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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 Mississippi State Department of Health (MSDH) is the lead agency responsible for administering Part C of IDEA, known as the Mississippi First
Steps Early Intervention Program (MSFSEIP). The MSDH has organized the State's 82 counties into three public health regions, each of which operates
nine Local FSEIP responsible for ensuring all eligible infants and toddlers and their families receive early intervention services. The Northern Region has
two Local FSEIPs and the Central and Southern Regions have three Local FSEIPs each. The MSFSEIP is advised in program administration by the
Mississippi State Interagency Coordinating Council (MSICC) whose members, along with other stakeholders, participate on workgroups providing
feedback on systemic improvement efforts.

Additional information related to data collection and reporting

The State uses a centralized data system, known as the Mississippi Infant and Toddler Intervention (MITI) data system, to collect and report on all
indicator data except for 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 MSFSEIP has implemented a general supervision system that includes universal, focused, and targeted monitoring approaches to ensure each
Local FSEIP implements all Federal regulations and State policies and procedures for Part C of IDEA. The MSFSEIP monitors Local FSEIPs using a
combination of methods including annual self-assessments, annual fiscal audits, annual onsite visits (note: due to COVID no onsite visits were
conducted), data reviews (i.e., reviews of data in the Mississippi Infant and Toddler Intervention (MITI) data system), desk audits (i.e., reviews of paper
records), interviews (i.e., family interviews, LEA interviews), observations, and issues identified during dispute resolutions, as applicable.

In FFY2020, the MSFSEIP continued working with state contacts from OSEP-funded technical assistance centers (The Center for IDEA Early Childhood
Data Systems (DaSy Center and the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA)) to review and revision of the general supervision system as
the MSFSEIP continue use the MITI data system. With the implementation of the data system MSFSEIP developed new monitoring tools that aligned
with the data system.

Technical Assistance System:

The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidence-based technical assistance and support to
early intervention service (EIS) programs.

The MSFSEIP has an Operations Director who oversees the Monitoring Coordinator and QTA. The Operations Director works with national experts on
implementing train-the-trainer models of TA service delivery. The Operations Director and Part C Coordinator ensure personnel receive quality
professional development and offer supervision and guidance on early intervention best practices via monthly meetings and reviews of monthly reports.
The MSFSEIP State personnel have participated in national professional conferences and in TA opportunities provided through OSEP TA Centers. In
addition, they engage in ongoing professional development via webinars and Professional Learning Communities (PLCs).

The MSFSEIP provides ongoing technical assistance by identifying Local FSEIP needs and providing general, focused, and targeted TA to local FSEIP
and service providers. The MSFSEIP identify Local FSEIP training needs by periodic data analyses, QTA reports, and specific requests for TA. General
TA is provided by MSFSEIP staff through monthly conference calls and quarterly Local FSEIP meetings. Focused and targeted TA are provided by
MSFSEIP employees and an assigned QTA using a variety of methods, as needed, including via phone and email, onsite visits, observation and
feedback sessions, coaching, assisted preliminary desk audits, conference calls, and video-conferences. As needed, personnel will accompany Service
3 Part C Coordinators and Providers on home visits to offer guidance and support during comprehensive evaluations, Individualized Family Service Plan
(IFSP) meetings, and service delivery as well as assist with reviewing paper records and data quality in the electronic Child Registry. Technical
assistance is provided to Program and Service Coordinators to identify root cause(s) of noncompliance, develop strategies and activities for any Local
FSEIP developed Corrective Action Plans (CAPs), and implement CAPs.

The MSFEIP continued to receive national TA from ECTA and DaSy, as a result of this an ongoing technical assistance, the MSFSEIP completed the
following activities: (a) revision of the annual program calendar, inclusive of applications, reports, meetings with OSEP and stakeholders, and monitoring
and technical assistance cycles; (b) revision of the general supervision process; and (c) development and/or revision of monitoring tools, monitoring
reports, official report of findings, corrective action plan (CAP) and improvement plan templates, and verification of correction templates. The TA helped
support MSFEIP in obtaining information about increasing rates for services. information about increasing rates for service providers. The State applied
for the IDEA Fiscal Fourm 2022: Advancing Resilience, Recovery, and Opportunity from the Center of IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR) to assist with Fiscal
monitoring.

Professional Development System:

The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers are effectively providing services that improve results for infants and
toddlers with disabilities and their families.

The MSFSEIP provides annual training to Local FSEIP staff and providers on Federal regulations and State policies and procedures. In addition, the
MSFSEIP provides Regional and Local FSEIP trainings on referral procedures, data system and child record maintenance, family rights, evaluation and
eligibility determination, IFSP development and revisions, timely services, transition, working with families of children who are deaf/hard of hearing,
routines-based model implementation, ongoing child assessments, and financial management.

As a part of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), the MSFSEIP's reconstituted Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD)
Leadership Team continued revisions of personnel standards and development of orientation and credentialing procedures for early intervention
personnel with support from national experts, OSEP-funded TA Centers, and other State Part C programs. The expanded CSPD Leadership Team
supported the MSFSEIP's ability to develop new partnerships to expand professional development opportunities. All training under development includes
three levels of support: knowledge development, skill development, and knowledge and skill application. Knowledge development is provided through
online training modules and self-study with integrated assessments. Skill development is provided through real-time online or face-to-face training with
integrated application exercises. Knowledge and skill application is provided via field-based observation and on-the-job coaching. The progress of all
MSFSEIP and Local FSEIP staff and providers will be tracked through these levels of learning experiences. This new approach to professional
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development will ensure service providers have the knowledge and skills to provide services effectively to improve results for infants and toddlers with
disabilities and their families. The MSFSEIP has begun implementing these CSPD initiatives as part of the Phase Il of the SSIP.

Broad Stakeholder Input:

The mechanisms for soliciting broad stakeholder input on the State’s 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 MSFSEIP has multiple avenues to engage stakeholders in advising the program. The State Interagency Coordinating Council (SICC), including
SSIP Stakeholders, meets quarterly for a public meeting and more frequently for workgroup activities. The SICC is comprised of parents, service
providers, state agency representatives from Health, Education, Human Services, Child Protective Services, Medicaid, and Insurance, representatives
from Head Start, the Institute of Higher Learning (IHL), University programs, and advocacy groups, and other community leaders.

On October 22, 2021, the SICC and stakeholders assisted the MSFSEIP in setting the FFY2020-FFY2025 APR targets for Indicators 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.
On November 10, 2021, the program held a stakeholders meeting to determine if the state would keep the same SiMR or adopt a new one for FF2020-
2025. On December 16, 2021, a second stakeholders meeting was held to finalize and approve the revised SiMR. On January 28, 2022, the SICC and
stakeholders gave finale approval for FFY 2020-2025 targets which included the SiMR.

For Indicator 2, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended resetting the baseline from 97% (set in 2005) to 87.36% (set based on 2019 data).
The stakeholders and SICC members discussed challenges faced by related health providers in early intervention since 2005, including the lack of rate
increases for the past ten years, Medicaid's move of families from regular Medicaid to managed care plans, and increased costs of doing business.
These financial pressures, which predated COVID, had already led many providers to move away from individual practice toward group practices and
clinic-based services. Further as providers are not employed directly by the early intervention programs, they have become more concentrated in the
most populated areas which has increasing the travel distance, and associated costs for providers who are not reimbursed for travel time, to rural
communities. These changes were only exacerbated by the COVID pandemic which also led to a large increase in teleintervention services being
offered, with some providers being unwilling to return to in person service delivery. Given the current situation, stakeholder input recommended resetting
the baseline and setting more "realistic" and "achievable" targets for the natural environments indicator.

The targets for Indicator 2: Natural Environment were set as follows:
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 87.40%

For FFY 2021, the target was set at 88.92%

For FFY 2022, the target was set at 90.44%

For FFY 2023, the target was set at 91.96%

For FFY 2024, the target was set at 93.48%

For FFY 2025, the target was set at 95%

For Indicator 3, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets for Summary Statement 1, Outcomes A-C at 85%. They stated
that although a target of 100% was not "realistic" and "achievable" they did have expectations that the vast majority of children receiving early
intervention services would show significant growth. Based on past performance, at least 80% of children had significant growth, and the stakeholders
felt 85% continued to be an ambitious but achievable target. The targets for Summary Statement 2, Outcomes A-C were set as follows based on input
from stakeholders who considered past performance and what they determined was again realistic and achievable.

Indicator 3: Child Outcomes:
Summary Statement 1 for Outcomes A - C targets were set to remain at 85% for FFY2020-FFY2025.

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes A2
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 62.5%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 63%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 63.5%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 64%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 64.5%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 65%

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes B2 - SIMR
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 50.5%

For FFY 2021, the target was set at 51%

For FFY 2022, the target was set at 51.5%

For FFY 2023, the target was set at 52%

For FFY 2024, the target was set at 52.5%

For FFY 2025, the target was set at 53%

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes C2
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 54%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 55%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 56%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 57%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 58%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 59%

For Indicator 4, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets at 92%. They stated that although a target of 100% was not
"realistic" and "achievable" they did have expectations that the vast majority of families should indicate early intervention services helped them and their
children.

Indicator 4: Family Survey target set to remain at 92% for FFY2020-FFY2025.
For Indicators 5 and 6, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets at the same rate of growth, despite the drops due to
COVID. They expected a rebound in Child Find to increase total enroliment after the lessening of the pandemic threat comparable to growth prior to the

pandemic.

Indicator 5: Child Find 0-1 target was set as follows:
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For FFY 2020, the target was set at .73%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at .83%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at .93%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 1.03%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 1.13%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 1.23%

Indicator 6: Child Find 0-3 target was as follows:
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 1.98%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 2.06%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 2.09%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 2.12%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 2.15%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 2.18%

Apply stakeholder input from introduction to all Part C results indicators. (y/n)
YES

Number of Parent Members:

6

Parent Members Engagement:

Describe how the parent members of the Interagency Coordinating Council, parent center staff, parents from local and statewide advocacy
and advisory committees, and individual parents were engaged in setting targets, analyzing data, developing improvement strategies, and
evaluating progress.

The State Interagency Coordinating Council (SICC) is comprised of 29 members, six (6) of whom are parents, constituting 21% of the membership. The
SICC is chaired by a parent and each standing committee has parent members. The MSFSEIP engages parent members in the process of analyzing
state data and setting targets using graphic representations and providing trends, and national data where possible, to help provide a meaningful
context. Parent input is solicited in the discussion of improvement strategies and program evaluation to identify strategies that will most proximately
improve outcomes for families.

Activities to Improve Outcomes for Children with Disabilities:

Describe the activities conducted to increase the capacity of diverse groups of parents to support the development of implementation
activities designed to improve outcomes for infants and toddlers with disabilities and their families.

All families participating in early intervention services are provided an annual survey to provide input and feedback on the reported Family Outcomes
(Indicator 4), additional items about resources and family supports, and a section for narrative comments. Participation is tracked to ensure the families
reached and results are received from diverse parents, across all geographic areas, racial and ethnic groups, family languages, etc. Diverse families are
invited and encouraged to participate in quarterly stakeholder meetings to provide guidance to the MSFSEIP. Families may participate using a variety of
methods, including in-person, virtual, or through written input. Interpretation services and translation of materials are provided to ensure families who use
non-English languages and/or modes of communication can participate.

To support broad stakeholder engagement in the development of implementation activities, the state facilitated a series of stakeholder meetings to
review progress from the initial plan and to determine next steps for a revised plan. To prepare families to participate in these meetings, the state
constructed a Padlet site, posting links to articles, tools, infographics, videos, and websites organized around the child outcomes, infrastructure
assessment/improvements, evidence-based practices, and documents related to our initial State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). During the
stakeholder meeting, these materials were reviewed using several rounds of small group discussion/large group report out activities to ensure they were
understood and could be used to inform group decisions. Additional resources to be used during the stakeholder meetings were also uploaded, including
self-assessment tools, discussion questions, and surveys. Results of these assessments, discussions, and surveys were uploaded on the site after their
completion to prepare for subsequent stakeholder meetings.

Once consensus was achieved in selecting improvement activities, the selected strategies were reviewed by the stakeholders with a focus on their
implementation with diverse families to ensure they were appropriate. For example, when considering progress monitoring assessments, the Early
Communication Indicator was selected to monitor progress in language development due to its ability to be used with any native language, including
American Sign Language. When reviewing models to support family-centered approaches, the Routines-Based Model by Robin McWilliam was selected
as it has been demonstrated to be used effectively with diverse populations nationally and internationally.

Soliciting Public Input:

The mechanisms and timelines for soliciting public input for setting targets, analyzing data, developing improvement strategies, and
evaluating progress.

The SICC meetings are conducted in January, April, July, and October. During the January meeting, SICC members review and discuss the preliminary
Annual Performance Review data and finalize targets. During the April meeting, SICC members discuss program level data and improvement strategies.
During the July meeting, SICC members discuss determinations and evaluation of the MSFSEIP efforts. During the October meeting, SICC members
again discuss improvement strategies, evaluate progress, and develop initial targets.

Making Results Available to the Public:

The mechanisms and timelines for making the results of the target setting, data analysis, development of the improvement strategies, and
evaluation available to the public.

All information on setting targets, analyzing data, developing improvement strategies, and evaluation are shared during the public SICC meetings and
posted subsequently on the SICC webpage. Members and non-members are invited to participate on committees whose work has informed the
development of improvement strategies.

Reporting to the Public:

How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2020 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 2020 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 2020 APR in 2022, is available.

The MSFSEIP shared the complete APR at its SICC/SSIP Stakeholder Meeting as well as a results summary page. The MSFSEIP discussed the results
by Indicator and answered all public questions posed. The performance of each Local FSEIP was disaggregated and shared at subsequent SICC
meetings providing comparison relative to the MSFSEIP targets. The MSFSEIP also publishes several years of APR data on the MSDH website
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(https://msdh.ms.gov/page/41,0,74,63.html). The website also provides information (i.e., phone and email contact information) to submit comments
about the SPP/APR.

Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions

The State's IDEA Part C determination for both 2021 and 2022 is Needs Assistance. In the State's 2022 determination letter, the Department advised
the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with
appropriate entities. The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on
which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance.

The State must report, with its FFY 2021 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2023, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State
received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.

Response to actions required in FFY 2020 SPP/APR

Intro - OSEP Response

The State attached its 2022 Annual Report Certification of the State Interagency Coordinating Council (SICC) Form. The State must submit its 2023
SICC form to confirm that the SICC is supporting the State's submission of the FFY 2021 SPP/APR.

The State's determinations for both 2021 and 2022 were Needs Assistance. Pursuant to sections 616(e)(1) and 642 of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. §
303.704(a), OSEP's June 22, 2022 determination letter informed the State that it must report with its FFY 2021 SPP/APR submission, due February 1,

2023, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical
assistance. The State provided the required information.

Intro - Required Actions
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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 2021 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2020), 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 Year Baseline Data

2005 76.00%

FFY 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Data 86.80% 86.14% 85.26% 87.11% 86.59%

Targets
FFY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

FFY 2021 SPP/APR Data
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Number of infants
and toddlers with
IFSPs who receive

the early
intervention
services on their Total number of
IFSPs in a timely infants and toddlers FFY 2020 FFY 2021
manner with IFSPs Data FFY 2021 Target Data Status Slippage
368 550 86.59% 100% 81.64% Didtr;cr)égeet Slippage

Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

FSEIP 9 (CP) was the main reason for the slippage of timely services. They had 21 instances in where there was of severe provider shortages in certain
counties, also services were cancelled due to positive COVID cases among providers who had full caseloads.

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.

81
Provide reasons for delay, if applicable.

There were 101 instances of system-based reasons for service delay; FSEIP 1 (NW) (19 cases), 5 (CW) (18 cases), 6 (CC) (19 cases) and 9 (CP)(21
cases) had instances of severe provider shortages in certain counties, also services were cancelled due to positive COVID cases among providers who
had full caseloads. Programs 2 (NE) (4 cases), 3 (NC) (9 cases), 4 (CE) (7 cases), and 8 (SE) (4 cases) had provider shortages.

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).

Mississippi First Step Early Intervention Program's criteria for "timely" receipt of services is defined as receiving all early intervention services identified
on the IFSP no later than 40 calendar days after written parental consent for services.

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).

August 1, 2021 - October 31, 2021

Describe how the data accurately reflect data for infants and toddlers with IFSPs for the full reporting period.

The State has pulled multiple reports during different time periods and results average about the same across reporting time frames.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The State did not issue new findings for FFY2020 because all Programs were still under previous findings. FFY2013 correction of noncompliance for
LEIP 5 (CP) to resubmit a CAP plan to further address non-compliance. All cases that caused the noncompliance have been addressed and services
were started for those cases that were still active, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the program.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2020

Findings of Noncompliance
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One
Identified Year

0 0 0

Findings of Noncompliance
Subsequently Corrected

Findings Not Yet Verified as
Corrected

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2020

Year Findings of Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet
Noncompliance Were | Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2020 | Findings of Noncompliance Verified Findings Not Yet Verified as
Identified APR as Corrected Corrected
FFY 2019 1 0 1
FFY 2018 1 1 0
FFY 2017 5 0 5
FFY 2019

Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

The State required FSEIP 2 (NW) to resubmit a CAP plan to further address non-compliance. All cases that caused the noncompliance have been
addressed and services were started for those cases that were still active, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the program.

FFY 2018
Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements.

Based on an analysis of local contributing factors and the extent of noncompliance, the FSEIP 7 (SW) developed Correction Action Plan (CAP) to
address timely services. This corrective action plan focused on ensuring correction of all instances of identified noncompliance (Prong ) and activities to
address root causes of noncompliance, mostly related to provider issues (e.g., recruitment of additional providers and better utilization of providers to
balance caseloads). The FSEIP 7 (SW) submitted to the State evidence of correction of all instances of noncompliance (Prong I) and documentation of
completion of all CAP activities to address root causes of noncompliance. This evidence was reviewed and verified by the MSFSEIP. Subsequently, the
MSFSEIP pulled and reviewed one month of data for FSEIP 7 (SW). The MSFSEIP verified all services listed on the IFSPs met the state's 40 calendar
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timeframe for timely services (Prong Il). Based on the results of the reviews, Local FSEIP 7 (SW) was found in compliance with providing services in a
timely manner.

Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected.

The MSFSEIP verified that Local FSEIP 7 (SE) corrected each individual case of noncompliance that caused the timely service findings. In all instances,
all cases that were reviewed and documented in the MITI (data system) and verified as having been started if the case was still active, unless the child is
no longer within the jurisdiction of the program.

FFY 2017
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not corrected

The State required the FSEIPs 1 (NE), 4 (CE), 6 (CC), 8 (SE) and 9 (CP) to resubmit a CAP plan to further address non-compliance. All cases that
caused the noncompliance have been addressed and services were started for those cases that were still active, unless the child is no longer within the
jurisdiction of the program..

1 - Prior FFY Required Actions

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2020, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in
FFY 2020 for this indicator. In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2021 SPP/APR, that the remaining one uncorrected finding of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2019, the remaining one finding identified in FFY 2018, the remaining five findings identified in FFY 2017, and the
remaining one finding identified in FFY 2013 were corrected.

When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2021 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or
provider with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2020 and each EIS program or provider with remaining noncompliance identified in FFYs 2019,
2018, 2017 and 2013: (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 2021
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 2020, although its FFY 2020 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an
explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2020.

Response to actions required in FFY 2020 SPP/APR

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, 2021- June 30, 2022). 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.

1 - Required Actions

Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2021, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in
FFY 2021 for this indicator. In addition, the State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2022 SPP/APR, that the remaining one uncorrected finding of
noncompliance identified in FFY 2019, the remaining five findings identified in FFY 2017, and the remaining one finding identified in FFY 2013 were
corrected.

When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2022 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each EIS program or
provider with findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2021 and each EIS program or provider with remaining noncompliance identified in FFY 2019,
FFY 2017, and FFY 2013: (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 2022
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 2021, although its FFY 2021 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an
explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2021.
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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 Year Baseline Data

2019 87.36%

FFY 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Target>= 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 87.40%
Data 89.71% 88.86% 88.19% 87.36% 79.52%

Targets
FFY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
0, 0, 0, 0,
Iirget 88.92% 90.44% 91.96% 93.48% 95.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The MSFSEIP has multiple avenues to engage stakeholders in advising the program. The State Interagency Coordinating Council (SICC), including
SSIP Stakeholders, meets quarterly for a public meeting and more frequently for workgroup activities. The SICC is comprised of parents, service
providers, state agency representatives from Health, Education, Human Services, Child Protective Services, Medicaid, and Insurance, representatives
from Head Start, the Institute of Higher Learning (IHL), University programs, and advocacy groups, and other community leaders.

On October 22, 2021, the SICC and stakeholders assisted the MSFSEIP in setting the FFY2020-FFY2025 APR targets for Indicators 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.
On November 10, 2021, the program held a stakeholders meeting to determine if the state would keep the same SiMR or adopt a new one for FF2020-
2025. On December 16, 2021, a second stakeholders meeting was held to finalize and approve the revised SiMR. On January 28, 2022, the SICC and
stakeholders gave finale approval for FFY 2020-2025 targets which included the SiMR.

For Indicator 2, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended resetting the baseline from 97% (set in 2005) to 87.36% (set based on 2019 data).
The stakeholders and SICC members discussed challenges faced by related health providers in early intervention since 2005, including the lack of rate
increases for the past ten years, Medicaid's move of families from regular Medicaid to managed care plans, and increased costs of doing business.
These financial pressures, which predated COVID, had already led many providers to move away from individual practice toward group practices and
clinic-based services. Further as providers are not employed directly by the early intervention programs, they have become more concentrated in the
most populated areas which has increasing the travel distance, and associated costs for providers who are not reimbursed for travel time, to rural
communities. These changes were only exacerbated by the COVID pandemic which also led to a large increase in teleintervention services being
offered, with some providers being unwilling to return to in person service delivery. Given the current situation, stakeholder input recommended resetting
the baseline and setting more "realistic" and "achievable" targets for the natural environments indicator.

The targets for Indicator 2: Natural Environment were set as follows:
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 87.40%

For FFY 2021, the target was set at 88.92%

For FFY 2022, the target was set at 90.44%

For FFY 2023, the target was set at 91.96%

For FFY 2024, the target was set at 93.48%

For FFY 2025, the target was set at 95%

For Indicator 3, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets for Summary Statement 1, Outcomes A-C at 85%. They stated
that although a target of 100% was not "realistic" and "achievable" they did have expectations that the vast majority of children receiving early
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intervention services would show significant growth. Based on past performance, at least 80% of children had significant growth, and the stakeholders
felt 85% continued to be an ambitious but achievable target. The targets for Summary Statement 2, Outcomes A-C were set as follows based on input
from stakeholders who considered past performance and what they determined was again realistic and achievable.

Indicator 3: Child Outcomes:

Summary Statement 1 for Outcomes A - C targets were set to remain at 85% for FFY2020-FFY2025.

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes A2
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 62.5%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 63%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 63.5%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 64%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 64.5%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 65%

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes B2 - SIMR
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 50.5%

For FFY 2021, the target was set at 51%

For FFY 2022, the target was set at 51.5%

For FFY 2023, the target was set at 52%

For FFY 2024, the target was set at 52.5%

For FFY 2025, the target was set at 53%

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes C2
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 54%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 55%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 56%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 57%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 58%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 59%

For Indicator 4, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets at 92%. They stated that although a target of 100% was not
"realistic" and "achievable" they did have expectations that the vast majority of families should indicate early intervention services helped them and their

children.

Indicator 4: Family Survey target set to remain at 92% for FFY2020-FFY2025.

For Indicators 5 and 6, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets at the same rate of growth, despite the drops due to
COVID. They expected a rebound in Child Find to increase total enrollment after the lessening of the pandemic threat comparable to growth prior to the

pandemic.

Indicator 5: Child Find 0-1 target was set as follows:
For FFY 2020, the target was set at .73%

For FFY 2021, the target was set at .83%

For FFY 2022, the target was set at .93%

For FFY 2023, the target was set at 1.03%

For FFY 2024, the target was set at 1.13%

For FFY 2025, the target was set at 1.23%

Indicator 6: Child Find 0-3 target was as follows:
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 1.98%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 2.06%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 2.09%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 2.12%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 2.15%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 2.18%

Prepopulated Data

Section A: Child Count and
Settings by Age

Source Date Description Data
SY 2021-22 EMAPS IDEA Part C 07/06/2022 Number of infants and toddlers with 1,191
Child Count and Settings Survey; IFSPs who primarily receive early
Section A: Child Count and intervention services in the home or
Settings by Age community-based settings
SY 2021-22 EMAPS IDEA Part C 07/06/2022 Total number of infants and toddlers with
Child Count and Settings Survey; IFSPs 1592

FFY 2021 SPP/APR Data
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Number of infants
and toddlers with
IFSPs who primarily
receive early
intervention
services in the home

Total number of

or community-based | Infants and toddlers FFY 2020 FFY 2021
settings with IFSPs Data FFY 2021 Target Data Status Slippage
1,191 1,592 79.52% 88.92% 74.81% Did tr;cr);gt\eet Slippage

Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable.

Due to the COVID pandemic, the state is continuing to see a large percentage of service being performed in clinic setting which could maintain safety
protocols and increased unwillingness of families to provide and receive services in personal homes.

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional).

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions
The State did not provide targets, as required by the measurement table. The State must provide the required targets for FFY 2020 through FFY 2025 in

the FFY 2021 SPP/APR.

If the State chooses to revise the baseline for this indicator in the FFY 2021 SPP/APR, the State must provide an explanation.
Response to actions required in FFY 2020 SPP/APR

2 - OSEP Response

The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2019, and OSEP accepts that revision.

The State revised its FFYs 2020 through 2025 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

2 - Required Actions
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Indicator 3: Early Childhood Outcomes

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments
Results indicator: Percent of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who demonstrate improved:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication); and
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442)
Data Source
State selected data source.
Measurement
Outcomes:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication); and
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.
Progress categories for A, B and C:

a. Percent of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning = [(# of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning) divided by (# of
infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.

b. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of
infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of
infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.

c. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of infants and toddlers
who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)]
times 100.

d. Percent of infants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of infants and toddlers who
improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.

e. Percent of infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of infants and toddlers who
maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100.

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

Summary Statement 1: Of those infants and toddlers who entered early intervention below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who
substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 3 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 1:

Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (c) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in category (d)) divided by (# of infants and
toddlers reported in progress category (a) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (b) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in
progress category (c) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (d))] times 100.

Summary Statement 2: The percent of infants and toddlers who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 3
years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 2:

Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (d) plus # of infants and toddlers reported in progress category (e)) divided by the
(total # of infants and toddlers reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e))] times 100.

Instructions

Sampling of infants and toddlers with IFSPs is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the
design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

In the measurement, include in the numerator and denominator only infants and toddlers with IFSPs who received early intervention services for at least
six months before exiting the Part C program.

Report: (1) the number of infants and toddlers who exited the Part C program during the reporting period, as reported in the State’s Part C exiting data
under Section 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the number of those infants and toddlers who did not receive early intervention services for at least six months
before exiting the Part C program.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. States will use the progress categories for each of the three Outcomes to
calculate and report the two Summary Statements.

Report progress data and calculate Summary Statements to compare against the six targets. Provide the actual numbers and percentages for the five
reporting categories for each of the three outcomes.

In presenting results, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.” If a State is using the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO)
Child Outcomes Summary Process (COS), then the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined as a child who has been
assigned a score of 6 or 7 on the COS.

In addition, list the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator, including if the State is using the ECO COS.

If the State’s Part C eligibility criteria include infants and toddlers who are at risk of having substantial developmental delays (or “at-risk infants and
toddlers”) under IDEA section 632(5)(B)(i), the State must report data in two ways. First, it must report on all eligible children but exclude its at-risk
infants and toddlers (i.e., include just those infants and toddlers experiencing developmental delay (or “developmentally delayed children”) or having a
diagnosed physical or mental condition that has a high probability of resulting in developmental delay (or “children with diagnosed conditions”)). Second,
the State must separately report outcome data on either: (1) just its at-risk infants and toddlers; or (2) aggregated performance data on all of the infants
and toddlers it serves under Part C (including developmentally delayed children, children with diagnosed conditions, and at-risk infants and toddlers).
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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 MSFSEIP has multiple avenues to engage stakeholders in advising the program. The State Interagency Coordinating Council (SICC), including
SSIP Stakeholders, meets quarterly for a public meeting and more frequently for workgroup activities. The SICC is comprised of parents, service
providers, state agency representatives from Health, Education, Human Services, Child Protective Services, Medicaid, and Insurance, representatives
from Head Start, the Institute of Higher Learning (IHL), University programs, and advocacy groups, and other community leaders.

On October 22, 2021, the SICC and stakeholders assisted the MSFSEIP in setting the FFY2020-FFY2025 APR targets for Indicators 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6.
On November 10, 2021, the program held a stakeholders meeting to determine if the state would keep the same SiMR or adopt a new one for FF2020-
2025. On December 16, 2021, a second stakeholders meeting was held to finalize and approve the revised SiMR. On January 28, 2022, the SICC and
stakeholders gave finale approval for FFY 2020-2025 targets which included the SiMR.

For Indicator 2, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended resetting the baseline from 97% (set in 2005) to 87.36% (set based on 2019 data).
The stakeholders and SICC members discussed challenges faced by related health providers in early intervention since 2005, including the lack of rate
increases for the past ten years, Medicaid's move of families from regular Medicaid to managed care plans, and increased costs of doing business.
These financial pressures, which predated COVID, had already led many providers to move away from individual practice toward group practices and
clinic-based services. Further as providers are not employed directly by the early intervention programs, they have become more concentrated in the
most populated areas which has increasing the travel distance, and associated costs for providers who are not reimbursed for travel time, to rural
communities. These changes were only exacerbated by the COVID pandemic which also led to a large increase in teleintervention services being
offered, with some providers being unwilling to return to in person service delivery. Given the current situation, stakeholder input recommended resetting
the baseline and setting more "realistic" and "achievable" targets for the natural environments indicator.

The targets for Indicator 2: Natural Environment were set as follows:
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 87.40%

For FFY 2021, the target was set at 88.92%

For FFY 2022, the target was set at 90.44%

For FFY 2023, the target was set at 91.96%

For FFY 2024, the target was set at 93.48%

For FFY 2025, the target was set at 95%

For Indicator 3, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets for Summary Statement 1, Outcomes A-C at 85%. They stated
that although a target of 100% was not "realistic" and "achievable" they did have expectations that the vast majority of children receiving early
intervention services would show significant growth. Based on past performance, at least 80% of children had significant growth, and the stakeholders
felt 85% continued to be an ambitious but achievable target. The targets for Summary Statement 2, Outcomes A-C were set as follows based on input
from stakeholders who considered past performance and what they determined was again realistic and achievable.

Indicator 3: Child Outcomes:
Summary Statement 1 for Outcomes A - C targets were set to remain at 85% for FFY2020-FFY2025.

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes A2
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 62.5%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 63%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 63.5%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 64%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 64.5%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 65%

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes B2 - SiMR
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 50.5%

For FFY 2021, the target was set at 51%

For FFY 2022, the target was set at 51.5%

For FFY 2023, the target was set at 52%

For FFY 2024, the target was set at 52.5%

For FFY 2025, the target was set at 53%

Summary Statement 2 for Outcomes C2
For FFY 2020, the target was set at 54%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 55%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 56%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 57%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 58%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 59%

For Indicator 4, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets at 92%. They stated that although a target of 100% was not
"realistic" and "achievable" they did have expectations that the vast majority of families should indicate early intervention services helped them and their
children.

Indicator 4: Family Survey target set to remain at 92% for FFY2020-FFY2025.

For Indicators 5 and 6, the stakeholders and SICC members recommended keeping the targets at the same rate of growth, despite the drops due to
COVID. They expected a rebound in Child Find to increase total enrollment after the lessening of the pandemic threat comparable to growth prior to the
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pandemic.

Indicator 5: Child Find 0-1 target was set as follows:

For FFY 2020, the target was set at .73%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at .83%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at .93%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 1.03%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 1.13%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 1.23%

Indicator 6: Child Find 0-3 target was as follows:

For FFY 2020, the target was set at 1.98%
For FFY 2021, the target was set at 2.06%
For FFY 2022, the target was set at 2.09%
For FFY 2023, the target was set at 2.12%
For FFY 2024, the target was set at 2.15%
For FFY 2025, the target was set at 2.18%

During the October 22, 2021, the SICC and stakeholders, recommended that the State reset the baseline to FFY 2020 for all Summary Statement 2
outcomes. The reason for the reset would allow the state to increase the target over time as new evidence-based methods are introduced into the

program.
Historical Data
Outcome Baseline FEY 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
A1 2020 Target>= 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00%
A1 74.24% Data 77.78% 81.28% 80.37% 89.17% 74.24%
A2 2020 Target>= 65.00% 65.00% 65.00% 65.00% 62.50%
A2 52.00% Data 61.53% 60.22% 61.60% 62.49% 52.00%
B1 2020 Target>= 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00%
B1 76.72% Data 77.92% 80.69% 83.86% 82.06% 76.72%
B2 2020 Target>= 64.00% 64.50% 65.00% 65.00% 50.50%
B2 47.05% Data 57.18% 53.04% 52.78% 50.04% 47.05%
C1 2020 Target>= 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00%
Cc1 75.09% Data 80.80% 80.98% 80.31% 81.11% 75.09%
Cc2 2020 Target>= 63.50% 64.00% 64.00% 64.00% 54.00%
Cc2 50.11% Data 56.99% 55.43% 55.74% 50.30% 50.11%
Targets
FFY 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
Target 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00%
Al>= 85.00%
Target 63.50% 64.00% 64.50% 65.00%
AD>= 63.00%
Target 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00%
Bi>= 85.00%
Target 51.50% 52.00% 52.50% 53.00%
B2>= 51.00%
Target 85.00% 85.00% 85.00% 85.00%
Cis= 85.00%
Target 56.00% 57.00% 58.00% 59.00%
Co>= 55.00%

FFY 2021 SPP/APR Data
Number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed

850

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

Outcome A Progress Category

Number of children

Percentage of Total

a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning

12

1.41%

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

171

20.12%
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Outcome A Progress Category

Number of children

Percentage of Total

reach it

c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not

265

31.18%

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

254

29.88%

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

148

17.41%

Outcome A

Numerator

Denominator

FFY 2020 Data

FFY 2021
Target

FFY 2021
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

519

702

74.24%

85.00%

73.93%

Did not
meet 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

402

850

52.00%

63.00%

47.29%

Did not
meet target

Slippage

Provide reasons for A2 slippage, if applicable

Over the past years the program has been implementing certain components of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that deals with child
outcomes scoring. Because the high turner in Service Coordinators we are seeing different scoring for children from when they entered and at exiting.
State has observed that there were less children who was scored at (e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same
aged peers) than previous years. COVID is continuing play a significant role in the slippage of COS scores though out the state. The state is seeing the
direct correlation with the decrease of services being done in the natural environment due to COVID and COS slippage.

Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication)

Number of Percentage of Total
Outcome B Progress Category Children
a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning 15 1.76%
b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning o
178 20.94%
comparable to same-aged peers
c. Infants gnd toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did 307 36.12%
not reach it
gég:fsants and toddlers who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged 293 34.47%
e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 57 6.71%
FFY 2021 FFY 2021

Outcome B Numerator Denominator | FFY 2020 Data Target Data Status Slippage
B1. Of those children who
entered or exited the program
below age expectations in .
Outcome B, the percent who 600 793 76.72% 85.00% 75.66% Drlr?eg?t Slippage
substantially increased their e e oRTe taraet ppag
rate of growth by the time they 9
turned 3 years of age or exited
the program
B2. The percent of infants and
toddlers who were functioning .
within age expectations in Did not

ge expectatl 350 850 47.05% 51.00% 41.18% meet Slippage
Outcome B by the time they t

g arget

turned 3 years of age or exited
the program

Provide reasons for B1 slippage, if applicable

Over the past years the program has been implementing certain components of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that deals with child
outcomes scoring. Because the high turner in Service Coordinators we are seeing different scoring for children from when they entered and at exiting.
State has observed that there were less children who was scored at (e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same
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aged peers) than previous years. COVID is continuing play a significant role in the slippage of COS scores though out the state. The state is seeing the
direct correlation with the decrease of services being done in the natural environment due to COVID and COS slippage.

Provide reasons for B2 slippage, if applicable

Over the past years the program has been implementing certain components of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that deals with child
outcomes scoring. Because the high turner in Service Coordinators we are seeing different scoring for children from when they entered and at exiting.
State has observed that there were less children who was scored at (e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same
aged peers) than previous years. COVID is continuing play a significant role in the slippage of COS scores though out the state. The state is seeing the

direct correlation with the decrease of services being done in the natural environment due to COVID and COS slippage.
Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

Outcome C Progress Category

Number of Children

Percentage of Total

a. Infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning

15

1.76%

comparable to same-aged peers

b. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning

203

23.88%

reach it

c. Infants and toddlers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not

251

29.53%

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

290

34.12%

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

91

10.71%

Outcome C

Numerator

Denominator

FFY 2020 Data

FFY 2021
Target

FFY 2021
Data

Status

Slippage

C1. Of those children who
entered or exited the program
below age expectations in
Qutcome C, the percent who
substantially increased their
rate of growth by the time they
turned 3 years of age or exited
the program

Did not
meet
target

541 759 75.09% 85.00% 71.28% 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

Did not
meet
target

381 850 50.11% 55.00% 44.82% Slippage

Provide reasons for C1 slippage, if applicable

Over the past years the program has been implementing certain components of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that deals with child
outcomes scoring. Because the high turner in Service Coordinators we are seeing different scoring for children from when they entered and at exiting.
State has observed that there were less children who was scored at (e. Infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same
aged peers) than previous years. COVID is continuing play a significant role in the slippage of COS scores though out the state. The state is seeing the
direct correlation with the decrease of services being done in the natural environment due to COVID and COS slippage.

Provide reasons for C2 slippage, if applicable

Over the past years the program has been implementing certain components of the