to fidelity in RBI. Howard County has the highest 
percentage of staff trained to fidelity at 86%, while Montgomery County has the most trainers (125) who 
have passed the fidelity check. The State is extremely encouraged by these results, which demonstrate 
that the SSIP is having the intended impact of disseminating evidence-based practices with fidelity.   
 
Table 8: SSIP Sites Staff Trained in RBI to Fidelity* 
 


Data as of December 31st, 2019 
 Cecil Frederick Howard Montgomery Total 


Total EI Providers 14 36 43 271 364 
# In Training 7 7 6 62 82 
# Trained to Fidelity 7 29 37 125 198 
% in Training 50% 19.00% 14.00% 23.00% 26.50% 
% Trained to Fidelity 50.00% 81.00% 86% 46.00% 65.75% 
% in Training or Trained to Fidelity 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 69.00% 92.25% 
*Data as of December 2019 
  
SEFEL/Pyramid Model 
 
Since 2017, MD has been using a standardized tool to address performance related to implementation 
of SEFEL/PM components at the program level, the SEFEL/PM Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ). This tool 
is completed at two time points each year by the four counties to look for progress in implementation. 
In April 2019, the National Center for Pyramid Model Innovations (NCPMI) released a new revised BoQ 
to reflect recent changes in guidance and practices for the Pyramid Model. NCPMI describes the use 
of the BoQ “by a collaborative State Leadership Team (SLT) to assess progress and plan future actions 
so that selected Pyramid Model evidence-based practices are available for providers and families 
statewide. The Benchmarks are grounded in implementation science, which bridges the gap between 
Pyramid Model practices and the actual high-fidelity implementation of that practice. Implementation 
has several stages beginning with assessing needs and exploring which practices to implement.” 
 
The BoQ includes rating options of 0 (not in place), 1 (partially in place), or 2 (in place) across a set of 
30 indicators in several areas. The SIT chose to use the elements of the BoQ that centered on the 
leadership teams in each county to create collective performance goals. The critical sub-elements of 
the BoQ that the teams rated include Leadership Team, Staff Readiness and Buy-In, Family 
Engagement, Building Staff Capacity, Providing Interventions to Children with Persistent Challenging 
Behavior, and Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes. 
 
During 2019 the BoQs were given twice for each SSIP County – during the summer of 2019 
(June-August) and during the winter of 2019/20 (December 2019-January of 2020). Individual BoQ 
reports were given to each jurisdiction to provide the results and feedback which can then be used by 
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the teams to determine areas for targeted improvement. The summary data in Figure 10 below shows 
the percentage of the four sites that are reported to be at “partially in place” or “in place” for each of the 
benchmarks within the components of the BoQ. There were improvements observed in five of the six 
components, with the largest jump coming in Family Engagement (50% at Time 1 to 75% at Time 2). 
The teams consistently rated high the benchmarks for the Leadership Team (80%/100%) and for 
Building Staff Capacity (90%/95%).  
 
Figure 10: Percentage of SSIP Sites Rating Partially In Place or In Place by Benchmarks of Quality 
Component 
 


 
 
The results of the BoQ indicate that consistent progress is being made across the jurisdictions. The SIT 
did note that Providing Interventions to Children with Persistent Challenging Behaviors, while showing 
improvement from Time 1 to Time 2, is consistently rated as having the fewest elements in place. These 
results are not surprising considering the SSIP counties are in various stages of implementing EBPs 
related to social emotional interventions and practices. The data also show that teams did not report 
making progress on indicators in the area of Monitoring Implementation and Outcomes, with 61% of 
elements in place or partially in place at both time points. The State plans to explore the individual 
county results for this indicator and all the indicators to determine focus areas within the State for 
targeted TA. The State will continue to use the BoQ at two points in 2020 to track progress for each of 
the counties, with particular focus on the areas that were rated lowest in the 2019/2020 BoQs. 
 


Practice Highlight 
 
Howard County uses the RBI checklist to monitor fidelity for the Routines-Based Interviews at the provider 
level. IFSPs reviewed following the implementation of RBI indicate that outcomes were more functional. The RBI 
training and coaching strengthened practitioners’ capacity to identify functional outcomes more appropriate for 
the child and their family. 
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Child Outcomes Summary 
 
The MD COS Competency Check (MD COS-CC) began being administered to all four SSIP jurisdictions 
during November 2017 and has continued through the current SSIP reporting years. A total of 329 
practitioners in 2018 and 102 in 2019 completed the COS-CC. The results (Table 9 below) demonstrate 
a continued high mastery of these concepts. However, the State did note a drop in the most recent 
reporting year which most likely was due to new staff and those who had not previously passed the 
competency check. Upon discussions with the Leadership Team, it appears that they onboarded a 
number of new staff in 2019 and the results reflect the work done to take and retake the check while 
staff were being trained. 
 


Practice Highlight 
 
Frederick County data shows an improvement in the COS Process reflecting a positive trend toward reaching 
the state target. The county has exceeded the goal of increasing their APR indicator 3a summary statement 1 
data. The LIT is focusing on age anchoring by developing self-paced training materials for providers to access. 
Additionally, the fidelity standards were revised so the focus on assessment summary is more manageable. 
 
Table 9: % Meeting Competency for the Maryland COS Competency Check (MD COS-CC) by SSIP Site 
2018 (329) and 2019 (n=102) 
 


County 2018 2019 


Cecil 100 95 


Frederick 90 82 


Howard 98 83 


Montgomery 97 89 


Total 97 89 


 
The State will continue to collect this data on an annual basis going forward as a way of making certain 
that new providers understand the competencies required to determine COS ratings. The MD COS-CC 
can also be used as an annual or regular professional development resource with existing staff and 
providers as a way to ensure that practices remain consistent and that staff are reminded of them often. 
The ultimate goal of MITP is to have every practitioner pass both competencies (100% competency) 
and complete the process with fidelity. The State also developed the Maryland COS Process Fidelity 
Checklist in response to local leaders requesting a tool to monitor fidelity of the four core components, 
which is being implemented currently. Future reporting will look at the total number of staff who have 
passed the competency check. 
 
O11. To what extent do IFSPs include social emotional specific linkages, assessment tools, 
and outcomes? 
 
Beginning in 2017, the MITP developed and implemented an IFSP review tool to help identify the 
number of IFSP outcomes specific to social-emotional development and then whether social work, 
psychology, or family counseling/training services were included. This review tool was first used by 
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MITP staff in December 2017, and then by LITP leaders from each of the four SSIP jurisdictions in 
December 2018/January 2019. Reviews consisted of looking at two sets of samples of IFSPs, with the 
first set randomly chosen from the total number of IFSPs developed during the year where the child 
was made eligible with delays in social-emotional development. The second set of sample IFSPs looked 
at initial IFSPs developed during the year with COS entry ratings on Outcome #1 of a 3 or below (no 
age-expected skills for social-emotional development and relationships).  
 
However, in 2019 it became possible for MITP to review all IFSPs using the state’s comprehensive data 
system, replacing the need for manual reviews of a sample of IFSPs. Data from a total of 1143 IFSPs 
developed in 2019 were reviewed by the State to look for social-emotional outcomes related to low COS 
entry ratings. The State chose all IFSPs where the child was rated 1-3 at entry in the COS social-
emotional outcomes area to review, looking to see if there were any outcomes related to SE 
development to address the low COS entry rating. Figure 11 below shows the results of the analysis, 
where 89% of IFSPs contained at least one outcome related to SE development. A deeper dive into the 
data showed that of the IFSPs that included at least one SE outcomes, 65% included 2 or more 
outcomes (Range: 1 - 13).  
 
Figure 11: Percentage of IFSPs reviewed with SE Outcomes if COS Entry ≤ 3 (n=1143) 


  


In order to determine if the trends observed in the four SSIP counties were different than the rest of the 
State, data were compared between the SSIP counties and those remaining MD counties that had not 
yet begun to implement most of the SSIP practices. Using the data system, the State reviewed 2955 
IFSPs for the non-SSIP counties from 2019 to look for SE outcomes for children with low COS SE entry 
ratings. Figure 12 shows that the SSIP counties included SE Outcomes more often than the non-SSIP 
counties (89% vs. 82%). The State is very encouraged by these results, as it would seem to indicate 
that the targeted education, awareness, resources, interventions, coaching, and technical assistance 
around improving social-emotional outcomes is being reflected in the data. The MITP will perform this 
same analysis in 2020 to determine if improvements continue to be made in including SE outcomes in 
IFSPs for children who are not demonstrating any age-expected skills and behaviors in social emotional 
development and relationships (Outcome 1). 
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Figure 12: Percentage of IFSPs reviewed with SE Outcomes if COS Entry ≤ 3, SSIP Counties vs. Rest of 
State 


 


O12. To what degree are families engaged in the IFSP process evidenced by functional, 
routines-based IFSP outcomes?  
 
RBI 
 


In order to determine if the RBI evidence-based assessment tool was more likely to be used in the SSIP 
counties vs. the rest of the State, MITP conducted an analysis of initial IFSP data from the State 
comprehensive data system. Data from a total of 12,869 initial IFSPs conducted from October 2018 
through December 2019 were reviewed to determine if an RBI was used in the assessment process. 
Overall, 23% of initial IFSPs used RBI as the evidence-based child and family assessment, and 77% of 
all RBIs completed in the State were in the four SSIP counties (90% in Cecil, 91% in Howard, 59% in 
Frederick, and 37% in Montgomery). The State also found that 51% of IFSPs in the four SSIP counties 
had included an RBI vs. 8% of IFSPs in the non-SSIP counties. MITP found these results very 
encouraging. It appears the SSIP focus on routines-based evidence-based assessment practices in the 
four counties is reflected in the data where two out of every four children are assessed using the RBI. 
It also appears the recent focus of the SIT to begin expanding routines-based assessments beyond the 
SSIP sites is being reflected in the data, indicating that this practice is being adopted statewide. These 
data also speak to the level of family engagement in the IFSP process, as an increase in the use of RBI 
signals that parents are being included in the process at an early stage and are engaged in their child’s 
outcomes. Increased use of the RBI and engagement of families is therefore leading to an increase in 
functional, routines-based IFSP outcomes.  
 


Family Survey 
 
As the SSIP sites continue to scale-up their use of evidence-based practices with fidelity, the impact of 
increased knowledge, skills, and resources should be demonstrated through increased participation 
and engagement of families in the Early Intervention process. MITP each year is monitoring the Early 
Intervention Services Family Survey of the Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program in the targeted sites 
as well as throughout the state. The figure below shows that the percentage of families who have 
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children under age 3 or children 3-4 years old on extended IFSPs reporting they help their child develop 
and learn in 2019. The data are consistently high for the State and each of the four counties (97% or 
greater).  As MD moves forward to measure the impact of the SSIP on families, it may be necessary to 
look at additional ways of gaining feedback due to the extremely high ratings families give to the 
program. The State began in the previous year to work with the evaluators to determine if additional 
data collection measures can be instituted with families to determine if the SSIP is having the intended 
impact in family engagement in the IFSP process, including potentially interviews and focus groups. 
This will continue to be explore in 2020 as the State looks to expand the SSIP work. 
 
Figure 13: Percentage of Families Reporting They Help Their Child Develop and Learn 2019 
 


 
 
Challenges Implementing EBPs to Fidelity 


The biggest challenge with implementing EBPs to fidelity is specific to the SEFEL/Pyramid Model, which 
was the State and Local Implementation Teams’ primary focus in 2019. Specifically, a new Part C 
Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ) was disseminated by the NCPMI just after the SIT and LITs completed an 
initial rating of the previous version of the Benchmarks of Quality. Although the discussions that took place 
to complete the original BoQ were invaluable to the global understanding of the SEFEL/PM as a framework 
and contributed to some major infrastructure components added at the State and local levels in a relatively 
short time, such as universal SE screening in 3 of the 4 counties, the original baseline data was not easily 
applied to the new BoQ to track progress due to a reorganization and addition of programmatic indicators. 
It takes a great deal of time for local implementation teams to go through the BoQ, understand the intent of 
the indicators, and develop the local policies and procedures to effectively build their infrastructure to support 
full implementation with fidelity. For example, although 3 of the 4 counties began using SE screeners with 
all children and families, the full infrastructure pieces to support that practice are still being developed. This 
includes ensuring there are known processes and procedures for providers to know what to do if a screener 
indicates a need for further assessment or a higher level of intervention. Without the assurances of knowing 
that no matter what the screening results are, there is a process and personnel in place to support the team, 
including the child and family, in appropriate ways at all levels, providers are less likely to conduct screenings 
out of fear of not knowing what to do with the results. Building the necessary supports at every level of the 
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pyramid is long, system-changing work that will remain a priority for the SIT and LITs.  
 
An example of one piece of the infrastructure necessary to implement universal screening is the need 
for all program providers to be knowledgeable about their local early childhood mental health services 
and to know when and how to help families access appropriate services.  
 
Early Childhood Mental Health (ECMH) Services Survey 
 
An early childhood mental health services survey is sent to all SSIP early intervention providers once a 
year to determine their knowledge and referral to ECMH services for the families and children they 
serve. A total of 163 providers completed the survey in 2019. The 2019 response rate is a decrease 
from 2017 and 2018 which included 200 responses. 


● Figure 14 below shows that in 2017, 18.1% of providers surveyed reported that they helped 
families access ECMH services frequently or very often. In 2018, 20.1% of providers indicated 
they helped families frequently or very often, which was equivalent to a 2.0% increase. In 2019, 
16% of providers surveyed reported helping families access ECMH service, which reflected a 
4.0% decrease..  


● In 2017 52.1% of providers indicated they knew a moderate or a lot about ECMH services. In 
2018, 57.3% said they knew a moderate or a lot, which was equivalent to a 5.2% increase. In 
2019, 53.4% of providers indicated they knew a moderate amount or a lot about ECMH, which 
reflected a 3.9% decrease. 


 
Figure 14: Provider Early Childhood Mental Health Knowledge 2017 & 2018 (n = 200) and 2019  
(n = 163) 
 


 
 
The recent year’s results reflected a drop in the percentage of respondents and a decrease in 
knowledge of MH services and helping families access MH services, at about 4% decrease for each. 
One possible explanation for the decrease could be a change in the wording of the question in 2019 to 
include the definition of MH services. It is possible that the narrowing of the definition led to more 
accurate responses from the respondents as the types of MH services were more limited. The MITP 
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also recognizes that as LITs continue to work through the BoQ they will develop these necessary 
infrastructure pieces to support implementation.  
 
As the State continues to roll-out resources and tools to providers around accessing early childhood 
mental health services, the State is also planning a deeper dive into this data.  The SIT and LITs will try 
to identify specific mental health resources at each of the three PM tiers and work to develop additional 
partnerships to access more mental health resources.  For example, as the Cecil County LIT established 
a process for implementing universal social emotional and environmental screenings (both are part of 
Pyramid Model practices), it became evident that providers were uncomfortable completing the 
screenings because they feared they would not have answers or next steps to offer families. Therefore, 
they developed a book of local resources for providers to offer to families in the event there were issues 
identified through the screening questionnaires.  
 
Progress Toward Achievement of SIMR 
 


Evaluation 
Question 


Measure of 
Success 


Data 
Sources 


Data 
Collection 
Timeline 


2017 
Data 


2018 
Data 


2019 
Data 


Notes/ 
Comparison 


O13. What 
was the 
change over 
time for 
infants, 
toddlers, and 
preschool 
aged children, 
meeting 
positive 
social-
emotional skill 
standards? 


% infants, 
toddlers, and 
preschool aged 
children 
substantially 
make progress 
in social-
emotional 
development 


Child 
Outcomes 
Summary 


Annually 2015/2016 
Baseline: 
47.23% 


2016/2017 
Actual: 
50.84% 
 
2017/2018 
Actual: 
50.59% 


2017/201 
8 Actual: 
50.59% 
 
2018/2019 
Actual: 
49.66% 


Data have 
remained 
steady from 
2016/2017 to 
2018/2019. 


 
Key Successes in Progress Toward Achieving the SiMR  


O13. [SiMR] What was the change over time for infants, toddlers, and preschool aged children, 
meeting positive social-emotional skill standards? 
 
Maryland has chosen as its SiMR the Part C Indicator 3A, Summary Statement #1, the percentage of 
infants, toddlers, and preschool-aged children who substantially make progress in social-emotional 
development.  Data are monitored throughout the year with an aggregate report prepared in January 
which summarizes both the state results and the results for the four SSIP sites. The chart below shows 
the change in 3A, Summary Statement #1 from baseline (2015/2016) to current (2018/2019). Please note 
that the baseline was re-adjusted in the Phase III, Year 1 report to account for new changes in 
methodology in data collection of child outcomes. The data below show that after an initial increase in 
2016/2017, the indicator results have remained steady for two years (between 49.7% and 50.8%). MITP 
had initially hoped to see a gradual increase in 3A SS1 by this point for the SSIP counties, however these 
data are not disappointing in light of the numerous gains made in the short and medium-term outcomes 
demonstrated above. Considering the length of time new interventions require to be adopted and 
implemented with fidelity, and for those interventions to then have the time to begin to make an impact on 
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children and families, the changes in the SiMIR may take several more years. For 2019, the four SSIP 
counties nearly met the 18-19 State target which had been previously set in 2016 (Actual: 49.66% vs. 
Target: 50.23%, Difference: 0.57%).  
 
Figure 15: Change in 3A, Summary Statement #1 from 2015/2016 to 2018/2019 for the Four Targeted 
SSIP Sites 
 


 
 
Challenges to Achieving the SiMR 
 
The State feels confident with the implementation progress observed to date that the four LITPs 
demonstrate results that are at or on track to meeting the SiMR.  


c. How data support changes that have been made to implementation and improvement 
strategies 
In general, MITP has not made any significant changes to the implementation and improvement 
strategies identified in previous years’ reports. However, LITs are using data to help refine processes 
for the unique needs of each site. For example:  


● The LITs have begun to form teams in each county specifically around implementing the 
SEFEL/Pyramid Model, with one of the counties forming a team for one region at a time. These 
smaller implementation teams will help with developing and expanding coaching plans for 
practitioners and specific ways to incorporate the EIPPFI into the work.  


● The SSIP counties are working with preschool and kindergarten staff to help with expanding RBI 
and SEFEL/Pyramid practices to children ages 3 and older. This collaboration at the local level 
helps to increase communication during transitions and ensure that practices being used at the 
local level are consistent and aligned. 


d. How data are informing next steps in the SSIP implementation 
The SIT uses TAP-IT, an iterative data-informed decision-making process, to intentionally inform next 
steps in the SSIP implementation. Next steps for implementation based on data include: 


● Continued implementation of EIPPFI and coaching in Pyramid Model practices; 
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● Continued use of the revised BoQ by Pyramid Model LITs to guide implementation; 
● Exploration of additional evidence-based practices specific to social-emotional development; 
● Continued statewide RBI scale-up;   
● Continuation of Master Coach training by local programs and the State; 
● Exploration of evaluation measures for the parent leadership program BabyLeaders; and 
● Creation of IFSP reports around authentic child and family assessment for access by all LITPs.  


 
The SIT will continue to work with the LITs in the upcoming year to refine their implementation strategies 
based on the data in this report and the data that are collected and shared throughout the year. 


e. How data support planned modifications to intended outcomes (including the SIMR)—
rationale or justification for the changes or how data support that the SSIP is on the right path. 
 
Implementation data suggest the SSIP is on the right path, therefore, there are no suggested changes 
to evaluation outcomes or the SiMR at this time. 


3.  Stakeholder Involvement in the SSIP evaluation 


a. How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP 


b. How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making regarding the 
ongoing evaluation of the SSIP 
 
Stakeholders, including local program staff, state agency staff, family representatives, institutes of higher 
education, parent support agencies, and EBP experts, continue to be involved in every aspect of SSIP 
implementation and evaluation with short, medium- and long-term outcomes, measures of success, data 
sources, timelines, and data collection procedures. In previous years the MITP worked in collaboration 
with external evaluators and intra- and interagency stakeholders to continue aligning the evaluation plan 
with the logic model. The key external stakeholders, Maryland’s State Interagency Coordinating Council 
(SICC), continued to be informed and involved in the ongoing evaluation and had a voice in decision-
making regarding the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP in several ways. In May 2019 the MITP leadership 
team presented to the joint SICC/LICC on the SSIP overall, as well as progress in implementation and 
evaluation to date. The Council was given an opportunity to ask questions and to review the most recent 
report submitted to OSEP. The four SSIP jurisdictions were also invited to present in November 2019 at 
the MSDE Professional Learning Institute. Representatives from the LITs from each of the counties 
presented on incorporating the Pyramid Model into Early Intervention Services. They discussed the use 
of data-informed decision-making using TAP-IT, as well as how fidelity is measured with the BoQ. The 
intent of the session was to educate and involve additional stakeholders in the outcomes of the SSIP as 
it continues to expand and roll-out statewide in the coming year.  
 
The evaluation of the SSIP is guided by the SIT/LIT teams, the EBP Expert Teams, and several DEI/SES 
teams. The most salient feedback around specific evaluation measures of success, data sources, and 
timelines has come from creating communication protocols to support policy-practice feedback loops 
within the SIT and the LITs. Concentrated work to create high-performing teams has allowed regular, 
honest, transparent discussions around implementation and child-level outcomes. The TAP-IT Digital 
Portfolio has structured the work of the SIT/LITs by enhancing data-informed decision-making cycles to 
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meet action steps and implementation goals. Improvement cycles based on review and analysis of data 
is now built into the process and will continue to support the stakeholder voice and involvement in 
decision-making around the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP.  
 
Both SICC members and the SSIP SIT members provided stakeholder feedback on the new proposed 
target for FFY 2019.  Stakeholder responses indicated agreement with a slight increase in the Part C 
SSIP target for FFY 2019. During the upcoming year, external and internal stakeholders will continue to 
be informed about and have a voice in the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP. Additional collaborative work 
with all partners and stakeholders around what full implementation and true integration of reflective 
coaching, RBI, and SEFEL/PM really looks like in a comprehensive B-K service delivery model will have 
a direct impact on evaluation efforts and future decision-making. 
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D. Data Quality Issues  
 


1. Data Limitations Affecting Progress in Implementing the SSIP and Achieving 
the SiMR  
The MITP worked with the external evaluators at AnLar to review the evaluation questions, data 
collection tools, data collection and analysis plans, and continuous quality assurance mechanisms used 
by the SIT, LITPs, and State leadership teams. The goal of the review was to recognize areas of data 
quality concerns, and how they were being addressed through the multiple feedback loops built into the 
TAP-IT cycles and SSIP implementation plans. The review demonstrated that the State has been very 
successful at utilizing and incorporating feedback from the SIT and LITs, and data quality limitations 
that were discovered are being addressed as outlined below.  
 
a. Concern/Limitations About Quality or Quantity of Data 
b. Implications for Assessing Progress or Results  
c. Plans for Improving Data Quality 
 
In previous year reports there were data quality concerns around the procedures for administering the 
various surveys, fidelity tools and checklists. In response to these concerns, the MITP continued to 
develop several companion guidance documents during the year (including for IFSPs, SEFEL and RBI) 
as well as implementing coaching and training with internal and external coaches in the four SSIP 
counties and throughout the State to make sure there is greater consistency with administration and 
data collection. There are several more resources in process, many of which are being led or co-
developed by the local sites in order to make them adaptable to their unique staffing and population 
needs.  
 
The State continued to address the need for a greater understanding of reflective coaching across all 
evidence-based practices and implemented Master Coach training to help with consistent delivery of 
practices. A revised fidelity tool Pyramid Model Early Intervention Part C BoQ was introduced this year 
and drove the SIT collective decision to create Pyramid Model LITs to help standardize the way the 
practice is disseminated and how provider level fidelity data are collected in future years. 
 
In previous years the MITP used a paper review tool to look at IFSP social-emotional outcomes and 
linkages, which was found to have inconsistent data collection and the results were often hard to 
interpret. This year for the first time, the State was able to use data from the IFSP data system to look 
at children with delayed social emotional development (based on COS ratings) and whether there were 
outcomes in the IFSP related to social emotional development. Looking at data for the entire State, 
rather than a small sample in years past, showed that nearly 89% of IFSPs addressed SE outcomes 
when the child was identified as having a SE delay. This new data from a reliable data source helps to 
demonstrate that the work conducted in the local programs is having an impact on children and families. 
 
Another area used by MITP to address data quality is the collaborative work of the evaluation teams 
and the SIT. This past year the external evaluators began meeting regularly with the SIT and the local 
evaluators to discuss how data are being used for process improvement. The plan is to continue to 
monitor the SSIP data at regular intervals during the SIT meetings, with discussion of what the data 







 
 


Maryland State Department of Education, Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services – SSIP Phase III, Year 4 61 


mean and how challenges can be addressed. The external evaluators are also working with the SIT 
and B-21 Core Planning Team to identify areas of new data collection to help with gaps in current data 
collection. Two areas of focus in the upcoming year will be to examine ways to engage families in the 
measurement process beyond the yearly family survey and the collection of data on mental health 
linkages and supports. As the evidence-based practices are implemented and rolled-out in the State, it 
is clear that family engagement has increased, however that data are not readily available to support 
what is being observed on the ground. The State will work with the evaluators to determine how parent 
and family satisfaction and engagement can better be measured and reported in future reports. The 
MITP will also work to develop a more detailed survey to collect information from providers about the 
mental health supports and resources that would benefit them most. 
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E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements  
 


1. Assessment of Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements 
The MSDE DEI/SES is clearly able to assess progress toward achieving intended improvements 
through infrastructure development and change, evidence-based practices implemented with fidelity, 
and progress of key measures/evaluation questions. 


a. Infrastructure changes that support SSIP initiatives, including how system changes support 
achievement of the SiMR, sustainability, and scale-up  
 
The DEI/SES B-K Liaisons continue to employ a Systems Coaching approach as the primary 
mechanism for providing support to the local level. Relationships across and between all levels of the 
SSIP teaming structures have continued to grow stronger through regular meetings and communication, 
joint training, and continuous formative assessment and adjustments of plans and practices. These 
relationships provide the foundation to engage in difficult conversations with a shared problem-solving 
lens that works towards moving closer to the common goal. The SIT continues to become more 
confident and competent in the TAP-IT process, including utilization of the Digital Portfolio to inform 
decisions about goals and action steps. The MSDE is convinced that these teaming structures and 
practices, combined with Systems Coaching, has been instrumental in making progress towards the 
SSIP-related evidence-based practices and will continue to build skills and capacity in these areas at 
the State and local level to support current implementation and sustainability as well as future statewide 
scale-up. Lessons learned regarding the SSIP teaming infrastructure, stage-based implementation, and 
data-informed decision-making have influenced how the MSDE early childhood work moves forward 
and will be applied to other priority focus areas. For example, the MSDE has identified improving and 
increasing high quality inclusive opportunities for young children as a major focus. A State and Local 
Leadership Teams will be identified and use the three sets of Indicators of High Quality Inclusion as the 
basis for data-informed decision-making, much the same way the SIT and LITs operate and utilize the 
Pyramid Model Benchmarks of Quality. 
 
The primary focus of the SIT TAP-IT cycles in Year 4 was on implementation of the Pyramid Model. As 
discussed in previous reports, there are many people across various early childhood programs and 
sectors that have been trained or providing training on SEFEL in Maryland for many years. As the SIT 
has become more knowledgeable in the Pyramid Model, it has become increasingly clearer that training 
and implementation across the State has historically been limited to training classroom teachers, and 
never addressed the Benchmarks of Quality or the system components that truly make up the Pyramid 
Model in its entirety. The MSDE began messaging the importance of programs completing the BoQ at 
the beginning of their exploration and planning for implementation, in Year 3. In Year 4, the MSDE 
created the Guide to Pyramid Model Training and Coaching and shared it with the SIT prior to statewide 
distribution. The Guide is a companion document to the Guide to RBI Training and Coaching that 
outlines the State’s expectations and minimum recommendations for training and supporting personnel 
in Pyramid Model practices. The document clearly delineates completion of the BoQ by local leadership 
teams prior to any staff training being planned or scheduled. This is expected to raise awareness of the 
significance of the infrastructure components of the Pyramid Model to support successful provider 
practices.  
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As reported in Year 3, the roll-out of the revised MD IFSP process, document, and online tool on October 
1, 2018, was a major infrastructure shift at the State and local levels. The revised IFSP requires an 
increased emphasis on authentic assessment, as opposed to evaluation for eligibility. Although 
response to the process and document changes continue to be positive and programs and providers 
generally understand the rationale and best practice, the reality of needing to shift personnel and 
infrastructure resources remains challenging. Updated reporting capabilities of the online IFSP tool 
allows the State to compare the type of authentic assessment used to develop initial IFSPs by county. 
Across the State in 2019, of the 12,869 initial IFSPs, 23% were developed with an RBI, 26% utilized 
the SAFER, and the remaining 51% completed the Natural Routines and Activities section of the IFSP. 
Conversely, in the four SSIP counties, 51% of the initial IFSPs were developed through the RBI process, 
23% used the SAFER, and 24% completed the Natural Routines and Activities section of the IFSP. This 
data illustrates the focused efforts in the SSIP counties to build capacity in both personnel and 
infrastructure components to implement the RBI with fidelity. The MSDE will share these new data and 
reporting capabilities with local jurisdictions in 2020 to inform considerations for scale up of authentic 
assessment practices with fidelity.  
 
The DEI/SES B-K Liaisons continue to support local leaders in thinking about and planning for 
incremental shifts in infrastructure. The MITP remains convinced that this change in the development, 
implementation, and evaluation of the IFSP process will result in more robust authentic assessment 
activities, leading to increases in participation-based intervention and ultimately, improved child 
outcomes. The meaningful integration of the COS process, to include the required use of the Decision 
Tree within the online IFSP, is also expected to increase fidelity across providers and programs and 
yield more accurate COS data, although these results may not begin to be measured until the children 
entering the MITP with new IFSPs after October 1, 2018, have exited the program. In the meantime, 
the SIT and LITs began looking at entry level COS ratings in 2019 to see if that data might indicate 
evidence of practice shifts. In general, entry ratings were lower than in previous years, which is 
consistent with increased fidelity to the process and more accurate ratings.  
 
The MSDE has continued building Birth to Kindergarten infrastructure around authentic assessment in 
Year 4, through the plans to revise the preschool component of the IEP. An IEP workgroup was 
convened with representation from 11 counties with the charge to align the preschool IEP to the revised 
IFSP and bridge the two processes and documents. Due to constraints of the online IEP data system, 
revision recommendations were limited to the preschool Present Levels of Academic and Functional 
Performance. Similar to the IFSP, increased emphasis is being placed on authentic assessment, 
summarizing assessment information organized by the three early childhood outcome areas, and 
integrating the Decision Tree into the online tool to support fidelity of the COS process. These revisions 
to the preschool IEP are in development and will be implemented effective July 1, 2020.  
 
Another significant shift in infrastructure that began in Year 3 was the change to Maryland’s 
Comprehensive System of Personnel Development. The revised Maryland Early Childhood Intervention 
and Education Personnel Standards was rolled-out on July 1, 2019. The Maryland Early Childhood 
Intervention and Education Personnel Standards Guide outlines the legal requirements, grounds the 
revised standards in early childhood recommended practices, and identifies the requirements for 
completing the learning activities for all early intervention providers as well recommendations for the 
preschool special education workforce. The new requirements are categorized as: Foundations of Early 







 
 


Maryland State Department of Education, Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services – SSIP Phase III, Year 4 64 


Intervention; IFSP Development, Implementation, Evaluation; Teaming and Coaching Practices; and 
Service Coordination. The activities within each category include a variety of online modules, webinars, 
articles, self-reflection, and in-person training. A database has been developed that allows local 
programs to enter, track, and maintain the status of providers meeting Personnel Standards. Again, the 
intent is that the early childhood workforce across Maryland will be more consistently trained and firmly 
grounded in the foundational principles and practices of early intervention. Local programs will be 
required to use data from the database to report on the status of the percentage of staff completing 
Personnel Standards in the application for funds and to plan their local personnel development activities 
and strategies. 
 
Also in the Year 3 report, the MSDE outlined the plan to train and support the initial cohort of Master 
Coaches in an effort to continue building the capacity and infrastructure around reflective coaching. 
Nineteen local providers were identified to participate in the first year of Master Coach training and 
support, that began with a 2-day in-person training with Dr. Dathan Rush, in February 2019. Smaller 
subgroups of six each then continued with monthly coaching webinar meetings facilitated by Dr. Rush 
and Dr. Shelden to support building coaching capacity and reaching fidelity as measured through 
coaching logs. Although the MSDE planned to offer Master Coach training and follow-up coaching again 
in 2020, the plan has been modified to give local jurisdictions another year to complete county-level 
training to establish the foundation of practices and expectations that a Master Coach can then build on 
and support. Therefore, another cadre of Master Coaches will be identified in 2021. The MSDE team 
will bring Master Coaches from across the State at least annually and will continue to plan with Shelden 
and Rush for how to provide meaningful ongoing support. Continuing to offer this level of training and 
support is expected to strengthen and further sustain the statewide coaching infrastructure at all levels.  
 
The MITP has continued in Year 4, to further reinforce the message of the importance of addressing 
leadership and organization (infrastructure) components for successful implementation of evidence-
based practices and not focusing solely on staff competency. This remains a key theme in all 
discussions, professional learning opportunities, and grant activities. The infrastructure components on 
the fidelity tools specific to the EBPs are continually referenced during all stages of implementation. All 
passthrough and discretionary grants from the MSDE DEI/SES include the requirement to address both 
infrastructure and personnel development components throughout the development, implementation, 
and evaluation of grant activities.  
 
Finally, the MSDE continues to build intra- and inter-agency collaboration. In 2019, the MITP joined 
statewide efforts to establish, enhance and expand high-quality programs and services for all expectant 
families and those with young children across Maryland through the Pritzker Children’s Initiative 
Prenatal to Age Three State Grant. MSDE staff participated in the Program/Services Work Group and 
is included on the roster of key leaders throughout the state to develop the grant proposal. In early 
2020, Maryland was awarded the grant to focus on systems and infrastructure development to ensure 
a sustainable prenatal-to-age-three (PN-3) continuum of care and support the programmatic and 
service goals. The MITP will remain an active partner in these efforts throughout the course of the grant 
period (3-5 years) and beyond. 
 
Previous examples of interactions with intra- and inter-agency partners working in true collaboration 
around workforce and infrastructure development have continued in Year 4. This includes the 
regionalized Substance Exposed Newborn (SEN) trainings coordinated through the University of 
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Maryland, which trains local staff from the Infants and Toddlers Program, Maternal, Infant, and Early 
Child Home Visiting (MIECHV) programs, and Department of Social Services (DSS) to collaboratively 
support families dealing with substance issues.  
 
The State SEFEL/PM Leadership Team, comprised of participants and representation from many 
sectors and programs across the state, has used the Pyramid Model State Benchmarks of Quality to 
identify goals and action steps to guide the direction of the team throughout 2019. This has allowed and 
will continue to promote statewide infrastructure to be developed more systematically and intentionally, 
resulting in the model being implemented with higher fidelity and not focusing exclusively on staff 
training. DEI/SES staff continue to be members of both the SIT and State SEFEL/PM Leadership Team 
and will continue to share lessons learned across both teams and merge efforts. 
 
The collaboration with the MSDE Division of Early Childhood and partners through the Preschool 
Development Grant Birth Through Five (PDG-B-5) also continues. As described in the Year 3 report, 
the DEI/SES is partnering with the University of Maryland School of Social Work to continue building on 
the Part C SSIP work by scaling up the Pyramid Model into the preschool special education programs 
in the four SSIP counties. The four local Preschool Special Education Coordinators were invited to a 
SIT meeting in early 2019 for local SSIP ITP directors, UM-SSW staff, and MSDE to share lessons 
learned about PM implementation in the early intervention programs to inform planning and 
implementation in preschool. Grant funding allowed the UM-SSW to provide support to the local 
preschool implementation teams to complete the Program-Wide Benchmarks of Quality and begin 
planning for implementation, including staff development. The four local programs also received a small 
amount of grant funding to support their efforts and was used primarily to purchase social emotional 
screening tools and to pay for training to use the tools. This work will continue over the next three years 
and is expected to contribute to a comprehensive B-K system that supports smooth transitions from 
Part C to Part B services and supports the social emotional development and meaningful participation 
for all children in natural and inclusive learning environments. It reflects true collaboration on multiple 
levels and across systems and funding sources in accordance with the intent of the grant award. The 
DEI/SES will continue to participate and engage with other PDG B-5 partners to align all grant efforts. 


b. Evidence that SSIP’s evidence-based practices are being carried out with fidelity and having 
the desired effects  
 
As described in the SSIP Phase III, Year 3 Report, the State and local programs identified the need to 
first look at fidelity of systemic structures to support implementation of the EBPs before being able to 
address provider-level fidelity measures. During Year 3, the SIT and LITs completed the program-level 
Benchmarks of Quality, identified a goal to increase Tier 1 indicators, and made significant increases 
(250%) towards that goal. The primary indicator that was put into place in three of the four counties, 
was to implement universal social-emotional screening. Shortly after identifying the goal, the National 
Center for Pyramid Model Innovations (NCPMI) released the revised Early Intervention Benchmarks of 
Quality. The SIT and LITs reviewed and completed the new set of indicators, while simultaneously 
working towards the goals set with the previous BoQ. The SIT formally adopted and utilized the Early 
Intervention Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ) throughout Year 4 as the basis of the TAP-IT Cycle to 
continue the intentional focus on building the infrastructure of the Pyramid Model. The focus on the six 
leadership team critical elements resulted in each of the four LITPs creating a distinct Pyramid Model 
Leadership Team, in addition to or as a subgroup of their LIT. These teams continue to make progress 
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towards putting policies and procedures in place to support the implementation of universal social 
emotional screening.  
 
Also during Year 4, the NCPMI shared the field test version of the Early Interventionist Pyramid 
Practitioner Fidelity Instrument (EIPPFI). As participants in the national Part C technical assistance 
offered to State Part C programs, the MITP staff were able to offer feedback and seek clarification on 
the tool and share it with the SIT team. The tool is very comprehensive and at first glance can be 
overwhelming, therefore the initial action step identified by the SIT, at the October meeting, was for 
program directors to share it with their LITs and just allow everyone to become familiar with it. At the 
next SIT meeting, directors agreed to have some discussion with their LITs about initial thoughts of how 
to use the tool with providers. Everyone recognized the value of the tool supporting the implementation 
of the early intervention key principles and recommended practices. It is anticipated that the EIPPFI will 
likely be the focus of the next TAP-IT cycle in 2020 and the SIT will move towards being able to collect 
provider-level fidelity data. In the meantime, data showing increases in the number of IFSPs with social-
emotional outcomes (89% of all IFSPs with COS entry ratings of three or less having SE outcomes) 
indicates increased staff competency in identifying related issues which could be linked to building 
competency in social emotional development, as well as the implementation of universal social 
emotional screening. 
 
The MSDE also prioritized building coaching capacity and being able to measure that progress during 
Year 4, by contracting with Dr. Dathan Rush and Dr. M’Lisa Shelden to train and support the first State 
cohort of Master Coaches. Nineteen local providers completed the training and the six months of follow-
up coaching. Fidelity was determined based on Rush and Shelden’s criteria reviewing coaching logs. 
At the end of the six months, 15 had achieved fidelity, three more reached fidelity with an additional two 
to three months of support, and one coach is expected to reach fidelity early in 2020. These 19 Master 
Coaches are then supporting their colleagues through the use of coaching logs to also demonstrate 
fidelity in coaching families. The SIT will need to address how to collect data that reflect local provider-
level coaching fidelity in Year 5.  
 
Finally, local programs continued training and supporting staff to implement the Routines-Based 
Interview and the SIT continued to collect data relative to the number and percentage of staff trained to 
fidelity. As discussed in previous sections, the number of early intervention providers in the SSIP 
counties trained to fidelity in the RBI increased from 32.6% to 65.75% in Year 4. The outcomes of an 
RBI completed with fidelity include establishing positive family relationships, getting a rich description 
of child and family functioning, and identifying a list of family-identified, functional, participation-based 
child outcomes. The high percentage of families (98%) reporting they believe early intervention services 
helped them help their child to develop and learn could be attributable at least in part to a positive 
relationship with the early intervention providers as a result of completing the RBI. These data points, 
along with the high percentage of RBIs and SAFERs completed to develop initial IFSPs in the SSIP 
programs and the number of IFSPs with associate SE outcomes, indicates a correlation between more 
robust child and family assessment in first identifying the strengths and needs and then developing 
IFSP outcomes to address the family’s priorities.  
 
It should be noted that those programs more fully implementing RBI have already made infrastructure 
changes to allow teams time to complete the RBI following the evaluation for eligibility. Programs that 
have not fully implemented are continuing to make adjustments in their processes, understanding the 







 
 


Maryland State Department of Education, Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services – SSIP Phase III, Year 4 67 


need to create additional time within the 45-day timeline, which may include increasing number of staff 
to do the work, in order for providers to complete the RBI with fidelity. The SIT continues to engage in 
conversations and problem-solving about staffing and time. 
 
Regardless of the EBP, the MITP continues efforts to build understanding and capacity in using fidelity 
measures within reflective practices as a mechanism to coach, develop, and sustain providers and 
programs. Creating the time and space to truly reflect on process and procedures is challenging to 
implement even for those who embrace the concept. The State will continue to partner with local 
programs to identify and address the systemic issues that contradict reflective practices. 


c. Outcomes regarding progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that are 
necessary steps toward achieving the SiMR  
 
In Phase III Year 4, the MITP continued building on and strengthening the foundational objectives of 
participation and learning that began in Years 1, 2, and 3 including providing high quality professional 
learning opportunities and high-quality coaching and resources to support ongoing implementation.  
 
Professional learning opportunities included regional statewide Implementation Lessons Learned 
sessions offering local early intervention and education leaders the forum to share successes and 
challenges in implementation efforts, as well as a variety of EBP-specific trainings outlined previously 
in this report. The DEI/SES also conducted the Statewide Professional Learning Institute in November 
2019, which offered several early childhood learning sessions addressing implementation and scale-up 
of evidence-based practices. Data reflect participants’ perceptions of high-quality professional 
development and increases in knowledge. The MITP rounded out the year’s professional learning 
activities with a statewide webinar on Authentic Assessment (RBI) in the IFSP Process provided to all 
Family Support personnel. 
 
The EBP State Content Expert Team continued efforts to strengthen understanding and implementation 
of reflective coaching as the adult interaction style to support local implementation of the RBI and 
SEFEL/Pyramid Model. Training and support from Rush and Shelden further strengthened the coaching 
capacity in the first cohort of Master Coaches. Again, data indicate that the quality of the majority of 
coaching opportunities at all levels was reported as “Very Good/Excellent” and 93% of Master Coaches 
rated their capacity had maximum improvement to coach colleagues.  
 
Data clearly shows that resources created to support implementation of EBPs are widely accessed. 
This is evident in the number of times websites are visited, especially the COS pages of Maryland 
Learning Links and the Making Access Happen website, participants in both training and coaching 
opportunities at State and local levels, and respondents to surveys.  
 
The medium-term outcomes related to implementation continued to build on previous activities and are 
discussed throughout this report. In general, infrastructure improvements were noted through stronger, 
higher performing teams both at the State and local levels, as is evident in the improved communication 
and collaboration within the TAP-IT process. The ongoing collaboration with intra- and inter-agency 
partners also continues to grow beyond sharing of information to conducting cross-sector professional 
development, such as the SEN training, and influencing infrastructure development, as in the Pritzker 
PN-3 Grant activities and the State SEFEL/PM Leadership Team’s use of the BoQ to drive decision 
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making and action steps. The PDG B-5 grant also provides a clear mechanism and expectation to build 
a comprehensive, mixed delivery system of care and education for young children that the DEI/SES will 
continue to be a part of. It is expected that Year 5 and beyond will only continue to broaden these types 
of cross-system collaborations and build the effectiveness of all teams to bring the State closer to the 
desired long-term outcomes.  
 
The four LITPs implementing the three identified EBPs continue to move through the stages of 
implementation at their individual rate for each practice. Three of the four LITPs are “planning for full 
implementation” of the RBI and one has reached “full implementation”, with over 50% of staff trained to 
fidelity using the RBI Implementation Checklist. Likewise, three counties self-report as being in the 
“initial” stage of implementing the Pyramid Model, while one self-identifies “planning for full 
implementation”. The identification of the stage of implementation for Reflective Coaching continues to 
show the greatest variances across the four counties. One county, the largest, reports being in the 
“installation” stage, one is in the “installation” stage, and two are “planning for full implementation. This 
illustrates programs making progress with implementation of all three EBPs, as all four reported 
movement from one stage to the next with one or more practices. It also illustrates deeper 
understanding of the models as some programs have adjusted the level of implementation based on 
practice and fidelity data. 
 
As conversations around the use of fidelity tools to measure implementation at the provider and program 
level continue, so too, does the evolution of understanding the evidence-based practices models in their 
entirety. All three of the SSIP EBPs have fidelity tools created by the model developers. As discussed 
in previous years’ reports, the RBI is believed to be a more concrete practice to define and measure 
and there is clear State guidance that outlines training and coaching requirements, including the use of 
the RBI Implementation Checklist. The Early Intervention and Program-Wide Benchmarks of Quality 
and the EIPPFI clearly outline the components and practices of the Pyramid Model, once the time is 
taken to fully understand the indicators. One of the SSIP counties has begun exploring the integration 
of the EIPPFI into their annual performance evaluation process to make the experience more 
meaningful and an opportunity for reflection and growth. The newly developed State guidance 
supporting building capacity in the Pyramid Model also outlines expected training and coaching 
requirements, including the use of these tools. As reported in Year 3, effectively measuring 
implementation of Reflective Coaching has been challenging at the State, local, and provider levels and 
thus the installation of Master Coaches in Maryland was an effort to bring clarity and fidelity to coaching 
practices as measured by the definition provided by Shelden and Rush through the use of coaching 
logs. The State will develop similar guidance to support building capacity in Reflective Coaching as with 
the RBI and Pyramid Model in 2020. The MITP continues to highlight the value of reflective practices 
and emphasizes the need for the State and local programs to address how the infrastructure impacts 
the true implementation of reflective coaching, including the identification of an evidence-based teaming 
model that utilizes Reflective Coaching as the mechanism to build team capacity.  
 
Overall, the MITP continues to build on short-term outcomes and to make progress towards the 
medium-term outcomes. Moving forward continues to be an iterative, recursive process that requires 
teams at all levels to modify and adapt expectations and next steps to ensure outcomes are achieved. 
The MITP is confident that the EBPs and both the infrastructure and personnel development strategies 
identified will continue moving Maryland towards the long-term impact goal.  
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d. Measurable improvements in the SiMR in relation to targets  
 
The MITP SiMR focuses on an increased rate of growth of positive social-emotional skills and 
relationships for infants, toddlers, and preschool age children with developmental delays/disabilities in 
four LITPs, as measured by Part C Indicator 3A, Summary Statement #1. As reported in the Phase III 
Year 1 report, baseline data and targets were adjusted for 2015/2016 due to a change in methodology 
in data collection of birth to kindergarten child outcomes. Targets for the four LITPs increase by one 
percentage point each year through FFY 2018. Table 10 below shows the baseline data (2015/16), 
target and actual data for 2016/17 (July 1, 2016-June 30, 2017), the target and actual data for 2017/18 
(July 1, 2017 - June 30, 2018), and the target and actual data for 2018/19. 
 
Table 10 Indicator 3A, Summary Statement #1 Baseline, Targets and Results for Infants, Toddlers, and 
Preschoolers Across the Four SSIP Jurisdictions 


2015/2016 
Baseline 


2016/2017 
Target 


2016/2017 
Actual 


2017/2018 
Target 


2017/2018 
Actual 


2018/2019 
Target 


2018/2019 
Actual 


2019/2020 
Target 


 


47.23% 48.23% 50.84% 49.23% 50.59% 50.23% 49.66% 50.73% 
 
The aggregate data across the four SSIP jurisdictions showed a slight decrease this year and the 2018-
19 target was not met by .57 percentage points. The new target for 2019/2020, agreed upon by 
Maryland’s stakeholders, is 50.73%. 
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F. Plans for Next Year  
 


1. Additional activities to be implemented next year, with timeline 
Reflecting on Year 4 implementation and outcomes data, the MITP will continue building on and 
strengthening current strategies and add a few additional improvement activities to be implemented in 
Year 5. These include: 


● Continued planning for ongoing support to Master Coaches, including planning for the next cohort 
in 2021; 


● A written protocol for Reflective Coaching training (ie. Guide to Building Capacity in Reflective 
Coaching); 


● Continue linking SIT work with the MD State SEFEL/PM Leadership Team; 
● Continue building cross-sector partnerships through Pritzker PN-3 grant activities; 
● Rollout of the revised preschool component of the MD IEP to align to the 2018 IFSP, ensure 


implementation of EBPs, and smooth transitions from Part C services; 
● Continued development of revised online IFSP and IEP reporting capabilities to support local and 


State decision-making and to make correlations to implementation of EBPs; 
● Continued data sharing and exploration of the differences in IFSP outcomes based on the type 


of child and family assessment completed (RBI, SAFER, or Natural Routines and Environments 
section of the IFSP) through IFSP/IEP Data Landscapes and online IFSP reporting updates; 


● Exploring options to offer additional professional learning opportunities to support capacity-
building of social and emotional development, such as Facilitating Attuned iNteractions (FAN) to 
continue building on the three tiers of Pyramid practices; 


● Exploring additional national TA opportunities to support Pyramid Model implementation and 
High Quality Inclusion; 


● Continued discussions and collaboration around MA billing for early childhood special education 
EBPs between MSDE and Maryland Department of Health (MDH); 


● SSIP evaluation plan components are an intentional part of quarterly EBP collaborative meetings 
and SIT meetings to ensure alignment of relevant data collection and planning activities; and 


● Developing guidelines and resources in response to service provision to infants, toddlers, and 
preschoolers with disabilities and their families in the wake of the COVID-19 crisis. 


2. Planned evaluation activities including data collection, measures, and 
expected outcomes 
The MITP continues to define and refine data collection measures and methods. The SIT and LITs are 
more deeply committed to the importance of program-level fidelity measures to ensure the infrastructure 
is in place to support implementation of EBPs to achieve intended results. This work will continue and 
provide the foundation for integrating provider-level fidelity measures that have long been a part of the 
evaluation plan but that have proved challenging to embed into program practices. The MITP 
recognizes the value in fidelity measures not only for evaluation of the SSIP work but to also support 
ongoing personnel and program development through a reflective and growth-based stance and to 
inform planning for scale-up.  
 
Specifically, the SIT will continue using the Early Intervention (Part C) Program Benchmarks of Quality 
and the Early Interventionist Pyramid Practices Fidelity Instrument to guide the TAP-IT Cycle(s) in Year 
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5. As explained in previous sections, the team will need to review and discuss the document in order to 
reach consensus about the utility of it to measure fidelity of provider practices and to guide reflective 
coaching conversations. The MITP expects that the SIT and the LITs would use the provider-level 
fidelity tool to establish goals and action steps to measure progress towards implementation with fidelity.  
 
The Coaching Feedback Questionnaire will continue to be used to self-assess coaches perceptions of 
capacity. Additionally, as more programs and providers are trained to use coaching logs as a measure 
of coaching fidelity, the MITP may include that data.  
 
The MITP will continue to employ and update the online IFSP reports to more easily and accurately 
gather data on the number of IFSP with outcomes that are: functional and routines-based; aligned to 
the early childhood outcomes, especially outcome one; linked to social-emotional services as well as 
looking the quality of IFSP outcomes compared across the three child and family assessment options 
(RBI, SAFER, and the Natural Routines and Environments section of the IFSP). 
 
Improvement in child outcomes data is the ultimate measure of SSIP progress. The MITP has engaged 
in multiple activities over the last three years to ensure accuracy of child outcomes data, including a 
heightened focus on authentic assessment, revised B-K COS Process training and competency checks, 
revision of the IFSP, and soon to be IEP, process and document to meaningfully integrate the COS 
process. The impact of those activities however, will not likely be realized in statewide data until all 
processes are consistently completed with fidelity. Then the data has to reflect families that enter and 
exit the program after October 1, 2018 (date of the revised IFSP roll out) and afer fidelity is well-
established. Given that the SSIP programs are still at various stages of implementation and fidelity, the 
latter condition is not realistic at this point. The SIT will continue exploring other measures or methods 
that might indicate the change in practice that would be expected given the stage of implementation. 
 
In general, the MITP, with input and guidance from the external evaluators (AnLar) and in collaboration 
with stakeholders, will continue to monitor evaluation activities and modify data collections, measures, 
and/or expected outcomes as appropriate. 
 


3. Anticipated barriers and steps to address those barriers 
 
Although anecdotal reports of more meaningful integration of the EBPs is occurring, the SIT continues 
careful and critical consideration of the ability of providers to truly internalize the evidence-based 
practices in a way that allows for full implementation within a service delivery model. The SIT 
meetings provide the time and space needed for continued open communication and ongoing 
reflection, sharing successes and challenges, and joint problem-solving. The MITP highlights the 
lessons learned in the SSIP counties at Statewide professional learning opportunities as a way to 
begin planning for scaled implementation in other counties as well.  







 
 


Maryland State Department of Education, Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services – SSIP Phase III, Year 4 72 


Time continues to be the most significant barrier to implementation and evaluation of EBPs. It is 
important that expectations on all levels acknowledge the time that the change process necessitates to 
truly change behaviors and practices, fully implement models with fidelity, and result in improved 
outcomes for children and families. The MSDE continues to message this and share literature about 
the gap between research and practice in the early childhood special education field. Furthermore, 
through Systems Coaching, the MSDE B-K liaisons partner with local leaders to think about ways to 
innovatively use discretionary funding to “create more time” by shifting roles and responsibilities of 
existing staff and exploring the possibility of creating new positions to support staff.  


4. The State describes any needs for additional support and/or technical 
assistance 
 
The MITP continues to actively participate in a variety of national technical assistance activities, 
including the COS Learning Community (COS-LC), the IDEA Inclusion Community of Practice, and the 
NCPMI Targeted TA: Pyramid in the Part C SSIP group that has guided much of the SIT work with the 
Part C Program BoQ and the EIPPFI. Additionally, the MSDE has accessed TA from the National Early 
Childhood Inclusion Indicators Initiative in the form of consultation and presentations at the DEI/SES 
Statewide Professional Learning Institute. Participation in these groups and the associated technical 
and programmatic support continues to be beneficial in supporting systems change in Maryland. 
Although the formal NCPMI TA will conclude in early 2020, the MSDE will continue to keep abreast of 
new TA opportunities, such as the Pyramid Model Training of Trainers, and is confident that should any 
questions or need for assistance arise, the NCPMI staff is available. Similarly, although Maryland is not 
part of the formal TA through the National Early Childhood Inclusion Indicators Initiative, relationships 
and connections are in place that allow for the State to access their support as needed. These social-
emotional specific TA forums, combined with regular support for Part C and Part B 619 from the Early 
Childhood Technical Assistance (ECTA) Center, provide Maryland with a strong network of TA 
providers and opportunities. The MITP does not have additional support needs at this time but feels 
strongly connected with the TA community if it should become necessary. 
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		3. Anticipated barriers and steps to address those barriers

		Time continues to be the most significant barrier to implementation and evaluation of EBPs. It is important that expectations on all levels acknowledge the time that the change process necessitates to truly change behaviors and practices, fully implem...

		4. The State describes any needs for additional support and/or technical assistance



		ATTACHMENT A: Evaluation Plan








Accessibility Report




			Filename: 


			MD-PartC-SSIP-Phase-III-Year4Report.pdf








			Report created by: 


			Sherea Makle, Communications, sherea.makle@maryland.gov



			Organization: 


			MSDE, Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services







 [Personal and organization information from the Preferences > Identity dialog.]



Summary



The checker found no problems in this document.




			Needs manual check: 2



			Passed manually: 0



			Failed manually: 0



			Skipped: 0



			Passed: 30



			Failed: 0







Detailed Report




			Document






			Rule Name			Status			Description



			Accessibility permission flag			Passed			Accessibility permission flag must be set



			Image-only PDF			Passed			Document is not image-only PDF



			Tagged PDF			Passed			Document is tagged PDF



			Logical Reading Order			Needs manual check			Document structure provides a logical reading order



			Primary language			Passed			Text language is specified



			Title			Passed			Document title is showing in title bar



			Bookmarks			Passed			Bookmarks are present in large documents



			Color contrast			Needs manual check			Document has appropriate color contrast



			Page Content






			Rule Name			Status			Description



			Tagged content			Passed			All page content is tagged



			Tagged annotations			Passed			All annotations are tagged



			Tab order			Passed			Tab order is consistent with structure order



			Character encoding			Passed			Reliable character encoding is provided



			Tagged multimedia			Passed			All multimedia objects are tagged



			Screen flicker			Passed			Page will not cause screen flicker



			Scripts			Passed			No inaccessible scripts



			Timed responses			Passed			Page does not require timed responses



			Navigation links			Passed			Navigation links are not repetitive



			Forms






			Rule Name			Status			Description



			Tagged form fields			Passed			All form fields are tagged



			Field descriptions			Passed			All form fields have description



			Alternate Text






			Rule Name			Status			Description



			Figures alternate text			Passed			Figures require alternate text



			Nested alternate text			Passed			Alternate text that will never be read



			Associated with content			Passed			Alternate text must be associated with some content



			Hides annotation			Passed			Alternate text should not hide annotation



			Other elements alternate text			Passed			Other elements that require alternate text



			Tables






			Rule Name			Status			Description



			Rows			Passed			TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot



			TH and TD			Passed			TH and TD must be children of TR



			Headers			Passed			Tables should have headers



			Regularity			Passed			Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column



			Summary			Passed			Tables must have a summary



			Lists






			Rule Name			Status			Description



			List items			Passed			LI must be a child of L



			Lbl and LBody			Passed			Lbl and LBody must be children of LI



			Headings






			Rule Name			Status			Description



			Appropriate nesting			Passed			Appropriate nesting









Back to Top

_1661586800.pdf


1 
Part C 


Non-editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


<Non-editable 
data from previous 
SPP/APR> 


Editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


Data entry 
field 


Calculated 
field 


[explanation of 
conditional fields] 


 


Indicator 2: Services in Natural Environments 


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. 


Indicator Data 


Historical Data 


Baseline Baseline Year Baseline Data Year Year Year 


FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


Target>= 92.0% 92.5% 93.0% 93.5% 92.0% 


Data 98.8% 98.1% 98.5% 97.8% 98.8% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target>= 94.0% 94.5% 


Prepopulated Data FFY18 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 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
Data 


Status Slippage 


1233 1256 98.24% 94.0% 98.17% Met No 


 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional). 


NA 


Prior FFY Required Actions 


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY12 SPP/APR 


None 
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Indicator 3: Services in Natural Environments 


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: 


Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships); 


Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication); and 


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. 
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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). 


 


Indicator Data 


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) 


No 


 


 [if no, use the following set of tables for this indicator] 


Historical Data 


# Baseline FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 


A1 Baseline Year Target>= 70.10% 71.10% 56.96% 57.46% 57.96% 


A1 Baseline Data Data 70.10% 65.51% 56.96% 60.48% 57.74% 


A2 Baseline Year Target>= 66.62% 67.12% 55.45% 55.95% 56.45% 


A2 Baseline Data Data 66.62% 60.05% 55.45% 51.91% 48.50% 


B1 Baseline Year Target>= 73.67% 74.67% 65.32% 65.82% 66.32% 


B1 Baseline Data Data 73.67% 73.28% 65.32% 68.04% 65.32% 


B2 Baseline Year Target>= 62.82% 63.32% 52.21% 52.71% 53.21% 


B2 Baseline Data Data 62.82% 59.79% 52.21% 51.28% 46.28% 


C1 Baseline Year Target>= 74.17% 75.17% 70.65% 71.15% 71.65% 


C1 Baseline Data Data 74.17% 74.60% 70.65% 71.34% 68.59% 


C2 Baseline Year Target>= 61.60% 62.10% 49.17% 49.67% 50.17% 


C2 Baseline Data Data 61.60% 55.71% 49.17% 48.01% 46.56% 


Targets 


FFY 2018 2019 


Target A1>= 58.46% 58.46% 


Target A2>= 56.95% 56.95% 


Target B1>= 66.82% 66.82% 


Target B2>= 53.71% 53.71% 


Target C1>= 72.15% 72.15% 


Target C2>= 50.67% 50.67% 


 


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 


 [populated if Introduction description is shared with all indicators] 







3 
Part C 


Non-editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


<Non-editable data 
from previous 
SPP/APR> 


Editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


Data entry 
field 


Calculated 
field 


[explanation of 
conditional fields] 


 
 


 


FFY18 SPP/APR Data 


Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed  


 


Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships) 


Outcome Number of Children Percentage of Total 


a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning 8 0.59% 


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


458 33.90% 


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


277 20.50% 


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


381 28.20% 


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


207 15.32% 


 


Outcome 
Numerator Denominator 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
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 


(c+d) (a+b+c+d) 57.74% 58.46% 58.54% Met No 


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 


(d+e) (a+b+c+d+e) 48.50% 56.95% 44.18% Not Met Yes 


 


Provide reasons for A1 slippage, if applicable 


NA 


 


Provide reasons for A2 slippage, if applicable 


The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic 
assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating. This intense focus is 
contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both 
Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves. With a more comprehensive understanding of a 
child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating 
discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry. A 
new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level. Program-level data analysis has found that 
elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data. For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry 
ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers. For Summary 
Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significant less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the 
percentages across all three indicators. Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education 
programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings 
at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data.  


Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) 
Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide 
to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support; 2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now 
required for all early intervention staff) 3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on 
evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments 
and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area. 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP 
tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings. 
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Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication) 


Outcome Number of Children Percentage of Total 


a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning 7 0.52% 


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


405 29.98% 


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


362 26.79% 


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


437 32.35% 


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


120 8.88% 


 


Outcome Numerator Denominator 
FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
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 


(c+d) (a+b+c+d) 65.32% 66.82% 65.98% Not Met No 


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 


(d+e) (a+b+c+d+e) 46.28% 53.71% 41.85% Not Met Yes 


 


Provide reasons for B1 slippage, if applicable 


NA 


 


Provide reasons for B2 slippage, if applicable 


The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic 
assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating. This intense focus is 
contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both 
Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves. With a more comprehensive understanding of a 
child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating 
discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry.  


A new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level. Program-level data analysis has found that 
elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data. For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry 
ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers. For Summary 
Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significant less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the 
percentages across all three indicators. Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education 
programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings 
at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data.  


Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) 
Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide 
to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support; 2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now 
required for all early intervention staff) 3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on 
evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments 
and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area. 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP 
tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings. 
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Non-editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


<Non-editable data 
from previous 
SPP/APR> 


Editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


Data entry 
field 


Calculated 
field 


[explanation of 
conditional fields] 


 
 


Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs 


Outcome Number of Children Percentage of Total 


a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning 6 0.44% 


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


428 31.68% 


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


324 23.98% 


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


493 36.49% 


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


80 5.92% 


 


Outcome 
Numerator Denominator 


FFY17 
Data 


FFY18 
Target 


FFY18 
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 


(c+d) (a+b+c+d) 68.59% 72.15% 65.31% Not Met Yes 


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 


(d+e) (a+b+c+d+e) 46.56% 50.67% 43.05% Not Met Yes 


 


Provide reasons for C1 slippage, if applicable 


The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic 
assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating. This intense focus is 
contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both 
Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves. With a more comprehensive understanding of a 
child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating 
discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry.  


A new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level. Program-level data analysis has found that 
elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data. For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry 
ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers. For Summary 
Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significant less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the 
percentages across all three indicators. Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education 
programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings 
at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data.  


Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) 
Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide 
to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support; 2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now 
required for all early intervention staff) 3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on 
evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments 
and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area. 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP 
tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings. 


 


Provide reasons for C2 slippage, if applicable 


The DEI/SES continues to focus on fidelity of the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process with a strong emphasis on authentic 


assessment practices along with the use of age anchoring tools and the decision tree for every COS rating. This intense focus is 
contributing to decreases in the child outcomes data, in each of the three childhood outcomes (3A, 3B and 3C) across both 
Summary Statement #1 and Summary Statement #2, as data quality improves. With a more comprehensive understanding of a 
child’s functioning within daily routines and activities and the consistent use of age anchoring tools prior to the COS rating 
discussion with the family, local early intervention providers and leaders recognize that COS ratings have been elevated at entry. A 
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Non-editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


<Non-editable data 
from previous 
SPP/APR> 


Editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


Data entry 
field 


Calculated 
field 


[explanation of 
conditional fields] 


 
 


new COS Entry report supports data analysis at the program and provider level. Program-level data analysis has found that 
elevated COS entry scores directly contribute to decreases in COS data. For Summary Statement #1, children with high entry 
ratings are exiting without showing significant gains in their developmental trajectory compared to same age peers. For Summary 
Statement #2, data analysis indicates that significant less children are entering with a COS score of 6 or 7, which overall lowers the 
percentages across all three indicators. Additionally, as more or Maryland’s early intervention and preschool special education 
programs effectively collaborate with families to ensure that the COS ratings at exit from early intervention become the COS ratings 
at entry for preschool special education, there are further concerns about decreases in the early intervention child outcomes data.  


 


Specific activities over the past year to address fidelity of the COS process and to continue improving data quality include: 1) 
Maryland Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway website for initial and ongoing professional learning, along with the Guide 
to Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes and COS Process Training and Support; 2) Maryland COS Competency Check (now 
required for all early intervention staff) 3) Revised Maryland Online IFSP form, process, and guide with a stronger focus on 
evidence-based practices in early intervention including robust authentic assessment of natural routines/activities and environments 
and present levels of functional development summaries in each early childhood outcome area. 4) Revised Maryland Online IFSP 
tool including a built-in, required COS decision tree to support collaborative COS ratings. 


[End of “yes” option. Both options use fields below.] 


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 about sampling Answer 


Was sampling used? NO 


If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? NA 


If the plan has changed, please provide the sampling plan. 


[Attach a copy of your sampling plan] 


NA 


Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. NA 


 


Question related COS criteria  Answer 


Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS) 
process? 


YES 


Provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” NA – Child Outcome Summary 


 


List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator. 


Maryland began integrating the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process into the IFSP in FFY 2011 with full implementation during 


FFY 2012.  The COS process is completed and documented on the Strengths and Needs Summary page of the IFSP which 
replaces the COSF as the mechanism for collecting, measuring, and reporting on the three early childhood outcomes.  The 
Strengths and Needs Summary captures multiple sources of information including: the child’s present levels of development (gained 
through the evaluation/assessment process including naturalistic observation, parent interview, and team involvement), the family’s 
concerns, priorities and resources, and the family’s daily routines in natural environments. This information is utilized to summarize 
the child’s strengths and needs in the three early childhood outcome areas.  


For each skill/behavior identified as a strength or need, the following questions are considered to guide the conversation with the 
family and to identify the appropriate COS Rating Descriptor for each of the three early childhood outcome areas: 


• Are the skills and behaviors, demonstrated for this area, what one would expect for a child this age? (i.e., age-expected skills) 


• If not, are they like those of a younger child? Are they the skills and behaviors that come just before the age-expected skills and 
behaviors? (i.e., immediate foundational skills) 


• If not, are the skills and behaviors like those of a MUCH younger child? Are they much earlier than age-expected skills and 
behaviors or atypical? (i.e., foundational skills) 


The COS Rating Descriptors are based on the child’s functioning across settings and situations in the three functional areas 
compared with what is expected given the child’s age. The COS Rating Descriptors use family-friendly language to assist families to 
understand their child’s development in relation to same age peers and are matched to the COSF 1 through 7 scale. Only the COS 
Rating Descriptors are written on the IFSP, not the 1 to 7 numbers. The 1 to 7 numbers are assigned in the database to calculate 
child progress data. 


For each of the three early childhood outcome areas, the appropriate COS Rating Descriptor is documented on the Strengths and 
Needs Summary page under the question, “How Does My Child’s Development Relate to His/Her Same Age Peers?” 
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Non-editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


<Non-editable data 
from previous 
SPP/APR> 


Editable data field 
(preloaded/prefilled 
(prepopulated) data) 


Data entry 
field 


Calculated 
field 


[explanation of 
conditional fields] 


 
 


In addition to the COS Rating Descriptor the following question is also required:  “Has my child shown any new skills or behaviors 
related to (outcome area) since the last Strengths and Needs Summary?” “Yes, No or Not Applicable?”  This question is identical to 
the progress question on the COSF, “Has the child shown any new skills or behaviors related to each outcome since the last 
outcomes summary? (yes or no).”  When developing an initial IFSP and completing the COS entry, the answer to the question is 
“not applicable” since the child has not yet received early intervention services. At exit (or any other time the COS process is 
completed, e.g., at annual IFSP reviews) this yes/no question must be answered.  


Prior to FFY 2015, the COS was only required at entry and exit and best practice guidance was provided to local programs to 
complete the COS at every annual IFSP review.  The online IFSP document allows for multiple interim COS ratings.  In December 
2015, MSDE distributed a draft Child Outcomes Summary Technical Assistance Bulletin requiring the COS progress/rating to be 
completed at every annual IFSP review. 


 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional). 


NA 


 


Prior FFY Required Actions 


<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY12 SPP/APR 


None 
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2 Maryland Part C 


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. 


Indicator Data 


Executive Summary 


NA 


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. 


Overview 
The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE), Division of Early Intervention/Special Education 
Services (DEI/SES) has the responsibility under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) to 
have a comprehensive system of general supervision that monitors the implementation of the IDEA, 
State laws, and applicable federal and State regulations. The mission of the DEI/SES is to provide 
leadership, support, and accountability for results to Local School Systems (LSSs), 24 Local Infants and 
Toddlers Programs (LITPs), Public Agencies (PAs), and stakeholders through the provision of a 
seamless, comprehensive system of coordinated services to infants, toddlers, young children, and youth 
with disabilities, birth through age 21, and their families. The MSDE continues to implement the Extended 
IFSP Option that allows families to choose the continuation of early intervention services after the child 
turns three until the beginning of the school year following the child's fourth birthday if the child is 
determined eligible for Part B special education services. 
The DEI/SES organizational structure is based upon principles of collaboration and shared responsibility. 
The Division is organized by five branches: Policy and Accountability; Performance Support and 
Technical Assistance; Family Support and Dispute Resolution; Interagency Collaboration; and Resource 
Management and Monitoring. Birth to kindergarten staff are integrated within each branch. The Division 
matrix organizational design integrates knowledge and skills for improvement of compliance and results, 
and ensures consistent communication within the DEI/SES, throughout the Department, and with 
external stakeholders and partners. The core functions of the DEI/SES are leadership, accountability for 
results, technical assistance and performance support, and fiscal and resource management. 
Through the implementation of cross matrix leadership, the Division is committed to the following 
essential principles in order to improve results and functional outcomes for all children and youth with 
developmental delays and disabilities and their families. 


Transparency: We maintain an open door to stakeholders and regularly communicate through 
formal and informal outreach. This includes birth-21 special education and early intervention 
leadership updates, Professional Learning Opportunities, State and local co-led Steering 
Committees, meetings of the Assistant State Superintendent's Advisory Council, and regularly 
scheduled convening of advisory groups including Institutions of Higher Education, State 
Interagency Coordinating Council, Special Education State Advisory Committee, Educational 
Advocacy Coalition, Early Childhood Advisory Council, and the Autism Waiver Advisory Council. 
Stakeholder Engagement: We engage our stakeholders in timely and meaningful consultation 
on significant topics, including policies that affect children with disabilities. Our stakeholders 
include our governor, local school system and public agency personnel, parents, students, and 
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advocates. We seek input through participatory processes, including regional listening forums 
that promote innovation, the sharing of best practices, and dissemination of evidence-based 
strategies. We are committed to strengthening partnerships and planning with other MSDE 
divisions, other public agencies, and stakeholders. 
Effectiveness: We serve stakeholders in a timely and effectively manner and ensure the 
availability of the best "real-time" data for decision making and dissemination of evidence-based 
models throughout the State. 
Alignment: The work of the DEI/SES requires that we arrange our priorities to be synchronous 
with those of MSDE and federal requirements while also including the concerns of our local 
school systems, public agencies, and advocates. We must align our work to be most effective 
and efficient while keeping a focus on important student outcomes. 
Accountability: We strive to improve compliance and performance results for all local school 
systems and public agencies. The DEI/SES has developed a tiered system of general supervision 
and performance support to identify systems and agencies in need of differentiated support and 
technical assistance. 


Differentiated Framework  
With the emphasis on results driven accountability, the DEI/SES has increased its focus on the 
requirements related to results indicators. Each LITP is unique, and their needs for general supervision 
and engagement from the DEI/SES vary greatly depending upon numerous factors. Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA) allows the DEI/SES staff to monitor and provide technical assistance and support to 
programs in a more effective, efficient, and systematic manner. 
The MSDE, DEI/SES comprehensive system of general supervision is the Differentiated Framework. The 
Differentiated Framework includes tiers of general supervision and engagement to improve birth – 21 
special education/early intervention results. The processes embedded in the Differentiated Framework 
include: Data collection; Data verification; Identification of LITP performance status; LITP improvement; 
Reporting; and Enforcements. Within these processes are the essential components of Maryland’s 
comprehensive system of general supervision: 


• Effective policies and procedures; 
• State Performance Plan (SPP) goals and targets; 
• Accountability to to Improve Performance (AIP);  
• Fiscal management; 
• Dispute resolution; and 
• Targeted technical assistance and support. 


The DEI/SES has aligned its general supervisory responsibilities with engagement for performance 
support and technical assistance to provide a tiered system of monitoring and supports to address the 
needs of each LITP. The Differentiated Framework illustrates the shared responsibility and shared 
accountability to improve results for children and youth with disabilities. The Division is committed to 
maintaining compliance and providing supports to improve the quality of early intervention and special 
education services. An LITP is assigned to a tier based upon performance on federal compliance and 
results indicators, correction of noncompliance, analysis of data, fiscal management, and monitoring 
findings. The corresponding support an LITP can expect to receive is differentiated and based on that 
agency’s assigned tier and a comprehensive analysis of the public agency’s needs. 
The Differentiated Framework involves directing the Division’s attention to LITPs in need of more 
comprehensive engagement, technical assistance, and support in order to enable those programs to 
meet indicator targets, improve results, narrow the achievement gap, correct identified noncompliance, 
and maintain compliance. This represents the foundation of a comprehensive Multi-Tiered System of 
Support (MTSS) to incorporate a continuum of resources, strategies, structures, and practices. 
A majority of the LITPs are currently in the Universal Tier of General Supervision. This Tier represents 
LITPs that have met identified performance and compliance criteria, resulting in a determination status of 
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“Meets Requirements” or is in the first year of “Needs Assistance.” The LITPs assigned to the Universal 
Tier of General Supervision have no findings of noncompliance or have corrected all findings of 
noncompliance within one year and/or have maintained compliance. 
Each LITP is monitored annually through a desk audit and cross-divisional data analysis of SPP/APR 
Indicators, local priorities, and fiscal data. Additionally, a cyclical general supervision monitoring of select 
LITP includes, at a minimum, child record reviews for IDEA requirements, a review of policy, procedures, 
and practices, interviews, observations, case studies, and sub-recipient fiscal monitoring. Each LITP 
develops and self-monitors an internal work plan including local priorities to address locally identified 
needs. 
In the Universal Tier of Engagement, the focus is on professional development/learning and follow-up 
coaching and support to address statewide needs based on overall State trend data, (e.g., performance 
on SPP Indicators, child outcomes, and student achievement). This includes general information related 
to early intervention/special education policies, procedures and practices, as well as the general work of 
the MSDE. Examples of statewide technical assistance include State and regional professional 
development, online tools, resources through the Maryland Learning Links website, the Maryland Birth to 
Kindergarten Child Outcomes Gateway and website, Q&A Documents, and Technical Assistance 
Bulletins. Comprehensive monitoring for the universal tier occurs once every four years. 
An LITP receiving a determination status of “Needs Assistance” for two consecutive years or one year of 
“Needs Intervention” is assigned to the Targeted Tier of General Supervision. An LITP in this tier may 
have an active Corrective Action Plan(s) (CAPs) for identified noncompliance, and/or, although 
noncompliance may be corrected within one year, if compliance is not sustained. 
Targeted monitoring occurs every other year and includes customized data analysis with real-time local 
and State data. Activities may include, but are not limited to: early intervention record reviews using 
selected sections of the DSE/EIS record review document, a review of policies, procedures, and 
practices, a review of the LITP’s system of general supervision, interview questions, and/or case studies. 
State and local joint cross-departmental and cross-divisional teams are formed to address identified 
needs. The LITP develops a local Improvement Plan, which is submitted to and approved by the 
DEI/SES. 
The corresponding Targeted Tier of Engagement focuses on professional learning and support 
(training, coaching, and technical assistance) to address the needs of the LITP on specific topics 
identified through general supervision. It is a responsive and proactive approach to prevent the LITP from 
needing substantial support. The LITP leadership is required to engage with the Division to review State 
and local data and information in order to implement an Improvement Plan that is approved by the 
DEI/SES to build capacity to effectively address the identified needs. Evaluation and periodic feedback 
are critical elements of Targeted Engagement. A Targeted Assistance and Support Committee (TASC) 
team consisting of jointly identified local and state cross-Divisional members provides performance-
based and responsive support. 
An LITP receiving a determination status of “Needs Assistance” for three consecutive years, “Needs 
Intervention” for two consecutive years, or "Needs Substantial Intervention" for one year is assigned to 
the Focused Tier of General Supervision. These LITPs continue to have findings of noncompliance, 
have active CAPs for two or more years, and demonstrate little progress despite general and targeted 
technical assistance. 
Focused monitoring is enhanced and differentiated, and includes in-depth data analysis, and requires the 
participation of the State and local superintendent as well as identified stakeholders. Focused monitoring 
occurs annually and may include, but is not limited to: early intervention record reviews using selected 
sections of the DEI/SES record review document, a review of the LITP’s real time data, a review of 
policies, procedures, and practices, a review of the LITP’s system of general supervision, interview 
questions, provider observations, and case studies. A Focused and Comprehensive Action Plan is jointly 
developed by the LITP and DEI/SES.  
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At this level, the goal of the Focused Tier of Engagement is to direct substantial support to address the 
continuous lack of improvement of the LITP through significant systems change. A multi-faceted State 
and local leadership team meets regularly to develop and implement an action plan designed to affect 
systems change in policy, program, instructional practices, and professional learning at multiple systems 
levels. Principles of effective systems change, implementation, evaluation, and sustainability are 
foundational elements of the technical assistance. The LITP develops a local Improvement Plan, jointly 
with the DEI/SES. Frequent feedback and general supervision is maintained throughout the extent of the 
technical assistance. 
The State Superintendent and the DEI/SES Assistant State Superintendent work closely with the local 
School Superintendent or local Lead Agency Head to develop a cross-departmental, cross-divisional 
State and local implementation team. The MSDE provides increased oversight activities to assess 
progress and may direct federal funds, impose special conditions, and/or require a regular submission of 
data. The LITP leadership is required to participate in a quarterly joint State and local Focused 
Intervention and Accountability Team (FIAT) to review progress. Of note is that the State automatically 
assigns SSIP jurisdictions to the Focused Tier as those jurisdictions are provided with a substantial level 
of support. 
At the highest tier, the Intensive Tier of General Supervision, an LITP fails to progress and correct 
previously identified noncompliance despite receiving technical assistance and support. The failure to 
comply has affected the core requirements, such as the delivery of services to infants, toddlers, and 
preschool age children with developmental delays and disabilities or to provide effective general 
supervision and oversight. The LITP enters into a formal agreement with the MSDE to guide 
improvement and may have additional sanctions. The LITP informs the MSDE of its unwillingness to 
comply with core requirements. 
The Intensive Tier of Engagement focuses on providing support based on a Formal Agreement that is 
developed to guide improvement and correction with onsite supervision. The MSDE may direct, recover 
or withhold State or federal funds. 


Data Collection  
As part of the State’s general supervision system, data are collected from several sources. In Maryland, 
all data related to SPP/APR reporting are available in the State’s Online IFSP Database, with the 
exception of complaint data and family outcomes data. The former are collected from the DEI/SES 
Complaint Database, while the latter are collected through a State-funded vendor. 
The Online IFSP Database is a secure web-based application that serves as the primary case 
management tool for service coordinators and service providers working with children in the Maryland 
Infants and Toddlers Program (MITP). The main user function is the development and monitoring of 
Individualized Family Service Plans (IFSPs). Because IFSPs are entered into the Online IFSP Database 
through local users, the State has access to the IFSPs of all children receiving services through the 
MITP. In addition, local and state leaders can utilize the data analysis functions of the Online IFSP to 
generate both predefined and dynamic reports to assist with programmatic data-informed decision-
making. 
Data collected at referral and from IFSPs for every eligible child and family are entered into the database 
by local staff. MSDE and the LITPs generate reports on a regular basis to monitor statewide and local 
compliance/results and audit for data validity and reliability. 
Evidence that the data on the processes and results component are part of a State’s or an LITP’s system 
of general supervision includes the following: 


• Data are collected as required under the IDEA and by the U.S. Secretary of Education. 
• Data are routinely collected throughout the year. 
• The LITPs submit data in a timely and accurate manner. 
• Data are available from multiple sources and used to examine performance of the LITPs. 
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In FFY 2018, the IFSP and Online IFSP Database underwent major revisions to drive a stronger focus on 
child- and family-directed assessment. Changes to the database also focused on usability of the online 
tool and should result in improvements to data collection. The new system was released on October 1, 
2018. 


IDEA Requirements 
The DEI/SES conducts a comprehensive early intervention record review to ensure LITPs are correctly 
implementing the regulatory requirements of the IDEA and the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR). 
The LITPs are selected for review on a cyclical basis using a representative sample based on child count 
that includes large, medium and small programs. Every LITP is reviewed at least once during the four 
year cycle. Please see information above for more detailed information about monitoring schedules 
based on the DEI/SES Differentiated Framework. 


Effective Policies, Procedures, and Practices 
Maryland has policies and procedures aligned with the IDEA, 34 CFR §303. Maryland State law and 
Maryland’s Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) supports State implementation of the IDEA. Each 
LITP is responsible for developing policies, procedures and practices for effective implementation in 
accordance with federal and State requirements to ensure the provision of a Free Appropriate Public 
Education (FAPE) in the Natural Environment (NE). The DEI/SES has embedded the review of LITP 
policies, procedures, and practices within existing components of general supervision. 


State Performance Plan 
The State Performance Plan (SPP) is the State’s plan to improve the 11 results and compliance 
indicators established by the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP). This plan contains a 
description of the State’s efforts to implement the requirements of Part C of the IDEA, including how it will 
improve performance on indicators. As part of the SPP, each indicator has a target set by the OSEP or 
the State. All targets set by the State are approved by the State Interagency Coordinating Council 
(SICC). The State Performance Plan is located on the MSDE website: http://www.mdideareport.org.  


Accountability to Improve Performance (AIP) 
The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) has revised its monitoring priorities to ensure a 
balance between compliance and results by placing a greater emphasis on accountability and technical 
assistance (TA) activities that focus on improving the MSDE's capacity to develop, strengthen, and 
support improvement at local levels. In response to OSEP’s shift in monitoring priorities, the MSDE, 
DEI/SES has revised its monitoring procedures and now places greater emphasis on requirements 
related to improving educational results for children and youth with disabilities. In addition, the MSDE, 
DEI/SES uses the Differentiated Framework, thus enabling the MSDE, DEI/SES to work collaboratively 
with LITPs to identify root causes and focus on areas in need of improvement. 
This is accomplished through the Maryland’s Accountability to Improve Performance (AIP) process. 
General supervision is accountable for enforcing the requirements and for ensuring continuous 
improvement. The primary focus of the AIP process is to improve educational results and functional 
outcomes for all children and youth with disabilities and their families and ensuring that the MSDE meets 
the program requirements within IDEA. 
The AIP process verifies data, documents compliance with both IDEA and COMAR regulatory 
requirements, and provides technical assistance for the timely correction of identified findings of 
noncompliance. Findings of noncompliance concerning the records of individual children with disabilities 
always result in verification of correction using a two prong process. First (Prong 1), the records in which 
the noncompliance was first identified are reviewed to determine if correction has occurred, or, the 
requirement was completed (for timeline violations), unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction or 
the parent has withdrawn consent. Then (Prong 2), a subsequent review of a sample of records is 
conducted by the DEI/SES to determine the level of compliance. If both reviews result in 100% 
compliance, then correction has been achieved and the corrective action is closed. 
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Comprehensive monitoring occurs at least every four years in each LITP. The purpose of comprehensive 
monitoring is to ensure the LITPs: 


• Are compliant with State and federal regulations; 
• Have a system of general supervision in place to monitor child progress and make data 


informed decisions; and 
• Are focused on improving outcomes for infants, toddlers, and preschool age children with 


developmental delays and disabilities, and their families. 
While some monitoring activities are universal for all, other monitoring activities are customized to 
examine areas of need. These areas are identified through a variety of sources such as, but not limited, 
to: 


• Indicator data verification; 
• Other data reviews; 
• Grant reviews; 
• Fiscal data; 
• Medicaid monitoring; 
• Family support data; 
• State complaints; and 
• Advocacy organization concerns. 


While compliance continues to be important, the MSDE, like the OSEP, has created a balance with an 
RDA focus with respect to results monitoring for children and youth with disabilities. The DEI/SES has 
developed monitoring activities geared towards these efforts to ensure improved results. Monitoring may 
be conducted either off-site as a desk audit or on-site depending on the nature of the monitoring 
activities. The method selected is dependent upon the activity and the information that is or is not 
accessible online and the need to acquire the necessary documents needed for the review. 


Desk Audit 


A desk audit refers to a review of data, Individualized Family Service Plans (IFSPs), or other sources of 
information used in monitoring conducted by DEI/SES staff at the MSDE. It may be the single method 
used to complete a review or may be used in combination with an on-site visit. After the completion of the 
desk audit, the DEI/SES staff may request further documentation or data to clarify potential findings of 
noncompliance or verify correction of noncompliance. 


On-Site Monitoring 


On-site monitoring refers to a review of data, IFSPs, or other sources of information used in monitoring 
conducted by DEI/SES staff within the LITPs.On-site monitoring is specifically used to carry out those 
activities that are not practical to complete through a desk audit by the DEI/SES staff. Examples of on-
site monitoring may include but are not limited to a review of early intervention records for Medicaid 
monitoring, provision of related services, data-entry verification, etc. 


Case Study Reviews 


The MSDE, DEI/SES staff conducts case study reviews of an individual child’s early intervention record. 
This allows the reviewer to gauge/conclude whether the child is being provided with appropriate services, 
which is evidenced by continued growth and progress towards child and family outcomes. Case studies 
include observations of service delivery and interviews with families and providers (not just document 
reviews). 


Interviews 


Interviews are conducted with administrators, service providers, and parents. This measures consistency 
and understanding of practices across the local program. Additionally, the MSDE, DEI/SES staff are able 
to ascertain the knowledge of local program staff pertaining to the implementation of child’s IFSP and the 
responsibilities of staff. 
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Directed Onsite Visits 


The MSDE, DEI/SES reserves the right to conduct a directed onsite visit at any time based on multiple 
sources of data indicating potential concerns, evidence of repeated concerns, or a pattern of concerns 
over time. These concerns may come from examining data reported to the MSDE as part of the 
accountability system and other sources of information, such as interactions and conversations with 
parents, advocates, and/or district personnel. The purpose of the directed onsite visit is to monitor 
compliance and identify areas of need. The scope of each directed onsite visit is based on presenting 
concerns including relevant regulatory requirements. This is determined on a case-by-case basis and 
may include a targeted review of any of the following: SPP/APR Indicators; SSIS 618 data; fiscal 
management; IDEA requirements; or implementation of any other State and federal regulatory 
requirements. Based on identified needs, ongoing technical assistance is provided to support 
improvement efforts. 


Fiscal Management 
It is the primary responsibility of the Resource Management Branch to ensure effective procurement, 
use, and oversight of Division resources. This branch also provides for the effective, fiscal subrecipient 
monitoring of all recipients of the IDEA grant funds throughout Maryland, including the LITPs, Local 
School Systems (LSSs), Public Agencies (PAs), and Institutions of Higher Education (IHE). Through 
grants management staff, the Branch also ensures fiscal accountability in accordance with federal and 
State regulations for federal and State funds administered by the Maryland State Department of 
Education for the benefit of children with disabilities, ages birth through 21. The Branch assists LITPs, 
and other subrecipients through the application, reporting, and fiscal management of those funds. 
Technical assistance relative to fiscal matters is also provided to all LITPs and grant subrecipient 
agencies, as well as the monitoring of subrecipient compliance with State and federal grant regulations, 
including the Code of Federal Regulations, IDEA, Education Department General Administrative 
Regulations, General Education Provisions Act, Office of Management and Budget Circulars and 
COMAR. The Branch additionally provides data and information to the Division leadership in support of 
programmatic interventions and to facilitate funding determinations and resource allocations. The Branch 
is additionally responsible for managing major Special Education State Aid grants and acting as the 
Fiscal Agent for the Children’s Cabinet Interagency Fund. 


Dispute Resolution 
The IDEA provides parents certain rights and procedural safeguards. These safeguards include formal 
dispute resolution requirements, such as mediation, formal complaints, resolution sessions, and due 
process hearings. The Family Support and Dispute Resolution Branch collects and analyzes data on an 
ongoing basis using the parent contact and dispute resolution database to ensure effective 
implementation of the dispute resolution system. 


Program Improvement and Correction 
Through the State’s Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) in the SPP and data from the examination of the 
LITP performance, ongoing state activities are used for program improvement and progress 
measurement. The DEI/SES also aligns improvement activities with existing Department initiatives, such 
as Maryland’s Every Student Succeeds Act, Preschool Development Grant, and Preschool Development 
Grant B-5. Technical assistance activities, designed to address the needs of each individual LITP, are 
based on data that are collected and correction of any noncompliance, consistent with OSEP's 09-02 
Memo. 


Enforcement 
There is a direct relationship between determination status and enforcement. After assigning each LITP 
a determination status, the DEI/SES applies appropriate enforcement actions. The DEI/SES mandates 
activities and actions that are designed to ensure that LITPs meet the requirements of IDEA.  
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Each LITP is assigned to one of four tiers of general supervision, “Universal,” “Targeted,” “Focused,” or 
“Intensive” based upon performance on the IDEA SPP/APR compliance and results indicators, correction 
of noncompliance, analysis of data, fiscal management, and monitoring findings. This comprehensive 
information is used to provide differentiated engagement that focuses on building capacity to improve 
results and direct State resources to those LITPs that are the lowest performing. At the same time, LITPs 
that are achieving success are recognized and provided with the support needed to publish and 
disseminate their successful best practices. 


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. 


Technical Assistance and Support 
Through the Division’s strategic plan, Moving Maryland Forward: Sharpen the Focus for 2020, the 
DEI/SES focuses on building the capacity of local Infants and Toddlers Programs, local school systems, 
public agencies, and institutions of higher education, to narrow the performance gap and enable all 
children to be kindergarten ready. The Division works collaboratively with other Divisions within the 
MSDE to improve performance on statewide accountability measures and achievement of the Maryland 
College and Career Ready Standards. 


Team, Analyze, Plan, Implement, Track (TAP-IT) 


The TAP-IT process is the universal delivery system for improved results through the DEI/SES 
Differentiated Framework: Tiers of Engagement. TAP-IT ensures purposeful resource allocation and 
collaborative effort in support of research-based actions that narrow the achievement gap for children 
with disabilities and their non-disabled peers. Through TAP-IT the DEI/SES partners with LITPs around 
five levers for change based on State Education Agency (SEA) Levers for Change in Local Education 
Agencies and Schools, Redding, 2013: 


• Opportunity by braiding of resources to support innovative practices; 
• Incentives through Statewide recognition of child progress and gap reduction; 
• Systemic Capacity by providing Statewide data systems that include the Longitudinal 


Accountability Decision Support System (LADSS), Maryland Online IFSP, and the Maryland 
Online IEP (MOEIP); 


• Local Capacity building through expert consultation, establishment of Communities of 
Practice (CoP), training, coaching and opportunities for diagnostic site reviews; 


• Intervention through the DEI/SES Differentiated Framework-Tiers of Engagement that 
include universal support for internal decision- making processes based on implementation 
science, and dissemination of proven practices with demonstrated results. 


The TAP-IT process begins with the formation of an implementation team comprised of LITP and 
DEI/SES representatives who operate in a clearly defined partnership. The team collects all current, 
relevant data sources [for example: State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Review (SPP/APR), 
Maryland Report Card, Ready at Five-School Readiness Data, Maryland Online IFSP Database, and 
Family Survey Data]. An August 2017 WestEd/NCSI Spotlight highlighted this process with a focus on 
mathematics in Maryland: http://marylandlearninglinks.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/08 /17 
2271_State_Knowledge_Utiliz_Spotlight_Aug2017_final.pdf.  
 
Team: The LITP leadership selects team members who are decision makers [programmatic, fiscal, 
organizational, human capital, and general educator(s) as appropriate] and will represent the LITP in 
partnership with the MSDE, DEI/SES team (data, fiscal, and programmatic MSDE liaisons). Collaborative 
team sessions are scheduled face-to-face and/or through technology applications to establish team 
function, roles and operating norms. There is attention to building the capacity of the team using 
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implementation science. A partnership is jointly formed by the LITP and DSE/EIS team to guide the work 
that includes outcomes, design, and assessment. 
Analyze: The team studies the processes currently in place to analyze data at the state and LITP levels. 
The team reviews the available data that include formative, summative, longitudinal summary reports 
and early warning alert systems that may be in place. The purpose of each data source is reviewed, and 
the strength and limitations are identified. The team describes/defines the sources and processes to 
analyze data and identifies opportunities for programmatic support and/or technical assistance. The team 
analyzes the data using an agreed upon protocol and reports their finding. 
Plan: The team reviews the effectiveness of existing processes and interventions to narrow the gap 
between children with disabilities and their non-disabled peers. The team shares current research and 
research-based practices for narrowing the achievement gap. Allocation of resources is reviewed to 
determine their effectiveness in narrowing the gap. The team uses evidence based questioning 
strategies such as Teams Intervening Early to Reach all Students (TIERS): Asking the Right Questions 
and implementation science tools that include the Hexagon Tool where information is gathered and 
organized. These provide the team with a complete picture of the targeted interventions and their use in 
the LITP (see: http://implementation.fpg.unc.edu /resources/hexagon-tool-exploring-context). Plans are 
created and resources are aligned to narrow the achievement gap based on the data analysis. Plans use 
SMART goals that are Strategic, Measurable, Attainable, Results-based and Time-bound - and include 
ideas for sharing success and replication. 
Implement: The plan is implemented with the supports and resources identified from the LITP, the 
DEI/SES, and other external partners. Monitoring of progress, identification and removal of barriers to 
change, and diagnostic site reviews are conducted. 
Track: Team members meet quarterly face-to-face and/or through technology applications. They receive 
updates from those assigned to monitor each data set, financial reports are discussed and the team 
modifies the work as needed (e.g., based on fidelity of intervention implementation, child performance, 
etc.). An annual review and report of the work is completed by the team through the SMART Process. 
Success is shared, and the work is scaled up as appropriate. 


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 MSDE, DEI/SES has several key mechanisms in place to ensure that service providers are 
effectively providing services to improve results for infants, toddlers and preschoolers with disabilities 
and their families. These include the annual submission of local Comprehensive System of Personnel 
Development (CSPD) Plans, Suitable Qualifications – Maryland’s Personnel Standards for Early 
Intervention Service Providers, and ongoing professional learning activities and resources. 
Annually, each Local Lead Agency (LLA)/Local Infants and Toddlers Program (LITP) is required to 
submit a Consolidated Local Improvement Grant (CLIG) designated as the single grant mechanism 
through which local jurisdictions receive federal and State funds to implement local early intervention 
programs in compliance with federal and State regulations, policies, and procedures to support positive 
results for infants, toddlers, and preschool children with disabilities and their families. A requirement of 
the annual CLIG submission has been revised to include an Early Intervention Program Plan which 
addresses both infrastructure and personnel development within the following sections: 


• Local Improvement/Corrective Plan(s) (if applicable) 
• Public Awareness Plans (if current targets are not met) 
• Child Outcomes Summary Process (required) 
• Effective IFSP Development (required) 


The Early Intervention Program Plan culminates with the Comprehensive System of Personnel 
Development Plan which specifically addresses the Personnel Development strategies across all 
sections of the Early Intervention Program Plan. 
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Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) Plans 
The purpose of the Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) Plan is to describe how 
the local early intervention system will build capacity on a transdisciplinary basis, for public and private 
providers, primary referral sources, community partners, Family Support Network/Preschool Partners 
Coordinators, parents, paraprofessionals and service coordinators to improve outcomes for infants and 
toddlers with disabilities, including children in the Extended IFSP Option, and their families. In addition to 
including personnel development strategies to promote continuous improvement to support local 
improvement/corrective action plans, public awareness plans, the child outcomes summary process, and 
effective IFSP development, implementation and evaluation, the CSPD Plan developed by a local 
jurisdiction must include, where appropriate, training on the basic components of the early intervention 
system; the coordination of transition services from the Infants and Toddlers Program to Preschool 
Special Education services, or another appropriate early childhood program; and the development, 
implementation, and incorporation of educational outcomes in the IFSP that promote school readiness, 
including pre-literacy, language, and numeracy skills. 
Other methods for assessing training needs may vary from individual to individual and year to year. A 
formal written survey of training needs is one mechanism for gathering information to support the focus 
of the CSPD Plan. Other sources of information that are considered when assessing local training needs 
include: 


• Specific data-informed decision-making based on child outcomes, family outcomes, child find 
practices, and/or natural environments practices; 


• Implementation of evidence-based practices with fidelity; 
• Family and child issues currently challenging the program; 
• Local, state, and national issues, trends, focuses; 
• Program and/or provider Self-Assessment (i.e., IFSP Process Performance Indicators); 


and/or 
• Training evaluations. 


The MSDE supports an evidence-based data-informed decision making process (Team-Analyze-Plan-
Implement-Track, TAP-IT) to assist jurisdictions to align local CSPD Plans with conclusions drawn from 
the review and analysis of the local Suitable Qualifications status report (note: Suitable Qualifications are 
described below), self-monitoring, local data profiles, improvement plans, corrective action plans, 
complaints, parent calls, and investigations requiring corrective actions, and other data related to 
program improvement. 
Gathered information on all the data sources discussed above are clearly summarized in the data 
analysis section of the CSPD Plan with the list of anticipated in-service topics reflecting the results of the 
Personnel Development Strategies within the Early Intervention Program Plan, the required Suitable 
Qualifications - Early Intervention Personnel Standards, other local needs assessment data and based 
on the Learning Forward Standards for Professional Learning. Specific documentation about the actual 
professional learning provided and the results of those professional learning experiences are included in 
the local Final Program Report. 
Required local CSPD Plan components in FFY 2018, included: 


1. A summary of the specific Personnel Development Strategies within the Early Intervention 
Program Plan, data on the required Suitable Qualifications - Early Intervention Personnel 
Standards and data on the results of the local training needs assessment of public and private 
providers, primary referral sources, Family Support Network and Preschool Partners 
coordinators, parents, paraprofessionals, and service coordinators, in addition to other data 
analysis results; 


2. A description of each professional learning activity, including anticipated dates, training level, 
topic, presenters, and audience; 


3. The specific type of coaching support being provided (internal/external) coaching frequency, 
duration, and context (individual, team, communities of practice); and 
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4. Evaluation levels, instruments, and program/early intervention provider fidelity checks to 
assess fidelity of implementation, continuous improvement, and level of impact on the local 
early intervention system. 


Jurisdictions can access technical assistance from the Performance Support and Technical Assistance 
Branch in the Division of Early Intervention/Special Education Services to support local/regional planning 
and implementation efforts for customized COS and IFSP professional development.  The DEI/SES 
continues to promote their professional development website - MD Birth to Kindergarten Child Outcomes 
Gateway at http://olms.cte.jhu.edu/olms2/mdcos-gateway. In addition to providing the rationale, training, 
and supports to implement the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) rating process with fidelity across 
jurisdictions and programs, this online resource provides birth to kindergarten providers with the 
foundations of early intervention/preschool special education, including the Mission and Key Principles, 
DEC Recommended Practices, and the integration of child outcomes into the IFSP and preschool IEP 
process. 
After CLIG submissions are received by the DEI/SES, each local CSPD Plan is reviewed by designated 
staff (i.e., B-K programmatic liaisons, data and fiscal MSDE liaisons) through the utilization of a 
comprehensive template created to ensure all required plan components are adequately addressed. 
Approval of each local CSPD Plan is required to maintain robust professional learning for all early 
intervention providers, families and other early care and education professionals. When local CSPD 
plans are missing data or other required components, specific technical assistance is provided to support 
local plan approval. Designated MSDE, DEI/SES staff also review Final Program Reports to ensure 
appropriate implementation of each local CSPD Plan. 


Personnel Standards 
The MSDE/MITP has established policies relating to the establishment and maintenance of personnel 
standards pursuant to COMAR 13A.13.02.08(I) and 34 CFR §303.119. There are two components to 
Maryland’s Personnel Standards for Early Intervention Service Providers. Personnel providing early 
intervention services under this part to eligible children and their families in excess of 15 percent of 
employment hours shall meet: 


• Highest requirements in the State that apply to the profession or discipline in which a person 
is providing early intervention services; and 


• Suitable qualifications. 
Suitable qualifications (SQ) refers to requirements for personnel employed by State, local, and private 
agencies who provide early intervention services to eligible children and their families in excess of 15% 
of their employment hours. Requirements include a minimum of 120 contact hours of documented pre-
service and/or in-service training, as well as on-site consultation in nine competency areas. Identified 
competency areas focus on cross-disciplinary topics that are considered essential to providing family-
centered early intervention services and include: Infant and Toddler Development (Typical), Infant and 
Toddler Development (Atypical), Infant and Toddler Assessment (Instruments), Infant and Toddler 
Assessment (Procedures), Family Assessment, Family Partnerships, Early Intervention Service Options, 
Strategies, and Instructional Practices, Team Process, and Service Coordination. 
The MSDE, MITP is responsible for the review of all SQ applications, storage and monitoring of SQ 
statuses and data, and the provision of personnel development activities/training to support providers in 
meeting competency areas. In collaboration with stakeholders, the DEI/SES is currently reviewing the 
Personnel Standards guidelines and requirements. A revision to the Personnel Standards process was 
released in November 2019 and will be discussed as part of the FFY 2019 APR submission. 


Ongoing Professional Learning Activities and Resources 
In order to improve program quality and services to positively impact child and family outcome results, 
the MSDE DEI/SES, in collaboration with numerous partners, provides resources, training, consultation, 
and technical assistance to local LITP directors, service providers, community partners, stakeholders and 
parents in numerous formats and forums. Dissemination of these trainings, resources, media, and tools 
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to strengthen child outcomes and the early intervention and education services provided to infants, 
toddlers, and young children with disabilities, and their families, is supported through the DEI/SES 
website marylandlearninglinks.org in collaboration with the Johns Hopkins University/Center for 
Technology in Education (CTE). 
An additional website Making Access Happen (http://olms.cte.jhu.edu/olms2/makingaccesshappen) 
provides specific support around authentic assessment (https://medium.com/mah-authentic-assessment-
support) including the Routines-Based Interview, and reflective coaching (https://medium.com/mah-
coaching-support). 
The MSDE targets specific universal professional learning activities to local early intervention leaders. 
These include the annual DEI/SES Professional Learning Institute with an early childhood strand, 
quarterly face-to-face Birth through 21 Leadership professional learning, and monthly Birth through 21 
Leadership teleconferences. For FFY 2016 the focus of the professional learning activities for early 
intervention leaders was on high-quality, functional, routines-based IFSPs with the rollout of a reflection 
tool and training modules. In FFY 2017, the focus was on evidence-based teaming practices, natural and 
inclusive learning environment practices, and effective reflective coaching. These same priorities 
continued in FFY 2018. 
As described under Maryland's Technical Assistance System, the Tiers of Engagement provide 
differentiated program support and technical assistance based on State and local needs related to 
implementing a high quality, seamless, evidence-based early childhood intervention system of services. 
A specific state birth to kindergarten liaison is designated for each LITP and supports data informed 
systematic planning, implementation, and evaluation of evidenced-based professional learning to 
enhance the quality of recommended early childhood practices including assessment, environment, 
family partnerships, instruction, intervention, teaming and collaboration, and transition.  
The differentiated engagement model focuses on building capacity to improve results and direct State 
resources to those LITPs that are the lowest performing, while recognizing and providing the support 
needed to publish and disseminate successful best practices to those LITPs which are achieving 
success. 


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’s Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). 
In preparation for the current APR cycle, the MSDE began discussions about new targets with 
stakeholders at a Professional Learning Institute (PLI) statewide meeting in January 2014. During the 
meeting, results trend data were shared, proposed target scenarios were provided, and stakeholders 
were given the opportunity to suggest specific targets for each results indicator. In addition, the MSDE 
created a SPP/APR Stakeholder Survey to obtain stakeholder feedback regarding proposed SPP/APR 
targets. Feedback from stakeholders was received through December 5, 2014. Results from this survey 
guided final target setting and were presented at the January 8, 2015 SICC meeting. 
No changes to baselines are being proposed for FFY 2018 but as required by the OSEP, the MSDE has 
set targets for all results indicators for FFY 2019. To set targets, the MSDE obtained stakeholder 
feedback through a survey sent to MITP stakeholders, including Local Special Education Directors, Local 
Infants and Toddlers Directors, and all members of the State Interagency Coordinating Council. Survey 
results guided target setting and proposed targets are included with this APR submission. 
Throughout FFY 2018, the MSDE provided information and preliminary data on the Part C APR 
indicators and multiple opportunities for questions, comments, and recommendations from a broad range 
of stakeholders including the SICC, local ITP directors, and local special education directors. Updates on 
SPP/APR federal reporting requirements and State and local performance data were provided at SICC 
meetings throughout the reporting period. Annually, the draft APR and data are presented to the SICC; 
the presentation for FFY 2018 occurred on December 5, 2019. 



http://www.marylandlearninglinks.org/

https://medium.com/mah-coaching-support

https://medium.com/mah-coaching-support
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Apply this to all Part C results indicators (y/n) 


Y 


Reporting to the Public 
How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2017 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 2017 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 2017 APR in 2019, is available. 
As required in the IDEA of 2004, the MSDE reported to the public on its FFY 2017 (July 1, 2017 - June 
30, 2018) performance and will report to the public on the performance of LITPs on Part C Indicators # 1, 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 and 8 for FFY 2018 (July 1, 2018 - June 30, 2019). Performance data in numbers and 
percentages will be reported for each LITP, along with the State target, State performance data, and a 
narrative description of the indicator. State performance data on Part C Indicators # 9, 10, and 11 will 
also be reported to the public. 
In partnership with the Johns Hopkins University Center for Technology in Education (JHU/CTE), the 
MSDE has developed an accessible, state-of-the art SPP/APR website for local and State performance 
data. The website currently includes APRs from FFY 2005 to FFY 2017 and can be accessed at 
http://www.mdideareport.org. In addition to the complete SPP/APR, the website includes State and LITP 
results for all applicable indicators and tools for comparing local performance in relation to the State 
targets. The public may see progress and slippage through a combination of tables and graphs 
populated on the website. This site also includes OSEP’s annual State determination and MSDE’s 
annual local Infants and Toddlers Program determinations. The FFY 2018 APR will be included on this 
website shortly after the State’s submission to the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) on 
February 3, 2020. Copies of the APR and SPP will be provided to LITPs, the SICC, and other 
stakeholders simultaneously. 


Prior FFY Required Actions 
<Required Actions identified for the Indicator in FFY17 will appear here> 


Response to actions required in FFY17 SPP/APR 


None 
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