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Introduction

Instructions
Provide sufficient detail to ensure that the Secretary and the public are informed of and understand the State’s systems designed to drive improved results for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families and to ensure that the Lead Agency (LA) meets the requirements of Part C of the IDEA. This introduction must include descriptions of the State’s General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System, Stakeholder Involvement, and Reporting to the Public.
Intro - Indicator Data

Executive Summary

The New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP) is the statewide system of early intervention services for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families under Part C of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 

The New York State Department of Health (Department) is designated in State Public Health Law (PHL) as lead agency for the Part C Early Intervention Program. In this capacity, the Department is responsible for the completion of the federally required State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR), which consists of eleven applicable indicators, five of which are compliance with an expectation of 100%, and six of which are performance or results-driven indicators for which targets are set with stakeholders. The performance indicator for resolution settlement (indicator 9) is not applicable to NYSEIP, and the State Systemic Improvement Plan (indicator 11) will be reported in April 2020. Department staff work closely with local municipal early intervention officials and their staff as well to provide training and technical assistance on the federal and State requirements, data entry into the state’s data systems, and review of data to ensure data are comprehensive, accurate, and timely. The Department has also taken advantage of technical assistance provided by the US Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) and their national technical assistance centers, such as Early Childhood Technical Assistance (ECTA) Center, the Center for IDEA Early Childhood Systems (DaSy) and the IDEA Data Center (IDC).

Indicator 3: The new requirement to report "the number of infants and toddlers who did not receive early intervention services for at least six months before exiting the Part C program" does not apply to NY based on guidance received from OSEP and their Office of General Counsel (OGC). Please see the official OSEP response below regarding the guidance. NY enters 0 because N/A cannot be entered. 

Here is the official OSEP response on 12/4/2018: We have consulted with OGC and given that only two states OSEP has permitted to sample for C-3 and that OSEP has given these states full credit with a score of 2 points for data completeness undersection I.a. of the Results Matrix, this new reporting requirement would be not applicable (or N/A) for these two states that sample. 

NYSEIP is one of the nation’s largest early intervention delivery systems. In federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018-2019 (July 1-June 30), NYSEIP received about 62,000 referrals and completed over 55,000 multidisciplinary evaluations. Over 70,000 children had an active Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) in the program year. NYSEIP served 4.56% of the population of infants and toddlers under three years old based on the point-in-time count on October 1st, which compares with the national average of 3.26% (indicator 6). NYSEIP served just over 1% of the population under one year old, which is similar to the national average (indicator 5). Over 92% of infants and toddlers with IFSPs primarily received early intervention services in the home or community-based setting (indicator 2).

The 57 counties and New York City in New York State (referred to as "municipalities") are responsible for local administration of the NYSEIP. Collaboratively with local program staff and early intervention providers, the Department’s efforts to address systems issues and improve data quality have resulted in consistency in the performance of the SPP/APR compliance indicators for timely IFSP and timely transition (indicators 7 and 8A-C).

The Department has also intensified efforts to work with local programs on child outcome measures (indicator 3) reported in the SPP/APR. The measures for child outcomes have been improved in all areas except a slight decrease in 3A Statement 2 from FFY 2017-18 to FFY 2018-19. The Department will continue to provide training and technical assistance to local programs to foster improvement in this area.

As part of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), which was submitted April 2015 and approved by OSEP in June 2015, NYSEIP has selected improving family outcomes as its State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR). Building off the data and infrastructure analysis and stakeholder feedback, the Department critically examined the entire process of collecting and analyzing family outcomes, as well as the state’s infrastructure to align with the SSIP and the state’s Theory of Action. The Family Survey post cards were mailed out to all applicable families in July 2019 for them to fill out the survey on-line, along with a reminder letter mailed out shortly after. The Department, along with EIP stakeholders, are focusing on improving all family outcomes, for the SiMR and SSIP, therefore the goal is effective improvement over the upcoming years. 

New York State maintains a comprehensive system of professional development (CSPD) for NYSEIP providers, who are qualified and credentialed through the New York State Education System, for municipal staff who administer local early intervention programs, and for other key early intervention stakeholders. The Department moved from a face-to-face training delivery method to an on-line method in June 2018, in an effort to enable stakeholders to take training at times that are convenient for them and without the need to travel.

The Department, local programs, early intervention service providers, Early Intervention Coordinating Council, and many other stakeholders are committed to ensuring not only compliance with federal and State requirements but also that the program delivers high quality services in a natural environment resulting in positive child and family outcomes.
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.

The Bureau of Early Intervention (BEI) manages state NYSEIP operations, under the auspices of the Division of Family Health within the Center for Community Health, Office of Public Health. BEI has four programmatic sections established to address major program responsibilities for the NYSEIP. 

1.
 Quality Improvement and Information Systems Section, which is responsible for management of the statewide quality improvement, training and technical assistance including clinical practice guidelines, the New York State Early Intervention System (NYEIS) information management system, and SSIP outcomes. 

2.
Provider Approval, Due Process and Monitoring Section, which is responsible for management of provider approval and agreements, management of the statewide comprehensive monitoring system, and due process procedures, including systems complaints, mediations, and impartial hearings. 

3.
Financial Planning and Policy Section, which is responsible for reimbursement methodologies, policies and procedures, management and oversight of claiming and reimbursement associated with early intervention services. 

4. Data and Program Evaluation Section, which oversees and manages all data required for program operations, evaluation, and federal and state-level reporting, including child and family outcomes, and provides support for use of evidence-based practices.

BEI works collaboratively with many partners across the Department on NYSEIP operations, including the Office of Information Technology Services (ITS), Office of Public Health Practice, Office of Health Information Management (NYEIS development and operations), Office of Health Insurance Programs (Medicaid, Child Health Plus), and Department of Financial Services (commercial insurance reimbursement); Fiscal Management Audit Unit (auditing of municipalities and providers) and Division of Legal Affairs (legal advice and support on issues related to the NYSEIP).

Provider Capacity

The Department approves, re-approves and enters into agreements with NYSEIP providers as necessary to ensure timely and continuous delivery of services to eligible children and their families. Currently, there are approximately 1,300 billing providers under agreement with the Department to accept service authorizations and submit claims for EIP services, and approximately 17,000 qualified personnel rendering services to children and their families (a ratio of approximately four children per provider).

In FFY 2018-19, the Department approved and/or entered 827 new providers into agreement, including 67 billing providers. In addition, the Department re-approved 677 agency, individual, and municipal/county providers.

Monitoring System

The Department contracts with a review organization to conduct on-site monitoring activities of municipalities who locally administer the New York State Early Intervention Program and approved providers who directly render early intervention services. On-site comprehensive monitoring is conducted by the Department’s contractor, whose staff uses tools that include multiple methods of evaluation of an early intervention program to ensure compliance with Federal requirements of IDEA.

If continued noncompliance occurs with providers or municipalities, additional enforcement actions are taken, which include withdrawal of Department approval, fiscal audits and reporting to Office of Professions, Office of Teaching and/or Office of the Medicaid Inspector General. 

System Complaints, Dispute Resolutions, and Mediations

Multiple individuals share in the responsibility of ensuring that parents and stakeholders are aware of their right to resolve disputes regarding services, as well as file a complaint. Established procedures address disputes regarding services as well as complaints filed by organizations or individuals alleging that a public agency or a private provider is violating federal or State statute and regulations. Parties who have been unsuccessful addressing issues at a local level may choose to resolve a dispute through mediation, impartial hearing or by filing a complaint.

The Department contracts with the New York State Dispute Resolution Association Inc. (NYSDRA) to provide mediation. The process carries a 30-day timeline. NYSDRA provides oversight and training to the local Community Dispute Resolution centers in each of the 57 counties and New York City.

Requests for an impartial hearing can be submitted by families to the Director of the Bureau of Early Intervention. The request is then referred to the Department’s Division of Legal Affairs, Bureau of Adjudication who assigns an Administrative Law Judge. A notice of hearing is sent which will include parental rights related to the hearing process. A written decision is issued in 30 days unless the family agrees to extend the timeline. The decisions of the hearing officer are final. 

System complaints are submitted to the Bureau of Early Intervention by a parent/guardian, parent representative or any other interested individual or entity. An investigation is completed within 60 days unless there are exceptional circumstances. Department staff share the findings of complaint investigations with the monitoring unit for consideration when scheduling and conducting additional program monitoring.

Partnerships

The Department has a strong partnership with municipalities in administration of the EIP and works closely with the New York State Association of Counties and Association of County Health Officials on State and local issues related to the NYSEIP.

The Department also works closely with providers and parents involved in the NYSEIP statewide. The Department-sponsored “Partners in Policymaking” training program is an important and ongoing avenue to develop parent leadership and participation in the NYSEIP at the State and local levels. 

The Department collaborates closely with other State agencies on a variety of issues related to the EIP, including the State Education Department (SED), Department of Financial Services (DFS), Office of Children and Family Services (OCFS), Office for People with Developmental Disabilities (OPWDD), Office of Mental Health (OMH), and Office of Addiction Services and Supports (OASAS). All of these agencies are represented on the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC).

The EICC is actively involved in providing advice and assistance to the Department on ongoing and emerging issues related to the NYSEIP. The EICC meets quarterly and convenes task forces on an as-needed basis to assist the Department in addressing specific and pressing policy issues. 

The Department has one representative (the Assistant Director of the Division of Family Health) on New York State's Early Childhood Advisory Council (ECAC). In addition, one member of the EICC is also a member of the ECAC. 

During FFY 2017-18, an EICC workgroup developed a webpage on the BEI website dedicated to social-emotional development for parents that was posted in December 2018. The workgroup also created a webinar training series that is based on the guidance document. The training is currently in the Department’s review and approval process. Once approved, the training vendor will turn the content provided into free, self-paced training modules available to all stakeholders. The final project the workgroup created is a quick reference desk guide which is also currently in the Department’s review and approval process. The desk guide is expected to be shared with stakeholders in 2020.
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.

New York State maintains a comprehensive approach to technical assistance for municipalities, providers, families and other stakeholders engaged in the New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP). 

Department staff is responsible for fielding telephone calls on a daily basis and responding to emails, letters and other forms of communication from municipalities, providers, parents, the public and all other stakeholders. Communication may be on a variety of issues, complaints, concerns and questions related to all aspects of the NYSEIP. 

The Department develops and provides written policy and procedural guidance (Guidance Documents) on State and federal requirements for the NYSEIP on a regular basis. The Department recently revised guidance on service coordination activities related to insurance and revised the Insurance Tool Kit for Service Coordinators to comply with regulations adopted on December 5, 2018. The revised document is currently in the Department approval process and will be disseminated to stakeholders in the near future. The guidance was revised to clarify that only insurance plans regulated by New York State Insurance Law will be used for reimbursement of early intervention services. 

Additionally, the Assistive Technology for the Early Intervention Program Guidance Document first issued in 1999, was revised to incorporate the current New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH) Early Intervention Program (EIP) policy guidance, as well as the Assistive Technology Device acquisition procedures established by NYSDOH in 2015. This guidance document is currently in the Department approval process. 

The Department also provides technical assistance regarding best practices in identification, evaluation and service delivery in the form of evidence-based clinical practice guidelines in the areas of Communication Disorders, Autism/Pervasive Developmental Disorders (PDD), Motor Disabilities, Down Syndrome, Hearing Loss, and Visual Impairment. Department staff provide technical assistance and responds to inquiries regarding the use and content of the policy Guidance Documents and the Clinical Practice Guidelines. 
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.

New York State maintains a comprehensive system of professional development (CSPD) for NYSEIP providers, who are qualified and credentialed through the New York State Education System, for municipal staff who administer local early intervention programs, and for other key early intervention stakeholders.

New York State’s CSPD includes implementation of a training contract which provides web based statewide training opportunities for current early intervention personnel to gain knowledge and develop skills to deliver early intervention services that are of high quality and conform with federal and State requirements, including the delivery of services in natural environments, as appropriate. The training contract also provides training opportunities for other stakeholders including parents, municipal staff, primary referral sources, primary health care providers, child care providers, local social services district staff, local school district staff and other public health facility staff. 

The Department moved from a face-to-face training delivery method to an on-line method in June 2018. The Department offers on-line live training, as well as on-line self-paced training.

Current training is evaluated based on development of an objective process to measure the degree to which current early intervention curricula contain information and strategies describing and promoting best practices to deliver early intervention services. Each training curriculum has an on-line evaluation process completed at the end of the training session. A link to a post-course evaluation survey is emailed to participants and they must complete the survey in order to receive their certificate of completion for the course. The training evaluations are compiled and analyzed to determine if the curriculum meets the needs of the providers and other stakeholders in the field. Additionally, when a new training curriculum is developed, Department staff participate in the live on-line class series to evaluate the content and the reception of the new training. Based on the evaluations completed by participants and participation in the live sessions, revisions are made to the course content and delivery method, as appropriate.

Training curricula are updated, or new curricula are developed, based on formal needs assessments surveys, which are carried out periodically to gain input from the field and early intervention stakeholders. Based on the results of the needs assessment, new curricula topics are researched and developed, or current curriculum content is revised. 

Additionally, training curricula are developed or revised, based on specific needs, where current gaps of knowledge are identified through the statewide monitoring system determinations and through analysis of technical assistance responses on specific topics. 

The Department also maintains a contract to continue an Early Intervention Family Initiatives Project that is exclusive to training for parents on leadership, advocacy skills, updates and general information regarding the NYSEIP. Through this contract, parents apply for, and are selected to participate in, two weekend training sessions. One weekend includes participation in a webinar which has multiple modalities of participation, including viewing of presentations, interactive learning, and working in chat rooms. The second weekend is an in-person training session, which includes networking, group activities, meeting with an Early Intervention Official from their local program, learning about the Local Early Intervention Coordinating Council, meeting with statewide policy makers, and other topics that will assist with the early intervention process. In an effort to provide training to more families each year, an additional training session will be held for families in the final four years of the current five-year contract. 
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).

The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) was presented to and discussed with the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC) to obtain stakeholder input on the SPP/APR on December 11, 2019. The EICC is a 30-member Council composed of parents, EIP provider representatives, Early Intervention Officials (EIOs) representing municipalities, insurance plan representatives, and the state agency partners. The EICC holds public meetings that are webcast to allow stakeholders statewide to view the proceedings.  Preliminary data were presented on the SPP/APR indicators, including historical trend data. The EICC members engaged in a thorough and thoughtful discussion of the data. 

The SPP/APR was shared on an all-county conference call with the EIOs and other county staff on December 12, 2019. In addition, Department staff has worked with EIOs and managers to review and finalize the data for the SPP/APR. 
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.

The Department maintains a public web site for the New York State Early Intervention Program at the following address: https://www.health.ny.gov/community/infants_children/early_intervention/

Statewide and local performance data for FFYs 2005, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017 are available on the Department’s public web site. The statewide and local performance data by year, including 2017, can be accessed by pasting the following address in your Internet browser: https://www.health.ny.gov/statistics/community/infants_children/early_intervention/

The APR is the mechanism that New York will use to report on progress in meeting the measurable and rigorous targets. Printed and electronic copies of the APR will be available at no cost to any citizen of the State requesting the document. The FFY 2018 APR will be posted on the Department’s public web site.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

None
Intro - OSEP Response
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 5; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.

OSEP notes that one or more of the attachments included in the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission are not in compliance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended (Section 508), and will not be posted on the U.S. Department of Education’s IDEA website. Therefore, the State must make the attachment(s) available to the public as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after the date of the determination letter.
Intro - State 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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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
	72.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	88.81%
	89.47%
	86.66%
	85.75%
	86.22%


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

	8,033
	11,603
	86.22%
	100%
	82.69%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
There was a decrease in indicator 1 from 86.22% in FFY 2017 to 82.69% in FFY 2018 (a change of -3.53%). Indicator 1 is calculated for each child, so if a child is authorized for three services with two delivered in a timely manner and one service delayed, that child would not be counted as receiving timely services in the APR calculation. 

New York reported that 11,603 children were authorized to receive new services from October 1 to December 31, 2018. However, there were 25,679 services authorized for these children during that time period. On average, children were newly authorized for 2.2 services in that quarter. Of those 25,679 services, 20,920 (81.5%) were delivered in a timely manner within 30 days, 2,267 (8.8%) were delayed by discountable family circumstances, intermittent services, or weather emergency, and the rest 2,492 (9.7%) were delayed by non-discountable reasons including provider capacity issue and provider scheduling problem.

Of the 2,492 delayed services, 2,142 (85.9%) were delayed due to lack of providers. Speech language pathology (SLP), occupational therapy (OT), Physical therapy (PT) and special instruction (SI) represented 94.2% of the 2,142 services that were delayed by provider capacity issue. Family training, social work and group services represented an additional 4.4% of the delayed services. 

In response to the provider capacity issue, the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC), in combination with Department Staff, created a Provider Workforce Capacity Task Force that is focused on addressing the current capacity issue, as well as providing the EICC and the Department with recommendations to improve provider capacity. The task force was created in June 2019 and plans to have recommendations to the Department by June 2020.

The New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP) is committed to assuring timely services. NYSEIP staff will continue to work with municipalities and service coordinators to ensure they coordinate with providers to resolve capacity and scheduling issues. 
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.
1,562
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 New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP) considers timely receipt of early intervention services, a service that is received within 30 days from the point that the service is agreed upon with the family.
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).

Fourth Quarter October 1, 2018 – December 31, 2018
Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.

The number of infants and toddlers with new services authorized on an initial or subsequent Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) was consistent for each quarter of FFY 2018-2019, therefore one quarter of FFY 2018 (October 1 to December 31) was selected for the calculation of the indicator.
If needed, provide additional information about this indicator here.
The benchmark for timely services in New York is 30 days from the IFSP meeting or the start date of the service authorization amendment, if the service is added to the IFSP after the IFSP meeting date. The New York State Early Intervention Program's data systems do not capture exceptional family delay reasons. In order to capture the reasons for delays in services, each local program (municipality) was provided a report of all infants and toddlers with new services authorized on an initial or subsequent IFSP between October 1, 2018 and December 31, 2018 and for whom those services were not initiated within the required timeframe. Municipalities were instructed to review the infants' and toddlers' records and correct any data entry errors or provide delay reasons, using the following categories: discountable delay (family problem scheduling appointment, family missed or canceled an appointment, family delayed response or consent for an appointment, intermittent service, weather or other emergency declared) or non-discountable delay (difficulty identifying or assigning a service provider or other local program administrative reasons).

There were 1,562 infants with documented exceptional family circumstances which caused a delay in the initiation of services authorized on the IFSP. These infants and toddlers have been included in the numerator and denominator, as allowed by OSEP.
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

	54
	12
	42
	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
Onsite Monitoring Findings of Noncompliance: 

Ten early intervention providers were notified of a monitoring finding for the indicator during the onsite monitoring review.

Formal, written reports of the findings were issued within 90 days of the on-site review. The providers were required to submit a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) within 45 days of receipt of their monitoring report. The providers’ CAPs included an analysis completed by the provider of the root cause of the noncompliance and all activities they will implement to correct the noncompliance. The CAPs were reviewed and approved by Department staff within 60 days of receipt and the providers were formally notified in writing that their CAP had been approved. Written technical assistance was provided by Department staff. Additional technical assistance was also provided by phone call by Department staff. The Department’s monitoring contractor staff conducted on-site verification of correction reviews within 90 days subsequent of approval of the providers’ CAPs for those providers with significant findings of noncompliance. This review was conducted to determine if CAP activities were fully implemented and correction of compliance at 100% can be verified. The CAP process included a review of a subset of subsequent child records that were sent to the Department for review. All ten providers achieved 100% compliance within one year.

Data Findings of Noncompliance:

Forty-four local programs (municipalities) were notified of a data finding for this indicator in FFY 2017. Two of these local programs achieved 100% compliance based on a review of their data within one year. Forty-two of these programs achieved 100% based on a review of their data but not within one year of issuing the finding.

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, for FFY 2017, the Department examined data from its data systems at least one time during that year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely service initiation. The Department provided a list of the potentially noncompliant cases to each local program to allow them the opportunity to review the data for accuracy and provide additional evidence that demonstrated compliance. Once the data review was complete, the Department reviewed the data a second time and identified cases that were noncompliant. The Department issued findings based on the noncompliant cases.

The Department reviewed subsequent data to verify that the local programs correctly implemented the specific regulatory requirements 34 CFR 303.342(e) and 303.344(f). 100% correction was verified based on a verification of data in the Early Intervention Program data systems for IFSPs that were developed within one year from identification of the finding and all of them were corrected as a system.

The Department ensured correction of a system finding by reviewing data from a subsequent quarter (after the October to December quarter). System findings were verified as corrected when the program achieved 100% compliance during that quarter. If 100% compliance was not achieved during that quarter, then additional data were reviewed for subsequent quarters until the local program was verified as having achieved 100% compliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Onsite Monitoring Finding of Noncompliance:

While conducting the on-site review, the contractor staff determined that each individual case of noncompliance has been corrected within one year, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the local program.

Data Finding of Noncompliance:

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, the Department examined data from the Early Intervention Program data systems at least one time per year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely service initiation for each individual case.

For each child with the original finding of noncompliance identified, a review of the data system verified that either services authorized were delivered to the child and family in accordance with the agreed-upon IFSP, or the child was no longer under the jurisdiction of the New York State Early Intervention Program.
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

The State reported that it used data from a State database to report on this indicator. The State further reported that it did not use data for the full reporting period (July 1, 2018-June 30, 2019). The State described how the time period in which the data were collected accurately reflects data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.

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
	89.81%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target>=
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%

	Data
	93.69%
	93.73%
	93.76%
	92.75%
	92.30%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target>=
	90.00%
	90.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
 The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) was presented to and discussed with the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC) to obtain stakeholder input on the SPP/APR on December 11, 2019. The EICC is a 30-member Council composed of parents, EIP provider representatives, Early Intervention Officials (EIOs) representing municipalities, insurance plan representatives, and the state agency partners. The EICC holds public meetings that are webcast to allow stakeholders statewide to view the proceedings.  Preliminary data were presented on the SPP/APR indicators, including historical trend data. The EICC members engaged in a thorough and thoughtful discussion of the data. 

The SPP/APR was shared on an all-county conference call with the EIOs and other county staff on December 12, 2019. In addition, Department staff has worked with EIOs and managers to review and finalize the data for the SPP/APR. 
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
	28,849

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups
	07/10/2019
	Total number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs
	31,202


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

	28,849
	31,202
	92.30%
	90.00%
	92.46%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

NY used 10/1/2018 to count number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early intervention services in the home or community-based settings and total number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs.
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

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 

The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) was presented to and discussed with the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC) to obtain stakeholder input on the SPP/APR on December 11, 2019. The EICC is a 30-member Council composed of parents, EIP provider representatives, Early Intervention Officials (EIOs) representing municipalities, insurance plan representatives, and the state agency partners. The EICC holds public meetings that are webcast to allow stakeholders statewide to view the proceedings.  Preliminary data were presented on the SPP/APR indicators, including historical trend data. The EICC members engaged in a thorough and thoughtful discussion of the data. 

The SPP/APR was shared on an all-county conference call with the EIOs and other county staff on December 12, 2019. In addition, Department staff has worked with EIOs and managers to review and finalize the data for the SPP/APR. 
Historical Data

	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2013
	Target>=
	58.19%
	59.00%
	60.00%
	61.00%
	62.00%

	A1
	58.19%
	Data
	58.19%
	67.27%
	63.62%
	58.88%
	64.29%

	A2
	2013
	Target>=
	40.27%
	41.00%
	42.00%
	43.00%
	44.00%

	A2
	40.27%
	Data
	40.27%
	44.80%
	45.04%
	40.91%
	44.73%

	B1
	2013
	Target>=
	71.22%
	71.50%
	72.00%
	72.50%
	73.00%

	B1
	71.22%
	Data
	71.22%
	74.51%
	74.73%
	71.80%
	74.26%

	B2
	2013
	Target>=
	38.72%
	39.00%
	40.00%
	41.00%
	42.00%

	B2
	38.72%
	Data
	38.72%
	40.15%
	41.77%
	41.83%
	39.34%

	C1
	2013
	Target>=
	70.02%
	70.50%
	71.00%
	71.50%
	72.00%

	C1
	70.02%
	Data
	70.02%
	71.53%
	73.54%
	73.78%
	73.54%

	C2
	2013
	Target>=
	37.61%
	38.00%
	39.00%
	40.00%
	41.00%

	C2
	37.61%
	Data
	37.61%
	40.60%
	39.20%
	36.22%
	36.95%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1>=
	63.00%
	64.00%

	Target A2>=
	45.00%
	45.00%

	Target B1>=
	73.50%
	74.00%

	Target B2>=
	43.00%
	43.00%

	Target C1>=
	72.50%
	73.00%

	Target C2>=
	42.00%
	42.00%


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

2,951
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)

	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Total

	a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning
	244
	8.27%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	554
	18.77%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	864
	29.28%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	802
	27.18%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	487
	16.50%


	
	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
	1,666
	2,464
	64.29%
	63.00%
	67.61%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	1,289
	2,951
	44.73%
	45.00%
	43.68%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for A2 slippage, if applicable 
The Department is committed to ensuring positive outcomes for children who participate in the New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP). The Department has reported a decrease in children documented as functioning within age expectations in the child outcomes area of positive social-emotional skills (Indicator 3A2) from 44.73% in FFY 2017 to 43.68% in FFY 2018. 

The Department has performed a preliminary analysis of the data to determine if there are specific factors contributing to slippage. One issue identified was ensuring timely submission of Child Outcome Summary forms, and the timely processing of those forms by Department staff. The Department has reviewed the process and identified challenges in the child outcomes collection and is working with counties to address these challenges.

To address the process of gathering and entering forms, Department staff conducted a Lean project. Lean is a continuous quality improvement process inspired by private-sector manufacturers to streamline operations and improve outcomes. 

The Department will continue to analyze child outcome indicators by factors that may influence the State’s reporting, including the severity of delays and diagnoses of the population, the length of time in the NYSEIP, initial scores on the Child Outcome Summary process, socio-economic factors, and geographic location. 

The Department, in collaboration with the EICC, currently has a workgroup focused on promoting Social-Emotional Development. The workgroup is using the Social-Emotional Guidance Document that was released by the Department in 2017 as their basis for three projects. The first project is a page on the Department’s website focused on social-emotional development and geared towards families. The second project is an on-line training consisting of six modules focused on social-emotional development in regards to the NYSEIP, as well as promoting and providing a better understanding of the guidance document. The third project is a quick reference desk aid focused on social-emotional development that will be provided to municipalities and providers. The Department is also working with the DOH Division of Family Health’s Social-Emotional Wellness group. This group is under the Title V Maternal and Child Health Services Block Grant and is working on promoting Social-Emotional Wellness throughout the Division and its programs.

The Department provides technical assistance to municipalities to support data collection, quality and accuracy. 
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
	203
	6.88%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	477
	16.16%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,082
	36.67%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	920
	31.18%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	269
	9.12%


	
	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
	2,002
	2,682
	74.26%
	73.50%
	74.65%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program
	1,189
	2,951
	39.34%
	43.00%
	40.29%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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
	248
	8.40%

	b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	446
	15.11%

	c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,127
	38.19%

	d. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	946
	32.06%

	e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	184
	6.24%


	
	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
	2,073
	2,767
	73.54%
	72.50%
	74.92%
	Met Target
	No 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
	1,130
	2,951
	36.95%
	42.00%
	38.29%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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
	29,963

	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.
	0


	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	Has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? 
	NO


Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. 
In accordance with the sampling procedures approved by the US Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), the Department is using a sampling methodology to measure and report on OSEP-required child outcome data for Indicator 3 in its State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Reports (SPP/APR).

Child outcomes summary entry and exit forms for children in sample cohorts are completed locally by IFSP teams. Municipalities (the 57 counties and New York City), which administer the local early intervention programs, are responsible for coordinating all aspects of the data collection process, including enrolling children into child outcomes cohort samples, ensuring Child Outcomes Summary Forms (COSFs) are completed at entry to and exit from the program, and transmitting COSFs to the Bureau of Early Intervention (BEI). To meet the requirement to collect and report data annually to OSEP on the state’s performance with respect to Indicator 3 on child outcomes with manageable burden to municipalities, the Department has developed a sampling plan for the annual selection and enrollment of a geographically structured random state sample of children entering the NYSEIP, for whom entry and exit data will be collected to measure and report Indicator 3 child outcomes in the Annual Performance Report. Sample size calculations for both the State and locally-representative samples are based on the NYSEIP’s experience with initial IFSP meetings statewide and within the 58 municipalities. 
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.

The New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP) uses the Early Childhood Outcomes Center Child Outcomes Summary form and an approved sampling methodology to monitor Child Outcomes in New York State. Two versions of the Child Outcomes Summary Form (one for entry and one for exit data), originally developed by the OSEP-funded Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO), have been adapted for use in New York State to collect data necessary to measure the three child outcomes for this indicator.

Child outcomes summary entry and exit forms for children in sample cohorts are completed locally by IFSP teams. Municipalities (the 57 counties and New York City), which administer the local early intervention programs, are responsible for coordinating all aspects of the data collection process, including enrolling children into child outcomes cohort samples, ensuring Child Outcomes Summary Forms (COSFs) are completed at entry to and exit from the program, and transmitting COSFs to the Bureau of Early Intervention (BEI). To ensure the protection of confidential information collected on the COSFs, municipalities are required to enter the form information into a secured on-line Person Electronic Response Data System (PERDS) on the Department's Health Commerce System or send completed forms to BEI via the Department's Health Commerce System's secure file transfer. 

Once BEI receives the completed forms, the data are entered into the PERDS database for analysis. Each child has a unique identifier so that COS scores can be linked back to individual children's IFSP and service information. Only children who have more than six months between the entry COS and the exit COS date are included in the calculation of the indicators.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

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
	2013
	Target>=
	75.99%
	76.00%
	77.00%
	78.00%
	79.00%

	A
	75.99%
	Data
	75.99%
	69.38%
	73.24%
	78.43%
	75.76%

	B
	2013
	Target>=
	71.97%
	72.00%
	73.00%
	74.00%
	75.00%

	B
	71.97%
	Data
	71.97%
	67.41%
	68.01%
	74.18%
	71.59%

	C
	2013
	Target>=
	84.16%
	84.50%
	85.00%
	86.00%
	87.00%

	C
	84.16%
	Data
	84.16%
	80.00%
	81.39%
	86.26%
	84.85%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A>=
	93.00%
	93.00%

	Target B>=
	91.00%
	91.00%

	Target C>=
	93.00%
	93.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) was presented to and discussed with the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC) to obtain stakeholder input on the SPP/APR on December 11, 2019. The EICC is a 30-member Council composed of parents, EIP provider representatives, Early Intervention Officials (EIOs) representing municipalities, insurance plan representatives, and the state agency partners. The EICC holds public meetings that are webcast to allow stakeholders statewide to view the proceedings.  Preliminary data were presented on the SPP/APR indicators, including historical trend data. The EICC members engaged in a thorough and thoughtful discussion of the data. 

The SPP/APR was shared on an all-county conference call with the EIOs and other county staff on December 12, 2019. In addition, Department staff has worked with EIOs and managers to review and finalize the data for the SPP/APR. 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	The number of families to whom surveys were distributed
	19,215

	Number of respondent families participating in Part C 
	1,624

	A1. Number of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family know their rights
	1,462

	A2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family know their rights
	1,584

	B1. Number of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children's needs
	1,414

	B2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children's needs
	1,559

	C1. Number of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn
	1,486

	C2. Number of responses to the question of whether early intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn
	1,604


	
	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)
	75.76%
	93.00%
	92.30%
	Did Not Meet 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)
	71.59%
	91.00%
	90.70%
	Did Not Meet 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)
	84.85%
	93.00%
	92.64%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


	Was sampling used? 
	NO

	Was a collection tool used?
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised collection tool? 
	YES

	If your collection tool has changed, upload it here
	

	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 respondents to the survey were not representative of the overall NYS Early Intervention Program by race, ethnicity and age at referral. To ensure that response rates are representative in the future, the Department will monitor the ongoing representativeness of the returned surveys and follow up with more families with older children at referral as well as Hispanic and non-White families as needed.
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.
For FFY 2018-19, the Department sent out family survey postcards with an on-line survey link and QR code to all 19,215 families exiting the NYS Early Intervention Program from July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019, requesting they fill out the survey on-line (attached). These families did not withdraw from early intervention program and their children received at least six months of early intervention services. One survey postcard was mailed to each family, even if the family had multiple children (i.e., twins or triplets) receiving services through the NYS Early Intervention Program. In this situation, one of the children is selected at random and the first name of the child is indicated on the survey in which the family completes. Surveys are not sent to any families whose child passed away. There were 1,526 (8%) families with the postcard undelivered because families moved after exiting early intervention program. There were 1,624 surveys returned (45 completed the paper form, and 1,579 completed on-line) from the rest of the 17,689 families. 

The representativeness by Race, Ethnicity, Gender, and Age at Referral of the 1,624 respondents was compared to all the 19,215 families.

Race Representativeness

The families who returned the NYS Family Survey were not representative based on race. Of the 1,624 surveys returned, 1,012 were from White families, 94 were from African-American families and 518 were from families with Other races. When comparing to the expected number based on the population, which was 857 White, 154 African-American, and 613 Other races, there were 60 fewer surveys returned from African-American families and 95 fewer surveys returned from families with Other races than expected respectively. The Chi-Square statistic for the observed versus the expected was a p-value of <.0001 and it was statistically different.

The Department looked at the representativeness from each outcome because some returned surveys had skipped items corresponding to the outcomes. In summary, same as the overall returned surveys, more White families responded to each outcome than families of both African-American and Other races (p < 0.0001 for all three outcomes). However, there were no statistical differences in the positive response rates for all three outcomes among families across the races (p value for 4A was 0.72, 4B was 0.12, and 4C was 0.08).

Ethnicity Representativeness

The families who returned the NYS Family Survey were not representative based on ethnicity. Of the 1,624 surveys returned, 325 were from Hispanic families and 1,299 were from non-Hispanic families. The expected numbers based on the population were 442 Hispanic and 1,182 non-Hispanic families. There were 117 fewer responses from Hispanic families than expected. The Chi-Square statistic for the observed versus the expected responses by ethnicity was a p-value of <.0001, which was significantly different. 

The Department looked at the representativeness from each outcome because some returned surveys had skipped items corresponding to the outcomes. In summary, same as the overall returned surveys, less Hispanic families responded to each outcome than non-Hispanic families (p < 0.0001 for all three outcomes). However, there were no statistical differences in the positive response rates for all three outcomes comparing between Hispanic and non-Hispanic families (p value for 4A was 0.59, 4B was 0.06, and 4C was 0.08). 

Gender Representativeness

The families who returned the NYS Family Survey were representative based on Gender. There were 505 surveys returned from families with a female child and 1,119 from families with a male child. The expected numbers based on the population eligible for the survey were 528 females and 1,096 males. The Chi-Square statistics for the observed versus the expected was a p-value of 0.21 and was not statistically different. 

Similar to the representativeness of the overall returned surveys, there was no significant difference in the response rate to each outcome between families with a female child and families with a male child (p value for 4A was 0.16, 4B was 0.12, and 4C was 0.21).

Age at Referral Representativeness

The families who returned the NYS Family Survey were not representative based on Age at Referral. The mean age for the respondents was 18.2 months old (SD=8.1) when referred compared to 18.8 months old (SD=7.9) for the families who did not return the survey (p=0.0062). The responding families had children who were younger at referral and had more time in the Early Intervention Program before their child exited the program. All children had at least six months of early intervention services to be eligible for the survey.

The Department looked at the representativeness from each outcome because some returned surveys had skipped items corresponding to the outcomes. In summary, same as the overall returned surveys, families who responded to the outcome had a younger child at referral than families who did not respond (p value for 4a was 0.0065, 4B was 0.01 and 4C was 0.0076). However, there were no statistical differences in mean ages at referral between families with positive response and families with negative response to all three outcomes (p value for 4A was 0.67, 4B was 0.32, and 4C was 0.48). 

Families with positive response = families agree + families strongly agree + families very strongly agree

Families with negative response = families disagree + families strongly disagree + families very strongly disagree
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Revised collection tool

To collect data on the three federally-required family outcomes, the Department has been using the family outcome survey developed by the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM). Last year for FFY 2017-18, the Department decreased the number of items on the family survey from 95 items to 36 items. These 36 items on the adapted “Impact of Early Intervention Services on Your Family” Scale (IFS) are required for both APR and SSIP reporting. For FFY 2018-19, data was collected for both indicator 4 and 11 from all families using the same 36 NCSEAM survey items. The on-line survey was translated into Arabic, Bengali, Chinese, Russian, Spanish, and Yiddish, and sent to families that identified a second language as their primary language.  

Postcards with an on-line survey link and QR code were mailed to all applicable families in July 2019.  A paper survey was mailed upon request from families. There was a reminder letter with the same on-line survey link and QR code sent out in October 2019.

Methodology change to report family outcomes for indicator 4

For FFY 2018-19, New York reported family outcomes using the percentage of positive responses from families on specific NCSEAM survey item(s) which correspond to each outcome described below:  

Families with a positive response to a survey item = families agree + families strongly agree + families very strongly agree

Indicator 4A (percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family know their rights) is based on positive response rate from families to survey item: “Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family know about my child's and family's rights concerning early intervention services.”

Indicator 4B (percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children's needs) is based on positive response rate from families to survey item: "Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family communicate better with the people who work with my child and family.”

Indicator 4C (percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn) is based on positive response rate from families to both "Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family understand my child's special needs.” and "Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family do things with and for my child that are good for my child's development.”

According to the response summary (attached) from the 36 survey items, NY had 14 items with a positive response rate above 90%, 17 items between 90% and 80%, 4 items between 80% and 70% and 1 item below 70%.  

In last year (FFY 2017-18), NY had 22 survey items with positive response rate above 90%, 12 items between 90% and 80%, 1 item between 80% and 70% and 1 item below 70%.  Yet NY reported 75.8% for indicator 4A, 71.6% for 4B, and 84.9% for 4C based on the Rasch model and IFS score standards set up with NCSEAM Technical Assistance (TA) a decade ago.  The comparison between the positive response rates from families and the reported indicator 4 results from NY has been similar in the past six years according to Departmental review.  The Department consulted with NCSEAM TA and was informed that the model had been used as instructed. In addition, the Department received technical assistance from OSEP.  

When the Department presented both reporting methodologies using the family outcome survey data over the years to the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC), the stakeholders voted to report on the percentage of positive responses from families on the corresponding survey items starting from this APR for FFY 2018-19. Therefore, the Department reset the targets for FFY 2018-19 and FFY 2019-20 as approved by the EICC. 
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 revised targets for FFY 2018 and 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
	1.10%
	
	
	

	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	1.22%
	1.22%
	1.22%
	1.22%
	1.22%

	Data
	1.09%
	1.11%
	1.18%
	1.13%
	1.16%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	1.22%
	1.22%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) was presented to and discussed with the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC) to obtain stakeholder input on the SPP/APR on December 11, 2019. The EICC is a 30-member Council composed of parents, EIP provider representatives, Early Intervention Officials (EIOs) representing municipalities, insurance plan representatives, and the state agency partners. The EICC holds public meetings that are webcast to allow stakeholders statewide to view the proceedings.  Preliminary data were presented on the SPP/APR indicators, including historical trend data. The EICC members engaged in a thorough and thoughtful discussion of the data. 

The SPP/APR was shared on an all-county conference call with the EIOs and other county staff on December 12, 2019. In addition, Department staff has worked with EIOs and managers to review and finalize the data for the SPP/APR. 
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
	2,452

	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
	227,883


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

	2,452
	227,883
	1.16%
	1.22%
	1.08%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Compare your results to the national data

The New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP) served 1.08% of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs in FFY 2018. For the same year, the national average was 1.25%. New York State had the third highest population birth to 1 year in the United States, with the fifth highest number of infants under 1 year old served in FFY 2018. NYSEIP has worked with municipalities and providers to improve early identification in children, as well as promoting Early Intervention Services in communities.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

NY used 10/1/2018 as the Date to count number of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs.
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
	2013
	3.95%
	
	
	

	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	3.95%
	4.00%
	4.00%
	4.00%
	4.00%

	Data
	3.95%
	4.03%
	4.22%
	4.35%
	4.42%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	4.00%
	4.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) was presented to and discussed with the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC) to obtain stakeholder input on the SPP/APR on December 11, 2019. The EICC is a 30-member Council composed of parents, EIP provider representatives, Early Intervention Officials (EIOs) representing municipalities, insurance plan representatives, and the state agency partners. The EICC holds public meetings that are webcast to allow stakeholders statewide to view the proceedings.  Preliminary data were presented on the SPP/APR indicators, including historical trend data. The EICC members engaged in a thorough and thoughtful discussion of the data. 

The SPP/APR was shared on an all-county conference call with the EIOs and other county staff on December 12, 2019. In addition, Department staff has worked with EIOs and managers to review and finalize the data for the SPP/APR. 
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
	31,202

	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
	684,604


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

	31,202
	684,604
	4.42%
	4.00%
	4.56%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Compare your results to the national data

The New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP) served 4.56% of infants and toddlers birth through 2 with IFSPs in FFY 2018. For the same year, the national average was 3.26%. New York State had the third highest population birth through 2 in the United States, with the second highest number served in FFY 2018. NYSEIP has worked with municipalities and providers to improve early identification in children, as well as promoting Early Intervention Services in communities.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

NY used 10/1/2018 as the Date to count number of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs.
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
	52.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	92.58%
	94.06%
	96.08%
	95.74%
	96.40%


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

	4,752
	7,643
	96.40%
	100%
	96.11%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of documented delays attributable to exceptional family circumstances
This number will be added to the "Number of eligible infants and toddlers with IFSPs for whom an initial evaluation and assessment and an initial IFSP meeting was conducted within Part C's 45-day timeline" field above to calculate the numerator for this indicator.

2,594
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). 
October 1, 2018 – December 31, 2018
Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period. 

As allowed by OSEP, New York is reporting data for one quarter of the Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2018-2019. The number of infants and toddlers who were evaluated and assessed for whom an initial IFSP meeting was required was consistent for each quarter of FFY 2018-2019, so one quarter of 2018 (October 1 to December 31) was selected for the calculation of the indicator. There were 7,643 infants and toddlers who were evaluated and assessed for whom an initial IFSP meeting was required between October 1, 2018 and December 31, 2018.
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

	22
	10
	12
	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
Data Finding of Noncompliance:

Twenty-two local programs (municipalities) were notified of a data finding of noncompliance for this indicator in FFY 2017-18. Ten of these local programs achieved 100% compliance based on a review of their data within one year. Twelve local programs achieved 100% based on a review of their data but not within one year of issuing the finding.

The State adhered to the requirements in OSEP Memo 09-02 by the following actions: examining data from its data systems at least one time during the year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely IFSP meeting; providing a list of the potentially noncompliant cases to each local education agency (county or municipality) to allow them the opportunity to review the data for accuracy and provide additional evidence that demonstrated compliance; reviewing the data a second time and identifying any cases that remained noncompliant. The Department issued findings based on the noncompliant cases. All 22 local education agencies identified as having noncompliant cases were resolved. 

The Department reviewed subsequent data to verify that the local programs correctly implemented the specify regulatory requirements 34 CFR 303.342(e) and 303.344(f). 100% correction was verified based on a verification of data in the Early Intervention Program data systems for IFSPs that were developed within one year from identification of the finding and all of them were corrected as a system.

The Department ensured correction of a system finding by reviewing data from a subsequent quarter (after the January to March quarter). System findings were verified as corrected when the program achieved 100% compliance during that quarter. If 100% compliance was not achieved during that quarter, then additional data were reviewed for subsequent quarters until the local program was verified as having achieved 100% compliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, the Department examined data from the Early Intervention Program data systems at least one time per year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely IFSP meetings for each individual case.

Data Finding of Noncompliance:

For each child with the original finding of noncompliance identified, a review of the data system verified that either the IFSP meeting was conducted, or the child was no longer under the jurisdiction of the New York State Early Intervention Program.
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

The State reported that it used data from a State database to report on this indicator. The State further reported that it did not use data for the full reporting period (July 1, 2018-June 30, 2019). The State described how the time period in which the data were collected accurately reflects data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period

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
	83.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.16%
	99.66%
	99.75%
	99.42%
	99.75%


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)

YES

	Number of children exiting Part C who have an IFSP with transition steps and services
	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1,985
	2,000
	99.75%
	100%
	99.95%
	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.

14

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 for a sample of toddlers exiting the New York State Early Intervention Program 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. 

In accordance with the sampling procedures approved by the US Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), the Department is using a geographically representative random sampling approach for collecting transition information. The sample was geographically representative of the population exiting the Part C program based on race, ethnicity, sex, and age at referral.

The transition data of the exiting toddlers has been incorporated in the web-based centralized New York Early Intervention System (NYEIS) and was collected as children exited the program. In addition, each local program received data reports for exiting children to facilitate a review to ensure accuracy of data and document any necessary corrections or delay reasons to the data with respect to required transition steps and 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

	4
	4
	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
Onsite Monitoring Finding of Noncompliance: 

One early intervention provider was notified of a monitoring finding for the indicator during the onsite monitoring review. Formal, written reports of the findings were issued within 90 days of the on-site review. The providers were required to submit a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) within 45 days of receipt of their monitoring report. The providers’ CAPs included an analysis completed by the provider of the root cause of the noncompliance and all activities they will implement to correct the noncompliance. The CAPs were reviewed and approved by Department staff within 60 days of receipt and the providers were formally notified in writing that their CAP had been approved. Written technical assistance was provided by Department staff. Additional technical assistance was also provided by phone call by Department staff. The Department’s monitoring contractor staff conducted on-site verification of correction reviews within 90 days subsequent of approval of the providers’ CAPs for those providers with significant findings of noncompliance. This review was conducted to determine if CAP activities were fully implemented and correction of compliance at 100% can be verified. The CAP process included a review of a subset of subsequent child records that were sent to the Department for review. This one provider achieved 100% compliance within one year.

Data Finding of Noncompliance:

Three local programs (municipalities) were notified of a finding of noncompliance for this indicator in FFY 2017. All three local programs achieved 100% compliance based on a review of their data within one year. 

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, for FFY 2017, the Department examined data from its data systems at least one time during that year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely transition steps and services. The Department provided a list of the potentially noncompliant cases to each local program to allow them the opportunity to review the data for accuracy and provide additional evidence that demonstrated compliance. Once the data review was complete, the Department reviewed the data a second time and identified cases that were noncompliant. The Department issued findings based on the noncompliant cases.

The Department reviewed subsequent data to verify that the local programs correctly implemented the specify regulatory requirements 34 CFR 303.342(e) and 303.344(f). 100% correction was verified based on a verification of data in the Early Intervention Program data systems. The Department ensured correction of a finding by reviewing data from a subsequent quarter (January to March). Findings were verified as corrected when the program achieved 100% compliance during that quarter. If 100% compliance was not achieved during that quarter, then additional data were reviewed for subsequent quarters until the local program was verified as having achieved 100% compliance
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, the Department examined data from the Early Intervention Program data systems at least one time per year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely transition steps and services for each individual case.

For each child with the original finding of noncompliance identified, a review of the data system verified that either timely transition steps for the child were developed, or the child was no longer under the jurisdiction of the New York State Early Intervention Program.
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

The State reported that it used data from a State database to report on this indicator. The State further reported that it did not use data for the full reporting period (July 1, 2018-June 30, 2019). The State described how the time period in which the data were collected accurately reflects data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.

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
	95.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.22%
	99.06%
	99.43%
	99.23%
	99.05%


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

	1,426
	1,761
	99.05%
	100%
	99.58%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of parents who opted out

This number will be subtracted from the "Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B" field to calculate the denominator for this indicator.

329
Describe the method used to collect these data

In accordance with the sampling procedures approved by the US Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), the Department is using a geographically representative random sampling approach for collecting transition information. The sample was geographically representative of the population exiting the Part C program based on race, ethnicity, sex, and age at referral. 

The transition data of the exiting toddlers has been incorporated in the web-based centralized New York Early Intervention System (NYEIS) and was collected as children exited the program. In addition, each local program received data reports for exiting children to facilitate a review to ensure accuracy of data and document any necessary corrections or delay reasons to the data with respect to required transition steps and services.
Do you have a written opt-out policy? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, is the policy on file with the Department? (yes/no)

YES

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

OSEP-approved geographically representative, random sample of toddlers exiting the Part C program between July 1, 2017 and June 30, 2018.
Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period. 

The sample was geographically representative of the population exiting the Part C program based on race, ethnicity, sex, and age at referral.
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

	7
	4
	3
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Onsite Monitoring Finding of Noncompliance: 

One early intervention provider was notified of a monitoring finding for the indicator during the onsite monitoring review. Formal, written reports of the findings were issued within 90 days of the on-site review. The providers were required to submit a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) within 45 days of receipt of their monitoring report. The providers’ CAPs included an analysis completed by the provider of the root cause of the noncompliance and all activities they will implement to correct the noncompliance. The CAPs were reviewed and approved by Department staff within 60 days of receipt and the providers were formally notified in writing that their CAP had been approved. Written technical assistance was provided by Department staff. Additional technical assistance was also provided by phone call by Department staff. The Department’s monitoring contractor staff conducted on-site verification of correction reviews within 90 days subsequent of approval of the providers’ CAPs for those providers with significant findings of noncompliance. This review was conducted to determine if CAP activities were fully implemented and correction of compliance at 100% can be verified. The CAP process included a review of a subset of subsequent child records that were sent to the Department for review. The one provider achieved 100% compliance within one year.

Data Finding of Noncompliance: 

Six local programs (municipalities) were notified of a finding of noncompliance for this indicator in FFY 2017. Three of these local programs achieved 100% compliance based on a review of their data within one year. The other three local programs achieved 100% compliance based on a review of their data but not within one year of issuing the finding.

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, for FFY 2017, the Department examined data from its data systems at least one time during that year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely notification. The Department provided a list of the potentially noncompliant cases to each local program to allow them the opportunity to review the data for accuracy and provide additional evidence that demonstrated compliance. Once the data review was complete, the Department reviewed the data a second time and identified cases that were noncompliant. The Department issued findings based on the noncompliant cases.

The Department reviewed subsequent data to verify that the local programs correctly implemented the specify regulatory requirements 34 CFR 303.342(e) and 303.344(f). 100% correction was verified based on a review of data in the Early Intervention Program data systems. The Department reviewed data from a subsequent quarter (January to March). Findings were verified as corrected when the program achieved 100% compliance during that quarter. If 100% compliance was not achieved during that quarter, then additional data were reviewed for subsequent quarters until the local program was verified as having achieved 100% compliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, the Department examined data from the Early Intervention Program data systems at least one time per year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely notification for each individual case.

For each child with the original finding of noncompliance identified, a review of the data system verified that either notification was made, or the child was no longer under the jurisdiction of the New York State Early Intervention Program.
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

The State reported that it used data from a State database to report on this indicator. The State further reported that it did not use data for the full reporting period (July 1, 2018-June 30, 2019). The State described how the time period in which the data were collected accurately reflects data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.
 
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.
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
	37.10%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	88.53%
	96.46%
	97.80%
	96.81%
	96.20%


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)

YES

	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C where the transition conference occurred at least 90 days, and at the discretion of all parties not more than nine months prior to the toddler’s third birthday for toddlers potentially eligible for Part B
	Number of toddlers with disabilities exiting Part C who were potentially eligible for Part B
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	344
	1,761
	96.20%
	100%
	98.06%
	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.

1,349

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.

60
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 for a sample of toddlers exiting the New York State Early Intervention Program 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. 

In accordance with the sampling procedures approved by the US Department of Education Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP), the Department is using a geographically representative random sampling approach for collecting transition information. The sample was geographically representative of the population exiting NYSEIP based on race, ethnicity, sex, and age at referral.

The required transition data has been incorporated in the web-based centralized New York Early Intervention System (NYEIS) and was collected as children exited the program. In addition, each local program received data reports for exiting children whose records were in NYEIS to facilitate a review to ensure accuracy of data and document any necessary corrections to the data with respect to required transition steps and 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

	4
	3
	1
	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
Onsite Monitoring Finding of Noncompliance: 

One early intervention provider was notified of a monitoring finding for the indicator during the onsite monitoring review. Formal, written reports of the findings were issued within 90 days of the on-site review. The providers were required to submit a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) within 45 days of receipt of their monitoring report. The providers’ CAPs included an analysis completed by the provider of the root cause of the noncompliance and all activities they will implement to correct the noncompliance. The CAPs were reviewed and approved by Department staff within 60 days of receipt and the providers were formally notified in writing that their CAP had been approved. Written technical assistance was provided by Department staff. Additional technical assistance was also provided by phone call by Department staff. The Department’s monitoring contractor staff conducted on-site verification of correction reviews within 90 days subsequent of approval of the providers’ CAPs for those providers with significant findings of noncompliance. This review was conducted to determine if CAP activities were fully implemented and correction of compliance at 100% can be verified. The CAP process included a review of a subset of subsequent child records that were sent to the Department for review. The one provider achieved 100% compliance within one year.

Data Finding of Noncompliance:

Three local programs (municipalities) were notified of a finding of noncompliance for this indicator in FFY 2017. Two of these local programs achieved 100% compliance based on a review of their data within one year. One local program achieved 100% based on a review of their data but not within one year of issuing the finding.

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, for FFY 2017, the Department examined data from its data systems at least one time during that year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely transition conference. The Department provided a list of the potentially noncompliant cases to each local program to allow them the opportunity to review the data for accuracy and provide additional evidence that demonstrated compliance. Once the data review was complete, the Department reviewed the data a second time and identified cases that were noncompliant. The Department issued findings based on the noncompliant cases.

The Department reviewed subsequent data to verify that the local programs correctly implemented the specify regulatory requirements 34 CFR 303.342(e) and 303.344(f). 100% correction was verified based on a verification of data in the Early Intervention Program data systems for IFSPs that were developed within one year from identification of the finding and all of them were corrected as a system.

The Department ensured correction of a system finding by reviewing data from a subsequent quarter (January to March). System findings were verified as corrected when the program achieved 100% compliance during that quarter. If 100% compliance was not achieved during that quarter, then additional data were reviewed for subsequent quarters until the local program was verified as having achieved 100% compliance.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Onsite Monitoring Finding of Noncompliance:

While conducting the on-site review, the contractor staff determined that the individual case of noncompliance has been corrected within one year.

Data Finding of Noncompliance:

In compliance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, the Department examined data from the Early Intervention Program data systems at least one time per year to determine noncompliance with the requirements for timely transition conference for each individual case.

For each child with the original finding of noncompliance identified, a review of the data system verified that either the transition conference was convened, or the child was no longer under the jurisdiction of the New York State Early Intervention Program. 
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

The State reported that it used data from a State database to report on this indicator. The State further reported that it did not use data for the full reporting period (July 1, 2018-June 30, 2019). The State described how the time period in which the data were collected accurately reflects data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.
 
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. 
YES
Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 

This indicator is not applicable to New York State, as the State has adopted Part C due process procedures under section 639 of the IDEA.
9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response

OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable. 
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
	51

	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
	42


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
The State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) was presented to and discussed with the Early Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC) to obtain stakeholder input on the SPP/APR on December 11, 2019. The EICC is a 30-member Council composed of parents, EIP provider representatives, Early Intervention Officials (EIOs) representing municipalities, insurance plan representatives, and the state agency partners. The EICC holds public meetings that are webcast to allow stakeholders statewide to view the proceedings.  Preliminary data were presented on the SPP/APR indicators, including historical trend data. The EICC members engaged in a thorough and thoughtful discussion of the data. 

The SPP/APR was shared on an all-county conference call with the EIOs and other county staff on December 12, 2019. In addition, Department staff has worked with EIOs and managers to review and finalize the data for the SPP/APR. 
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	80.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target>=
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%
	90.00%

	Data
	95.59%
	93.94%
	87.80%
	76.79%
	85.11%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target>=
	90.00%
	90.00%


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
	42
	51
	85.11%
	90.00%
	82.35%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
The New York State Early Intervention Program (NYSEIP) is committed to ensuring timely mediation agreements.

During this reporting period, the State set target of 90% was not met and the successful mediation rate of 82.35% in FFY 2018 represents a decline from 85.11% the previous year.

This indicator is calculated based on small numbers. No specific reasons that explain slippage have been clearly identified. Department staff plan to analyze the mediation requests further to identify any demographic patterns and examine the effectiveness of the mediation process for the parties who did not enter into a mediation agreement.

The State's rate of timely mediation agreements remains within the range of 75-85% which is the consensus among mediation practitioners as a reasonable rate of mediations that result in agreements and is consistent with national mediation success rate data.

The Department will be meeting with the mediation contractor to review outreach informational materials and discuss training options to help ensure the effective resolution of disputes through the mediation process.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response

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

Indicator 11: State Systemic Improvement Plan

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.

[image: image5.emf]SSIP_Appendix 1_10  with comments 4.1.20.docx


Certification

Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify

I certify that I am the Director of the State's Lead Agency under Part C of the IDEA, or his or her designee, and that the State's submission of its IDEA Part C State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report is accurate.

Select the certifier’s role 
Lead Agency Director
Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State's submission of its IDEA Part C State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report.

Name:  
Constance Donohue
Title: 
Director, Bureau of Early Intervention
Email: 
constance.donohue@health.ny.gov
Phone: 
518-473-7016
Submitted on: 

04/27/20  4:10:03 PM
ED Attachments
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Parent Name Address Address





Dear Parent Name,



Recently, you were invited to participate in a survey from the New York State Department of Health about your experience with the Early Intervention Program. You received this survey because your child received Early Intervention services and recently transitioned or is about to transition out of the program. The survey has questions about how Early Intervention services helped you and your family. Your feedback is very important to us. The information we learn from families will help improve the quality of services for all children and families.

Your responses will be kept private. Individual responses are not shared. A summary of all families’ responses is included in a yearly report to the U.S. Department of Education to evaluate the program’s support of families.

The Bureau of Early Intervention also uses the survey feedback to make the program better.



For more information about the Early Intervention Program’s work to engage families, please go to the Department of Health’s website at https://www.health.ny.gov/community/infants_children/early_intervention.



[image: ]To take part in this survey, please use the website link or QR code below. To use the QR Code, open your camera app on your smartphone device and hold it over the code. This will cause a notification to pop up, that when clicked will take you directly to the online survey.





Survey Link: www.surveymonkey.com/r/FOS2019



Please enter in the online survey: NYEIS ID: 000000

First Name: Child Name


QR Code:





If you would prefer to complete a printed version of this survey, have any questions, or need help, please call the Early Intervention Program at (518) 473-7016 or email beipub@health.ny.gov.

If you have already completed the survey online or the paper version, thank you! Please ignore this letter. Your feedback is very important to us. Thank you for taking the time to complete the survey.

[image: ]Sincerely,

Constance Donohue, Au.D., CCC-A Director, Bureau of Early Intervention







[image: ]



参与是否有任何付款？


Appendix 2



有一些资金可用作一次现场会议的差旅费和儿童照护费用。后续参与没有其他资金可供支付。只是，您的鼎力相助可以帮助您和其他家庭获得尽可能最好的早期干预服务。

如需了解更多信息或参与：

请联系您的郡早期干预项目、或 Bureau of Early Intervention（早期干预局）New York State Department of Health 公众健康项目护士Marie Ostoyich，电话号码：(518) 473-7016，或电子邮件地址： BEI.SSIP@health.ny.gov

关 于 早 期 干 预 项 目 的 更 多 信 息 见 ： https://www.health.ny.gov/community/infants_children/ early_intervention/



*在我们报告从项目中获取的信息时，不会纳入父母、照护者及其孩子的个人姓名。































您的孩子是否已经加入或获得早期干预服务？





[image: ][image: ]4225 (Chinese)


Early Intervention Program






7/17父亲（或母亲）/ 家庭成员招募





项目宗旨是什么？

New York State Department of Health 正与各郡共同努力，力求改善广大家庭和孩子们的早期干预项目 (EIP) 体验。

项目内容是什么？

这是州系统改善计划 (State Systemic Improvement Plan, SSIP) 早期干预家庭结果项目 (Early Intervention Family Outcomes Project)。该项目致力于改善家庭的早期干预项目体验。

团队成员：

团队将由 3 到 6 人组成，包括早期干预项目提供方、服务协调员、郡早期干预官员和父母/家庭成员。

加入团队：

我们需要您的帮忙。我们正在寻找其孩子目前加入或去年已获得早期干预服务的父母/家庭成员。邀请父母/家庭成员参加一项为期 12 个月的特别活动，旨在提高 EIP 服务和郡里以家庭为中心的 EIP 实践的质量。我们将与当地家庭成员团队、早期干预项目提供方和郡早期干预官员一起为广大家庭提供更好的支持。州和国家专家将协助各个团队。


项目三个阶段：

· 阶段 1：计划

与团队开展前期工作，确定目标和策略

· 阶段 2：协作

与团队和专家举行的现场学习会议和每月网络研讨会

· 阶段 3：行动阶段

着手改善工作

会有什么安排？

· 参加一天现场会议

· 参加每月互动网络会议

· 分享体验和想法

加入团队有什么好处？

· 成为团队成员

· 提高面向其他孩子和广大家庭的服务的质量

· 与早期干预专家共事

· 帮助做出积极的改变

· 结识其他已获得早期干预服务的孩子的父母

· 提供对家庭的认识和父母的心声

· 改进宣传和领导技能

*结果将在 Department of Health 网站上共享





¿Se ofrece algún pago por la participación?

¿Es usted padre de un niño inscrito en Servicios de Intervención Temprana

o que recibió

dichos servicios?



Existen fondos disponibles para viáticos y cuidado infantil para la reunión única en persona. No existen otros fondos para pagar la continuidad de la participación. No obstante, su aporte puede ayudarlos a usted y a otras familias a obtener los mejores Servicios de Intervención Temprana posibles.

Si desea obtener más información o participar:

Comuníquese con el Early Intervention Program de su condado o con Marie Ostoyich, enfermera del Public Health Program (Programa de Salud Pública) de la Bureau of Early Intervention (Oficina de Intervención Temprana) del New York State Department of Health llamando al (518) 473-7016 o enviando un correo electrónico a BEI.SSIP@health.ny.gov

Para obtener más información sobre el Early Intervention Program, ingrese a https://www.health.ny.gov/community/infants_children/ early_intervention/.

*Los nombres individuales de los padres, los cuidadores y los niños no se incluirán cuando divulguemos la información obtenida del proyecto.
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Early Intervention Program






7/17Reclutamiento

de padres y familiares





¿De qué se trata esto?

El New York State Department of Health (Departamento de Salud del Estado de Nueva York) trabaja con cada condado para mejorar  la experiencia de las familias y los niños con el Early Intervention Program (Programa de Intervención Temprana, EIP).



¿De qué se trata el proyecto?

Este es el Early Intervention Family Outcomes Project (Proyecto de resultados familiares de intervención temprana) del State Systemic Improvement Plan (Plan de mejora sistémica estatal, SSIP). Se centra en mejorar la experiencia de las familias con el Early Intervention Program.



Miembros del equipo:

Los equipos estarán compuestos por 3 a 6 personas e incluyen a los proveedores del Early Intervention Program, los coordinadores de servicios, los funcionarios de Intervención Temprana del condado y los padres/familiares.



Forme parte de un equipo:

Necesitamos su ayuda. Buscamos a padres y familiares de niños que estén actualmente inscritos en los Servicios de Intervención Temprana o que hayan recibido dichos servicios el año pasado. Invitamos a los padres y familiares a participar en una oportunidad única en un período de 12 meses para mejorar la calidad de los servicios del EIP y las prácticas centradas en la familia del EIP del condado. Trabajaremos con equipos locales de familias, proveedores del Early Intervention Program y funcionarios de Intervención Temprana del condado para mejorar el apoyo a las familias. Expertos estatales y nacionales asistirán a cada equipo.


Proyecto de tres etapas:

· Fase 1. Planificación

Trabajar previamente con el equipo para identificar los objetivos y las estrategias.

· Fase 2. Colaboración

Llevar a cabo sesiones de aprendizaje en persona y seminarios web mensuales con los equipos y expertos.

· Fase 3. Período de acción.

Es el momento de hacer cambios.



¿Qué se espera?

· Participar en una sesión en persona de un día.

· Participar en sesiones en línea interactivas mensuales.

· Compartir experiencias e ideas.



¿Cuáles son los beneficios de participar en el equipo?

· Formar parte del equipo.

· Mejorar los servicios para otros niños y familias.

· Trabajar con expertos en intervención temprana.

· Ayudar a realizar cambios positivos.

· Relacionarse y conocer a otros padres de niños que recibieron Servicios de Intervención Temprana.

· Brindar a los padres una perspectiva familiar y una oportunidad de expresarse.

· Mejorar las capacidades de defensoría y liderazgo.



*Los resultados se publicarán en el sitio web del Department of Health (Departamento de Salud).



Appendix 3

Improving Family Centeredness Together (IFaCT)

In-Person Learning Session October 26, 2018



Embassy Suites Saratoga Springs 86 Congress Street

Saratoga Springs, NY 12866



		Time

		Activity

		Presenter



		9:30-9:45 am

		Registration

		



		9:45-10:00 am

		Welcome and Introductions

		Jessica Simmons



		10:00-11:15 am

		Improving Family Centeredness Together (IFaCT): Overview

Parent Perspective

Group Activity 1: Reflecting on Experiences and Current Practice

		Jessica Simmons Jenna Lequia, Ph.D. Mariela Adams, M.S.



		11:15-12:15 am

		How will we Improve?

Group Activity 2: Aim Statement Group Activity 3: PDSA Plan

		Jenna Lequia, Ph.D.



		12:15-1:15 pm

		Lunch

		(On your own)



		1:15-2:00 pm

		How will we measure it?



Group Activity 4: Evaluation Plan

		Tricia Patrick, DrPH



		2:00-2:15 pm

		Break

		



		2:15-2:45 pm

		County Team Sharing: Report Out

		Jenna Lequia, Ph.D.



		2:45-3:00 pm

		Evaluation & Next Steps

		Katie Borras, M.S., MBA







Improving Family Centeredness Together (IFaCT)


Appendix 4





Practitioner Family-Centered Practices for Working With Families

Family-centered practices are a particular way of working with and developing collaborative relationships with families. These practices include two key elements: Relationship-building and participatory parent and family involvement. Both practices, when used together, increase the likelihood that any type of intervention practice done in a family-centered manner will have optimal parent, family, and child outcomes and benefits.

 	Watch a video of this Learning Guide

Learning Guide: Family-Centered Practices



· Relationship building takes time. Trust and respect—the cornerstones of family-practitioner relationships—develop when the two people work together, each contributing to achieving desired family goals and outcomes.

· Put yourself in the parent’s shoes. The more you can understand parents’ concerns and priorities from afamily’s point-of-view, the more you can help them.

· Develop and use effective listening skills. Show sincere concern and empathy for parents’ struggles and celebrate family strengths and accomplishments. Acknowledge

and be responsive to family members' beliefs about their situation or circumstances. Remain nonjudgmental even if you do not agree with a parent’s point-of-view.

· Be responsive to each family’s unique circumstances. This includes a parents’personal and cultural beliefs and values. It is important to remember that beliefs influence how a family sees and responds to their situation.

· Building relationships with parents starts with identifying what a family wants to accomplish as part of their work with you. Move beyond just talking, however, to taking concrete steps to achieve family-identified goals or outcomes.

· 
Doing for others rather than people learning to do for themselves perpetuates a need for help. Family

participatory involvement means that parents are actively engaged in obtaining family-identified supports or resources and taking action to achieve desired outcomes or goals.

· As part of any intervention plan, ask the parents which steps or actions they feel comfortable doing themselves and which steps or actions they want to do together with you. Things parents feel comfortable doing build on family strengths. Things parents do together with others promote new abilities.

· Parents look to professionals for advice and guidance. As part of identifying the steps and actions to obtain supports and resources, offer suggestions and ideas for parents to consider. These should be shared in an unbiased manner and not be imposed on the parents.

· Remember to engage the parents in a review of their actions and accomplishments. This helps strengthen their sense of confidence and competence in achieving desired goals and outcomes.







A Quick Peek

Jen is a single parent with a 2-year-old son, Adam. Adam recently qualified for Early Intervention services due to delays in his speech and overall development. When speaking with her service coordinator, Jen stated that she wants to bring Adam into the community where there are other young children. She never knows if activities are appropriate for Adam. The service coordinator offered to help. She tells Jen of some activities in their community that might work well for Adam. She also gave Jen information on a Facebook group that provides information on upcoming events in the area. They made a plan to have service providers meet Jen and Adam at community activities once per month. In this way, Jen will see how to support Adam outside of the home and help him interact more with other kids. These activities will build Jen’s confidence in accessing the community with her son.





You'll know family-centered practices are working if ...

· The parent is comfortable sharing information with a practitioner

· The parent indicates he/she and the practitioner work well together

· The parent plays a central role in achieving desired outcomes



[image: ]This is adapted from	© 2017	Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center



Improving Family Centeredness Together (IFaCT)

Learning Session – Professional Prework



Please reflect on your experience with the New York State Early Intervention Program by answering the following questions. Your responses will prepare you for the activities during the learning session. Please bring this document with you to the in-person session.



1. How do you engage families to ensure their needs and preferences are incorporated into their child’s IFSP?

















2. When you work with families in the Early Intervention Program, how do you connect families with the community (for example, resources, events, support groups, etc.)?



















3. Describe three ways families could get more involved with their services, with other families, or with the community.



a.







b.







c.



Improving Family Centeredness Together (IFaCT)

Practitioner Family-Centered Practices for Working With Families

Family-centered practices are a particular way of working with and developing collaborative relationships with families. These practices include two key elements: Relationship-building and participatory parent and family involvement. Both practices, when used together, increase the likelihood that any type of intervention practice done in a family-centered manner will have optimal parent, family, and child outcomes and benefits.

 	Watch a video of this Learning Guide

Learning Guide: Family-Centered Practices



· Relationship building takes time. Trust and respect—the cornerstones of family-practitioner relationships—develop when the two people work together, each contributing to achieving desired family goals and outcomes.

· Put yourself in the parent’s shoes. The more you can understand parents’ concerns and priorities from afamily’s point-of-view, the more you can help them.

· Develop and use effective listening skills. Show sincere concern and empathy for parents’ struggles and celebrate family strengths and accomplishments. Acknowledge

and be responsive to family members' beliefs about their situation or circumstances. Remain nonjudgmental even if you do not agree with a parent’s point-of-view.

· Be responsive to each family’s unique circumstances. This includes a parents’personal and cultural beliefs and values. It is important to remember that beliefs influence how a family sees and responds to their situation.

· Building relationships with parents starts with identifying what a family wants to accomplish as part of their work with you. Move beyond just talking, however, to taking concrete steps to achieve family-identified goals or outcomes.

· 
Doing for others rather than people learning to do for themselves perpetuates a need for help. Family

participatory involvement means that parents are actively engaged in obtaining family-identified supports or resources and taking action to achieve desired outcomes or goals.

· As part of any intervention plan, ask the parents which steps or actions they feel comfortable doing themselves and which steps or actions they want to do together with you. Things parents feel comfortable doing build on family strengths. Things parents do together with others promote new abilities.

· Parents look to professionals for advice and guidance. As part of identifying the steps and actions to obtain supports and resources, offer suggestions and ideas for parents to consider. These should be shared in an unbiased manner and not be imposed on the parents.

· Remember to engage the parents in a review of their actions and accomplishments. This helps strengthen their sense of confidence and competence in achieving desired goals and outcomes.







A Quick Peek

Jen is a single parent with a 2-year-old son, Adam. Adam recently qualified for Early Intervention services due to delays in his speech and overall development. When speaking with her service coordinator, Jen stated that she wants to bring Adam into the community where there are other young children. She never knows if activities are appropriate for Adam. The service coordinator offered to help. She tells Jen of some activities in their community that might work well for Adam. She also gave Jen information on a Facebook group that provides information on upcoming events in the area. They made a plan to have service providers meet Jen and Adam at community activities once per month. In this way, Jen will see how to support Adam outside of the home and help him interact more with other kids. These activities will build Jen’s confidence in accessing the community with her son.





You'll know family-centered practices are working if ...

· The parent is comfortable sharing information with a practitioner

· The parent indicates he/she and the practitioner work well together

· The parent plays a central role in achieving desired outcomes
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Improving Family Centeredness Together (IFaCT)

Learning Session – Parent Prework





Please reflect on your experience with the New York State early intervention program by answering the following questions. Your responses will prepare you for the activities during the learning session. Please bring this document with you to the in-person session.





1. Thinking back on your experience in the Early Intervention Program:







a. Did you feel involved in the planning of your services?







b. Ideally, how would you have liked to be involved in the planning of your services in the Early Intervention Program, including supports for your child and your whole family?









2. When you were in the Early Intervention Program:





a. Did you get information about or connected to your community (for example, resources, events, support groups, etc.)?







b. Ideally, how could the Early Intervention team of service coordinators and providers best connect parents and families with the community?





3. List 3 things that you think should occur for all families receiving early intervention services to make sure families get connected to other families and to their community.



a)





b)





c)



County Team:  	

Appendix 5


Date:  	









STEP ONE – PLAN


Improving Family Centeredness Together

Plan-Do-Study-Act Worksheet





Briefly describe the test (i.e., what you plan to do):



How will you know that the change was successful or led to improvements?

What do you predict or expect will happen as a result of this change?







County Team: 		Date:  	





		List the tasks necessary to complete this test

		Identify the person responsible

		When will it be completed

		Where will it be completed

		Existing data sources
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		List the tasks necessary to complete this test

		Identify the person responsible

		When will it be completed

		Where will it be completed

		Existing data sources



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		



		

		

		

		

		





Describe the plan for collecting data on this test and evaluating the impact:





County Team: 		Date:  	





[image: ]STEP TWO – DO

Was the cycle carried out as planned?

 Yes	 No



What did you observe that was not part of your plan?







What barriers did you encounter when implementing the plan?





STEP THREE – STUDY

What did you learn from this test?

Compare the results of your test to your previous performance (if applicable):

 No

 Yes

Did the results match your predictions?
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STEP FOUR – ACT



Please indicate if you will Adopt, Adapt, or Abandon the changes tested in this PDSA cycle.



· ADOPT: Select changes to implement on larger scale and develop an implementation plan and plan for sustainability. Specify plans:





































· ADAPT: Improve the change and continue testing plan. Specify plans/changes for next test:

















































· ABANDON: Discard this change idea and try a different one.





PDSA WORKSHEETPlan	Do

Act	Study
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		Team Name :                                                                    Date of test:                                                              Test Completion Date:



		Overall team/project aim:



		What is the objective of the test?





[bookmark: _GoBack]













PLAN:

Briefly describe the test:





How will you know that the change is an improvement?





What driver does the change impact?







What do you predict will happen?



PLAN















Plan for collection of data:


Please send completed worksheets to:

DO: Test the changes.

Was the cycle carried out as planned? ⁪ Yes



What did you observe that was not part of your plan?





STUDY:

Did the results match your predictions? ⁪ Yes ⁪



Compare the result of your test to your previous performance:



What did you learn?



ACT: Decide to Adopt, Adapt, or Abandon.

Adapt: Improve the change and continue testing plan. Plans/changes for next test:

List the tasks necessary to complete this test (what)

Person

responsible (who)



When



Where

1.







2.













Adopt: Select changes to implement on a larger scale and develop an implementation plan and plan for sustainability Display Storyboard in Birth Records Office. Educate new staff through SPDS “Guidelines for the New York State Certificate of Live Birth & Quality Improvement”.



Abandon: Discard this change idea and try a different one



County: 		Date:    	





Improving Family Centeredness Together

Record Review Data Form
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INSTRUCTIONS: In the gray column header, write in one of your PDSA tasks that will be evaluated through a record review. At the end of the PDSA cycle, write the NYEIS ID of the IFSP being reviewed and indicate whether the planned task is reflected in the IFSP by circling Yes or No.



		

		







NYEIS ID

		

		

		



Reviewer Role (EIOD, ISC,

OSC, etc)

		





Reviewer Initials



		1.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		2.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		3.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		4.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		5.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		6.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		7.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		8.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		9.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		10.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		11.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		12.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		13.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		



		14.

		

		Yes

		No

		

		







County: 		Date:    	





		15.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		16.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		17.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		18.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		19.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		20.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		21.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		22.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		23.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		24.

		

		Yes	No

		

		



		25.

		

		Yes	No

		

		







Total number of records reviewed:  	



Total number of records in which the planned task was completed (i.e., Yes circled):  	



Other Notes:



FOLLOW UP WITH COHORT 1 COUNTIES

Interview Script
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INTRODUCTION: Hi [Name of Interviewee] this is [Name of Interviewer] calling from [Site]. How are you today? (Response time…) As you know, NYS BEI has asked us to follow up with cohort one teams to see how things are going. Is now still a good time to touch base? (Response time…) Okay great! I have some general questions to help guide the conversation but please feel free to share whatever thoughts or feelings that you have as they come up! I just need to inform you that the interview portion of this conversation will be recorded but all of your responses will be completely confidential. Recording this conversation will allow me to transcribe it for documentation purposes (Since I can’t write that fast!). Once I finish with the transcription, I will immediately delete the audio recording. Do I have your permission to record the interview? (Response time…) Great! Let’s get started.



BACKGROUND INFORMATION

1. What is your current position within the early intervention program?

2. What county do your currently work within?

a. Provide a brief description of your county program?

b. Rural, urban, suburban?

c. How many kids are served in your program (in a typical year)?

3. What role did you play in the IFaCT project? Were you the point person, data person?



MAIN QUESTIONS

4. What was the purpose of you team’s IFaCT project?

5. Explain what your county has been doing related to the IFaCT project since your formal involvement between January and December 2018.

a. Is your team still intact? Who is still on your team? How does the team stay in contact with each other?

b. How are you continuing work on improving family outcomes?

6. Describe your plans for sustainability.

a. What structures and/or plans do you have in place to sustain your project over time?

b. What resources and/or supports are you planning to use to help with this?

c. Have you completed any sustainability activities? How are they going?

7. What supports do you still feel you need in order to continue to carry out this important work?

a. How can NYS BEI support you?

b. How can the UCEDDs support you?



CLOSING

Thank you again for taking time to talk with me today regarding your current work on the IFaCT project. Is there anything else you would like to share before we end the call today? (Response time…) We appreciate all of the time and dedication your team has put forth for this project and we look forward to continuing to work with and support you in your efforts to improve family outcomes. Have a good [day/afternoon/evening].



Appendix 9

SCDD: IFaCT Project Completion- Cohort 2

Please complete this form to share the progress your team has made to improve family outcomes in early intervention.

Question Title

1. County

Question Title

2. Who was on your IFaCT team? Select all that apply.

[image: ][image: ][image: ]EI Official, Manager, or Designee Parent/Family Member

Service Coordinator

[image: ][image: ]EI Provider (OT, PT, Speech, etc.) Other (please specify)



Question Title

3. Briefly describe your team's IFACT project? (i.e. development of a product, creation of a social media platform, etc.)

Question Title

4. What barriers were encountered as you completed your project? (i.e. social media permission, turnover, etc.)

Question Title

5. How did you measure your project's impact? (i.e. surveys, etc.)

Question Title

6. How is your project sustainable?





Question Title

7. Please upload your team's final PDSA worksheet DOCX, DOC, JPEG, GIF, JPG, PDF, PNG file types only. Choose File

No file chosen Remove File



Question Title

8. Please upload any completed product you'd like to share (i.e. newsletter, activity list, etc.)

DOCX, DOC, JPEG, GIF, JPG, PDF, PNG file types only. Choose File

No file chosen Remove File



Question Title

9. Please upload any other data sources you'd like to share (i.e., survey results, Facebook stats., etc.)

DOCX, DOC, JPEG, GIF, JPG, PDF, PNG file types only. Choose File

No file chosen Remove File Next
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Westchester Institute of Human Development LEND Program Family Survey Questions



1. What county does your child receive Early Intervention Services (EI) services in? [ Dropdown list of all Cohort 1 Counties]



**Depending on answer to question 1, respondents will be directed to the set of questions associated with the same county



IMPROVE INDIVIDUALIZED FAMILY SERVICE PLAN (IFSP) OUTCOMES TO BE FAMILY FRIENDLY

(MADISON, WESTCHESTER)



Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.



2. I understand the outcomes that are listed in my child’s Individualized Family Service Plan(IFSP).

1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



3. My child’s IFSP team involved me in the development of my child’s IFSP outcomes.

1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



4. My child’s IFSP team checked in with me to make sure I understood my child’s IFSP outcomes.

1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot





5. Please explain what you found helpful to increase your understanding of your child’s IFSP outcomes.



6. Is there anything that would have been helpful to you in further understanding your child’s IFSP outcomes?



DEVELOP/MODIFY LIST OF COMMUNITY RESOURCES

(ROCKLAND, ORANGE, DUTCHESS, GREENE, OTSEGO, CHENANGO)



Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.



2. Early Intervention staff support my family to participate in community activities.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



3. Early Intervention staff support my family in accessing resources that align with our priorities and needs.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



4. The information and resources provided by my Early Intervention Program is helpful to my family in meeting needs and addressing our priorities.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot





5. I was given information about opportunities for my child to play with other children.

Yes/No



If yes, what information were you given? Did you access any of the services/supports? Which ones?



If no, would this information have been helpful to you?



6. I was given information about ways to connect with other families for information and mutual support.

Yes/No



If yes, what information were you given? Did you access any of the services/supports? Which ones?



If no, would this information have been helpful to you?



7. What methods has your Early Intervention Program used to connect you to the community, share resources, and help identify services to support the needs of other children in the family? Please circle all that apply.

a. Other parents

b. Support groups

c. Brochures/handouts

d. Medical professionals

e. Internet sites

f. Social media

g. Email

h. Phone calls

i. Discussions during sessions

j. Other:



8. How can your Early Intervention Program improve the ways they provide information about community events or resources?



INTENTIONALLY INVOLVE PARENTS IN SESSIONS

(COLUMBIA, SULLIVAN, ULSTER, PUTNAM)



2. I am involved in my child’s early intervention sessions.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot





3. Did your early intervention provider go out into the community with you and your child to help get you involved in community activities and services? Some examples include: the grocery store, the library, the park, etc.

Yes/no



If yes, where did you go?



4. If you received Early Intervention services in your community (the grocery store, the library, the park, etc), would you recommend other families also receive Early Intervention services in the community?

Yes/no



5. Were you given information about activities that you could do with your child in your everyday lives?

Yes/no



If yes, how was this information shared with you?



DEVELOP QUESTIONS / PROMPTS FOR THE SERVICE COORDINATOR TO ASK AT INDIVIDUALZIED FAMILY SERVICE PLAN (IFSP) MEETINGS

(DELAWARE)



2. During my Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) meeting(s), I am asked about my family’s needs regarding community activities and resources.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



3. I contributed to the discussion during my child’s IFSP meeting.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



4. The outcomes in my child’s IFSP relate to my concerns.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



5. My IFSP team values my family’s beliefs, opinions and concerns.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



6. How did your IFSP team encourage or invite your participation during the meeting?





CREATE FACEBOOK PAGE

(BROOME)

2. I accessed the Facebook page developed by my county’s Early Intervention Program.

Yes/No





If yes, how frequently did you access it?

1 – Daily, 2 – Weekly, 3 – Monthly, 4 – Only when my Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) team directed me to a specific posting, 5 – Other:  	





If yes, would you recommend other families receiving Early Intervention services have access to a Facebook page developed by the county Early Intervention Program? Yes/no



3. Early intervention staff support my family to participate in community activities.

a. 1-not at all, 2-very little, 3-some, 4-quite a bit, 5-a lot



4. Were you given information about opportunities for your child to play with other children? (Yes/no)

a. If yes, what types of information were you given?

b. If yes, did you/your family take advantage of these opportunities?

i. If yes, which ones?



5. Were you given information about ways to connect with other families for information and mutual support? (Yes/no)

a. If yes, what types of information were you given?



6. How does Facebook and other social media outlets help to connect you to other parents and/or your community?



7. How did you learn about your county’s Facebook page?
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2020 Part C Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%)

Determination

78.47

Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 8 5 62.5
Compliance 18 17 94.44
I. Results Component — Data Quality
| Data Quality Total Score (completeness + anomalies) | 3 |

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

Number of Children Reported in Indicator C3 (i.e. outcome data) 2951
Number of Children Reported Exiting in 618 Data (i.e. 618 exiting data) 29963
Percentage of Children Exiting who are Included in Outcome Data (%) N/A
Data Completeness Score? 2
(b) Data Anomalies: Anomalies in your State’s FFY 2018 Outcomes Data
| Data Anomalies Score3 | 1 |
I1. Results Component — Child Performance
| Child Performance Total Score (state comparison + year to year comparison) | 2 |
(a) Comparing your State’s 2018 Outcomes Data to other State’s 2018 Outcomes Data
| Data Comparison Score* | 1 |
(b) Comparing your State’s FFY 2018 data to your State’s FFY 2017 data
| Performance Change Scores | 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.
® Please see Appendix D for a detailed description of this calculation.

1 | Page





Special Conditions

Outcome A: Outcome A: Outcome B: | Outcome B: | Outcome C: | Outcome C:
Summary Positive Social | Positive Social | Knowledge | Knowledge | Actions to Actions to
Statement Relationships | Relationships | and Skills and Skills | Meet Needs | Meet Needs
Performance SS1 (%) SS2 (%) SS1 (%) SS2 (%) SS1 (%) SS2 (%)
FFY 2018 67.61 43.68 74.65 40.29 74.92 38.29
FFY 2017 64.29 44.73 74.26 39.34 73.54 36.95
2020 Part C Compliance Matrix
Full Correction of
Findings of
Noncompliance
Performance Identified in
Part C Compliance Indicator! (%) FFY 2017 Score
Indicator 1: Timely service provision 82.69 Yes 1
Indicator 7: 45-day timeline 96.11 Yes 2
Indicator 8A: Timely transition plan 99.95 Yes 2
Indicator 8B: Transition notification 99.58 Yes 2
Indicator 8C: Timely transition conference 98.06 Yes 2
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 100 2
Timely State Complaint Decisions 100 2
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100 2
Longstanding Noncompliance 2

Uncorrected identified
noncompliance

! 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

2 |

Page





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

3 | Page





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 e2. 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 O for that category. A percentage that is equal to or between the low percentage and high percentage for each
progress category received 1 point. A State could receive a total number of points between 0 and 15. Thus, a point total of 0
indicates that all 15 progress categories contained data anomalies and a point total of 15 indicates that there were no data
anomalies in all 15 progress categories in the State's data. An overall data anomalies score of 0, 1, or 2 is based on the total points

awarded.

Outcome A Positive Social Relationships

Outcome B Knowledge and Skills

Outcome C Actions to Meet Needs

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

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

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

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

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

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

Outcome A\Category a 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

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 9.21 431 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 2951
Outcome A —
Positive Social
Relationships Category a Category b Category c Category d Category e
State 244 554 864 802 487
Performance
Performance 8.27 18.77 29.28 27.18 16.5
(%)
Scores 0 1 1 1 1
Outcome B —
Knowledge and
Skills Category a Category b Category c Category d Category e
State 203 477 1082 920 269
Performance
Performance 6.88 16.16 36.67 31.18 9.12
(%)
Scores 0 1 1 1 1
Outcome C —
Actions to Meet
Needs Category a Category b Category c Category d Category e
SAEIEE 248 446 1127 946 184
Performance
Performance 8.4 15.11 38.19 32.06 6.24
(%)
Scores 0 1 1 1 1
Total Score

Outcome A 4

Outcome B 4

Outcome C 4

Outcomes A-C 12

| Data Anomalies Score
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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
Statement!. Each Summary Statement outcome was assigned 0, 1, or 2 points. If your State's Summary Statement value fell at or below the 10th
percentile, that Summary Statement was assigned 0 points. If your State's Summary Statement value fell between the 10th and 90th percentile, the
Summary Statement was assigned 1 point, and if your State's Summary Statement value fell at or above the 90th percentile the Summary Statement
was assigned 2 points. The points were added up across the 6 Summary Statements. A State can receive a total number of points between 0 and 12,
with 0 points indicating all 6 Summary Statement values were at or below the 10th percentile and 12 points indicating all 6 Summary Statements were
at or above the 90th percentile. An overall comparison Summary Statement score of 0, 1, or 2 was based on the total points awarded.

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 1:

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
Outcome A Outcome A Outcome B Outcome B Outcome C Outcome C
Percentiles SS1 SS2 SS1 SS2 SS1 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
Outcome A: Outcome A: Outcome C: Outcome C:
Summary |Positive Social | Positive Social| Outcome B: Outcome B: Actions to Actions to
Statement | Relationships | Relationships | Knowledge Knowledge meet needs meet needs
(SS) SS1 SS2 and SKkills SS1 | and Skills SS2 SS1 SS2
l();:)forma“ce 67.61 43.68 74.65 40.29 74.92 38.29
Points 1 1 1 1 1 0
Total Points Across SS1 and SS2(*) 5
| Your State’s Data Comparison Score 1
! Values based on data for States with summary statement denominator greater than 199 exiters.
7 | Page






Appendix D

II. (b) Comparing your State’s FFY 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 on?

FFY2017%+*(1-FFY2017%) , FFY2018%x*(1-FFY2018%)
+ =Standard Error of Difference in Proportions
FFY2017y FFY2018y

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

INumbers shown as rounded for display purposes.

8 | Page





Score:
0 = significant
decrease

FFY 2017 FFY 2018 Difference 1 = no significant

Summary Summary Summary between change
Statement/ Statement Statement | Percentages 2 = significant
Child Outcome FFY 2017 N (%) FFY 2018 N (%) (%) Std Error z value p-value | p<=.05 increase
SS1/Outcome A:
Positive Social 1109 64.29 2464 67.61 3.32 0.0172 1.931 0.0535 No 1
Relationships
SS1/0utcome B:
Knowledge and 1216 74.26 2682 74.65 0.39 0.0151 0.2557 0.7982 No 1
Skills
SS1/0Outcome C:
Actions to meet 1285 73.54 2767 74.92 1.38 0.0148 0.9303 0.3522 No 1
needs
SS2/Outcome A:
Positive Social 1357 44.73 2951 43.68 -1.05 0.0163 -0.6449 0.519 No 1
Relationships
SS2/Outcome B:
Knowledge and 1355 39.34 2951 40.29 0.96 0.0161 0.5954 0.5516 No 1
Skills
SS2/0utcome C:
Actions to meet 1356 36.95 2951 38.29 1.35 0.0159 0.8476 0.3967 No 1
needs

Total Points Across SS1 and SS2 6

Your State’s Performance Change Score 1

9 | Page
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3/19/2020 IDEA Part C Dispute Resolution Template

@EMAPS

EDFacis

New York
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. 11
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued.

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

(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines.

(1.2) Complaints pending.

(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing.

W O O NN I X

(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed.

Section B: Mediation Requests

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

(2.1) Mediations held. 51
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 0
(2.1) (a) (1) Mediation agreements related to due process

complaints. 0
(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process 51
complaints.

2.1 (b) (1) Mediation agreements not related to due process 42
complaints.

(2.2) Mediations pending. 0
(2.3) Mediations not held. 32

Section C: Due Process Complaints
(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 27

Has your state adopted Part C due process hearing procedures
under 34 CFR 303.430(d)(1) or Part B due process hearing  Part C
procedures under 34 CFR 303.430(d)(2)?

file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/Part C Dispute Resolution/SY 2018-19 Part C Dispute Resolution Da...
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3/19/2020 IDEA Part C Dispute Resolution Template

(3.1) Resolution meetings (applicable ONLY for states using Not

Part B due process hearing procedures). Applicable
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through Not
resolution meetings. Applicable
(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 2

(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline. 1

(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 1

(3.3) Hearings pending. 0

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 2

Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by New York. These data were generated on 11/1/2019 9:57 AM EDT.

file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/Part C Dispute Resolution/SY 2018-19 Part C Dispute Resolution Da... 2/2
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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 18t Wednesday in April
EMAPS

Part C Exiting Part C Exiting Collection in EMAPS 18t Wednesday in November

Part C Dispute Resolution Ela\l/lr'tb\gSDlspute Resolution Survey in 18t 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 New York

Part C Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total
1 1 1
2 1 1
3 1 1
4 1 1
5 1 1
6 1 1
7 1 1
8a 1 1
8b 1 1
8c 1 1
9 N/A N/A
10 1 1
11 1 1
Subtotal 12
Timely Submission Points - If the
FFY 2018 SPP/APR was supmitted 5
on-time, place the number 5 in the
APR Score Calculation cell on the right.
Grand Total — (Sum of subtotal and 17.00

Timely Submission Points) =

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data
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618 Data

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/Settings
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 9
Grand Total 18.0
618 Score Calculation (Subtotal X 2) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 18.00
B. APR Grand Total 17.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 35.00
TotalNAiIn618  (Q  Total NA Points Subtracted in 618 0.00
Total NA Points Subtracted in APR 1.00
Denominator 35.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Denominator) = 1.000
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 100.0

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

		Total1: 1

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		Total2: 1

		ValidandReliable9: [N/A]

		Total9: N/A

		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: 17

		TotalSubtotal: 12

		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: 17

		B618GrandTotal: 18

		APR618Total: 35

		TotalNAAPR1: 1

		TotalNA618: 0

		BASE0: 35

		GrandSubtotal1: 1

		IndicatorScore0: 100

		TimelySub: [5]

		State List: [New York]

		TotalNASub618: 0






REMAINING FINDINGS OF NONCOMPLIANCE IDENTIFIED IN FFY 2011 OR EARLIER, AS NOTED IN OSEP’S RESPONSE TO THE STATE’S FFY 2017 SPP/APR 

(NY PART B)

In its FFY 2012 SPP/APR, the State reported in prior Part B Indicator 15 (Timely Correction of Noncompliance) that there were one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011 or earlier. OSEP’s June 20, 2019 Response to the State’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR noted that the State had had three remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010, two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 36 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008, and 14 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007, and required the State to report, with the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, that it had corrected the remaining findings.    

With its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State reported two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011 were corrected; two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2010 were corrected; no remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009 were corrected; 22 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008 were corrected; and seven remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007 were corrected. The State reported on the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction for remaining findings in FFY 2009 or later, in a manner consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 

In order to verify the correction of the remaining findings of noncompliance identified in in FFY(s) 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2011, the State must report that it has verified that each local educational agency with remaining noncompliance:  (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 local educational agency, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.





Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2011 





		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR 

		

3



		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		2



		Number of remaining FFY 2011 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		

1







Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2010 





		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR

		

2





		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		2



		Number of remaining FFY 2010 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		0















Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2009 





		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR 

		

2



		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		0



		Number of remaining FFY 2009 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		2







Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2008 





		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR 

		

36



		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings the State has verified as corrected

		22



		Number of remaining FFY 2008 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		14







Correction of Remaining Finding of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2007:



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings noted in OSEP’s Response to the State’s FFY 2013 SPP/APR 

		14



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings the State has verified, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, as corrected

		7



		Number of remaining FFY 2007 findings the State has NOT verified as corrected

		7







With its FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must, in an attachment to the Introduction, report on the status of correction of the one remaining finding of noncompliance identified in FFY 2011, two remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2009, 14 remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2008, and seven remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2007. When reporting on the correction of  the remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY(s) 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2011, the State must report that it has verified that the local educational agency with remaining noncompliance: (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 local educational agency, 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.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 23, 2020

Honorable Howard Zucker, MD, JD
Commissioner of Health

New York State Department of Health

14th Floor, Corning Tower Empire State Plaza
Albany, New York 12237

Dear Commissioner Dr. Zucker:

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 New York needs assistance in meeting the
requirements 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 the 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

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.
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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:

e positive social-emotional skills;

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

e 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 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.

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.
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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:

(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,

%&/M) (ﬁmdm@&eﬁ.

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: State Part C Coordinator
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THE DEPARTMENT
MADE DETERMINATIONS

UNDER
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THE INDIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES EDUCATION ACTIN 2020:

PART C

REVISED 06/23/2020






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





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)

(b)

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 /DEA Section 618 Exiting data; and

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)

(b)

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 /DEA 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.)

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%.





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

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.





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 ‘0O’ 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:





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:

e 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.





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.

e 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.

e 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 :

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

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

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

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.

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.

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.

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:

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

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

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

e 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.

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:

e Two points, if the State has:

O

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

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

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

O

e}

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

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.

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

O

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

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.





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%,'° 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 |n 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%.
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New York State Department of Health
Bureau of Early Intervention

Family Survey

This is a survey for families whose children are leaving the Early Intervention Program. Your
responses will help improve services and measure results for children and families. For each
statement, please select one of the following responses: very strongly disagree, strongly disagree,
disagree, agree, strongly agree, very strongly agree. In responding to each statement, think about
your family's experience with early intervention services.

Please Note: You may skip any item you feel does not apply to your child or family.

* 1. Please enter in your survey code (the 6 digit number you were provided)

* 2. Please enter the Child's FIRST NAME ONLY

3. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family understand my child's special needs.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

4. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family learn how to be an active member of the
Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) team.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

5. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family learn ways to help my child make easier
transitions between activities.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O

6. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family be better able to meet the needs of my
child with special needs.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

O O O O O O






7. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family be better able to meet the needs of other
family members.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

8. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family do things with and for my child that are
good for my child's development.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

9. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family know a lot about different
treatments/interventions for my child.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

10. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family be able to help my child use new skills in
a variety of settings.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

11. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family be better at managing my child's behavior.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

12. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family help my child to be more independent.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

13. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family learn ways to help my child develop social
skills.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree






14. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family find resources in the community to meet
my child's needs.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

15. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family be more involved in community activities
with my child.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

16. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family cope with stressful situations

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

17. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family find information | need.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

18. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family use services to address my child's health
needs.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

19. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family understand more about my child's delay
or diagnosis.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

20. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family feel welcome in the community.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree






21. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family take part in typical activities for children
and families in my community.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

22. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family communicate better with the people who
work with my child and family.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

23. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family be an equal partner in planning my child's
services.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

24. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family learn how to use my child's interests in
certain activities and objects as teaching opportunities.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

25. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family learn how to help my child adapt to new
people and environments.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

26. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family know about treatment/intervention options
in the community.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

27. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family be able to explain my child's unique
qualities, strengths, and needs to professionals.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree






28. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family understand the roles of the people who
work with my child and family.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

29. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family know how to keep my child healthy.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

30. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family know about my child's and family's rights
concerning early intervention services.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

31. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family think critically and ask questions about
service options.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

32. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family feel less isolated.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

33. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family connect with other families of children with
special needs.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

34. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family learn ways to encourage appropriate play
with other children.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree






35. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family feel | am able to deal well with
professionals and agencies.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

36. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family learn strategies to communicate with my
child.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

37. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family involve my child's doctor in early
intervention services.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree

38. Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family be able to have my child share in as
many family activities as possible.

Very Strongly
Disagree Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree Very Strongly Agree
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Notes:

To collect data on the three federally-required family outcomes, the Department has been using the family outcome survey
developed by the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM). Last year for FFY 2017-18, the
Department decreased the number of items on the family survey from 95 items to 36 items. These 36 items on the adapted
“Impact of Early Intervention Services on Your Family” Scale (IFS) are required for both APR and SSIP reporting. For FFY
2018-19, data was collected for both indicator 4 and 11 from all families using the same 36 NCSEAM survey items. The on-line
survey was translated into Arabic, Bengali, Chinese, Russian, Spanish, and Yiddish, and sent to families that identified a second
language as their primary language.

Postcards with an on-line survey link and QR code were mailed to all applicable families in July 2019. A paper survey was mailed
upon request from families.There was a reminder letter with the same on-line survey link and QR code sent out in October 2019.

For FFY 2018-19, New York reported family outcomes using the percentage of positive responses from families on specific
NCSEAM survey item(s) which correspond to each outcome described below:

Families with a positive response to a survey item = families agree + families strongly agree + families very strongly agree

Indicator 4A (percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family know
their rights) is based on positive response rate from families to survey item: “Early Intervention services have helped me and/or
my family know about my child's and family's rights concerning early intervention services.”

Indicator 4B (percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family
effectively communicate their children's needs) is based on positive response rate from families to survey item: “Early
Intervention services have helped me and/or my family communicate better with the people who work with my child and family.

”

Indicator 4C (percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have helped the family help
their children develop and learn) is based on positive response rate from families to both “Early Intervention services have
helped me and/or my family understand my child's special needs.” and “Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my
family do things with and for my child that are good for my child's development.”

According to the response summary (attached) from the 36 survey items, NY had 14 items with a positive response rate above
90%, 17 items between 90% and 80%, 4 items between 80% and 70% and 1 item below 70%.

In last year (FFY 2017-18), NY had 22 survey items with positive response rate above 90%, 12 items between 90% and 80%, 1
item between 80% and 70% and 1 item below 70%. Yet NY reported 75.8% for indicator 4A, 71.6% for 4B, and 84.9% for 4C
based on the Rasch model and IFS score standards set up with NCSEAM Technical Assistance (TA) a decade ago. The
comparison between the positive response rates from families and the reported indicator 4 results from NY has been similar in
the past six years according to Departmental review. The Department consulted with NCSEAM TA and was informed that the
model had been used as instructed. In addition, the Department received technical assistance from OSEP.

When the Department presented both reporting methodologies using the family outcome survey data over the years to the Early
Intervention Coordinating Council (EICC), the stakeholders voted to report on the percentage of positive responses from families
on the corresponding survey items starting from this APR for FFY 2018-19. Therefore, the Department reset the targets for FFY

2018-19 and FFY 2019-20 as approved by the EICC.





Family Outcome Survey Response from New York State

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
1. understand my child's special needs.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1614 45 2.8% 25 15% 20 12% 311 193% 393 243% 820 50.8% 5.6% 94.4%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
2. learn how to be an active member of the Individual Family Service Plan (IFSP) team.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1594 42 2.6% 27 17% 67 42% 478 30.0% 381 23.9% 599 37.6% 8.5% 91.5%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
3. learn ways to help my child make easier transitions between activities.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1583 30 1.9% 24 15% 91 57% 436 275% 400 253% 602 38.0% 9.2% 90.8%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
4. be better able to meet the needs of my child with special needs.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1585 35 22% 9 0.6% 46 29% 397 25.0% 393 248% 705 44.5% 5.7% 94.3%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
5. be better able to meet the needs of other family members.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1515 39 2.6% 33 22% 200 13.2% 547 36.1% 274 18.1% 422 27.9% 18.0% 82.0%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
6. do things with and for my child that are good for my child's development.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1613 26 1.6% 9 0.6% 38 24% 349 216% 396 24.6% 795 49.3% 4.5% 95.5%

1. Negative% = Very_Strongly_Disagree%+Strongly_Disagree%+Disagree%
2. Positive% = Very_Strongly _Agree%+Strongly_Agree%+Agree%





Family Outcome Survey Response from New York State

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
7. know a lot about different treatments/interventions for my child.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1589 38 24% 21 13% 101 64% 461 29.0% 350 22.0% 618 38.9% 10.1% 89.9%

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
8. be able to help my child use new skillsin a variety of settings.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree = Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1596 28 1.8% 16 1.0% 69 43% 430 269% 401 251% 652 40.9% 71% 92.9%

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
9. be better at managing my child's behavior.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree = Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1554 33 21% 17 11% 130 84% 528 34.0% 333 214% 513 33.0% 11.6% 88.4%

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
10. help my child to be more independent.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree = Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1598 28 1.8% 14 0.9% 65 41% 486 304% 386 242% 619 38.7% 6.7% 93.3%

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
11. learn ways to help my child develop social skills.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree = Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1563 30 1.9% 24 15% 107 6.8% 470 301% 360 23.0% 572 36.6% 10.3% 89.7%

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
12. find resources in the community to meet my child's needs.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1541 60 3.9% 27 18% 213 13.8% 524 34.0% 270 175% 447 29.0% 19.5% 80.5%

1. Negative% = Very_Strongly_Disagree%+Strongly_Disagree%+Disagree%
2. Positive% = Very_Strongly _Agree%+Strongly_Agree%+Agree%





Family Outcome Survey Response from New York State

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
13. be more involved in community activities with my child.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1506 56 3.7% 40 2.7% 336 223% 515 342% 201 13.3% 358 23.8% 28.7% 71.3%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
14. cope with stressful situations.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1531 53 3.5% 19 12% 209 13.7% 571 373% 264 172% 415 271% 18.4% 81.6%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
15. find information | need.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1579 45 2.8% 19 12% 123 7.8% 569 36.0% 339 21.5% 484 30.7% 11.8% 88.2%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
16. use services to address my child's health needs.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1530 36 2.4% 17 11% 153 10.0% 511 334% 315 20.6% 498 32.5% 13.5% 86.5%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
17. understand more about my child's delay or diagnosis.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1592 30 1.9% 19 12% 77 4.8% 483 303% 373 23.4% 610 38.3% 7.9% 92.1%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
18. feel welcomein the community.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1499 42 2.8% 23 15% 204 136% 558 372% 249 16.6% 423 28.2% 17.9% 82.1%

1. Negative% = Very_Strongly_Disagree%+Strongly_Disagree%+Disagree%

2. Positive% = Very_Strongly _Agree%+Strongly_Agree%+Agree%





Family Outcome Survey Response from New York State

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
19. take part in typical activities for children and families in my community.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1498 50 3.3% 24 16% 292 195% 527 352% 232 155% 373 24.9% 24.4% 75.6%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
20. communicate better with the people who work with my child and family.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1559 37 2.4% 12 0.8% 96 6.2% 510 32.7% 351 225% 553 35.5% 9.3% 90.7%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
21. be an equal partner in planning my child's services.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1584 37 23% 13 0.8% 69 44% 481 304% 372 235% 612 38.6% 7.5% 92.5%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
22. learn how to use my child's interests in certain activities and objects as teaching opportunities.
Very

Very
Strongly Strongly

Strongly Strongly

Disagree Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1577 28 1.8% 1 0.7% 70 44% 513 32.5% 389 24.7% 566 35.9% 6.9% 93.1%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
23. learn how to help my child adapt to new people and environments.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1538 33 21% 19 12% 154 100% 514 33.4% 331 215% 487 31.7% 13.4% 86.6%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
24. know about treatment/intervention options in the community.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1523 50 3.3% 27 18% 239 157% 503 33.0% 283 18.6% 421 27.6% 20.7% 79.3%

1. Negative% = Very_Strongly_Disagree%+Strongly_Disagree%+Disagree%
2. Positive% = Very_Strongly _Agree%+Strongly_Agree%+Agree%





Family Outcome Survey Response from New York State

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:

25. be able to explain my child's unique qualities, strengths, and needs to professionals.

Very
Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree = Disagree

Very
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree agree

# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1550 35 2.3% 14 09% 115 74% 529 341% 330 21.3% 527 34.0% 10.6% 89.4%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
26. understand the roles of the people who work with my child and family.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree

# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1569 28 1.8% 13 0.8% 74 47% 541 345% 361 23.0% 552 352% 7.3% 92.7%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
27. know how to keep my child healthy.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree

# Responded # % # % # %

# % # % # % Negative% Positive%

Statewide 1505 35 2.3% 17 11% 190 12.6%

533 354% 281 18.7% 449 29.8% 16.1% 83.9%

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:

28. know about my child's and family's rights concerning early intervention services.

Very
Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree

Very
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree agree

# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1584 41 2.6% 18 1.1% 63 40% 544 343% 324 205% 594 37.5% 7.7% 92.3%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
29. think critically and ask questions about service options.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree  Disagree Agree Agree agree

# Responded # % # % # %

# % # % # % Negative% Positive%

Statewide 1569 41 2.6% 20 1.3% 116 7.4%

532 339% 346 221% 514 32.8% 11.3% 88.7%

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
30. feel less isolated.

Very
Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree

# Responded # % # % # %

Very
Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree agree

# % # % # % Negative% Positive%

Statewide 1510 44 2.9% 16 1.1% 185 12.3%

506 33.5% 309 20.5% 450 29.8% 16.2% 83.8%

1. Negative% = Very_Strongly_Disagree%+Strongly_Disagree%+Disagree%
2. Positive% = Very_Strongly _Agree%+Strongly_Agree%+Agree%





Family Outcome Survey Response from New York State

Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
31. connect with other families of children with special needs.

Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1478 94 6.4% 52 35% 467 316% 421 285% 145 9.8% 299 20.2% 41.5% 58.5%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
32. learn ways to encourage appropriate play with other children.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1505 40 2.7% 19 13% 175 11.6% 527 35.0% 305 20.3% 439 29.2% 15.5% 84.5%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
33. feel | am able to deal well with professionals and agencies.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree = Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1549 48 3.1% 18 12% 118 7.6% 573 37.0% 302 19.5% 490 31.6% 11.9% 88.1%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
34. learn strategies to communicate with my child.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree = Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1549 35 2.3% 6 0.4% 68 4.4% 524 33.8% 348 225% 568 36.7% 7.0% 93.0%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
35. involvemy child's doctor in early intervention services.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1522 54 3.5% 34 22% 271 17.8% 518 34.0% 228 15.0% 417 274% 23.6% 76.4%
Early Intervention services have helped me and/or my family:
36. be able to have my child share in as many family activities as possible.
Very Very
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly
Disagree  Disagree = Disagree Agree Agree agree
# Responded # % # % # % # % # % # % Negative% Positive%
Statewide 1528 41 27% 12 08% 131 86% 511 334% 302 19.8% 531 34.8% 12.0% 88.0%

1. Negative% = Very_Strongly_Disagree%+Strongly_Disagree%+Disagree%
2. Positive% = Very_Strongly _Agree%+Strongly_Agree%+Agree%
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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 CFR §303.654, 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 Annual Performance Report (APR)' under Part C of the IDEA. This
certification (including the annual report or APR) is due no later than February 1, 2020.

On behalf of the ICC of the State/jurisdiction of New York , 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 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 APR for accuracy and completeness.?

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

“)%E::WJ ‘o0l _ 121119

Signature of ICC Chairperson Date

P& Pox (2
Middle, Ts\aed MY

Eisel

Address or e-mail
achool B asl.comn

ﬁ'a'ytime telephone number

1 Under IDEA Sections 616(b)(2)(C)(ii){!l) and 642 and under 34 CFR §80.40, the lead agency's APR must
report on the State's performance under its State performance plan and contain information about the
activities and accomplishments of the grant period for each Federal fiscal year (FFY).

2 If the ICC is using the State's Part C APR and it disagrees with data or other information presented in the
State’s Part C APR, the ICC must attach to this cerlification an explanation of the ICC's disagreement and
submit the certification and explanation no later than February 1, 2020.
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