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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2007 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 

Refer to Overview of Annual Performance Plan preceding this document. 

Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments 

Indicator 1:  Percent of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who receive the early intervention services on 
their IFSPs in a timely manner. 

(20 USC 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442) 

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. 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2007 
(2007-2008) 

In 100% of files reviewed in seven contracted early intervention programs, infants and 
toddlers with IFSPs will receive the early intervention services on their IFSPs in a timely 
manner. 

          

Definition of timely services: The Baby Watch Early Intervention Program (BWEIP) definition of “timely 
services” is: unless otherwise specified by the team is: 

Services scheduled on a weekly basis should begin within one calendar month after IFSP is 
signed. 

Services scheduled on a monthly basis should begin within 45 days after IFSP is signed. 

Services scheduled on a quarterly basis should begin within four calendar months after the IFSP 
is signed. 

Services scheduled on an annual basis should begin within one year after IFSP is signed. 

The IFSP team will designate the start month and date of each service on the IFSP based on the 
individual needs of the child and family. 

Actual Target Data for 2007-2008:  

Target Met. 

In 99% of files reviewed in seven contracted early intervention (EI) programs, infants and toddlers 
received the EI services on their IFSP in a timely manner. 

Data from file reviews:  

• Number of applicable files reviewed: 165 (includes files with “family circumstances”) 
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• Number of files in compliance: 163 (includes files with “family circumstances”) 

• Percentage of files in compliance: 163/165 = 99% 

• Number of programs in compliance: 7 of 7 

Explanation of Progress for FFY 2007-2008: 

Data demonstrate an improvement of 4% from 95% of files demonstrating timely services in FFY 2006-
2007 to 99% of files demonstrating timely services in FFY 2007-2008. The data also demonstrate a 7% 
improvement from the baseline set in FFY 2004-2005 of 92% of files demonstrating timely services to 
99% of files demonstrating timely services in FFY 2007-2008. 

• In five of seven programs reviewed, 100% of the files demonstrated timely services.  

• Two files did not show evidence of timely service for two service categories: 

° In one file, no attendance record found for an integrated group activity. 

° In one file, no documentation was found to indicate the date the family attended       
the family training workshop.    

In addition to compliance monitoring, each EI program’s data is reviewed on the alternating year for data 
accuracy. In FFY 2007-2008, BWEIP staff conducted a data review on the eight  programs reviewed for 
compliance in FFY 2006-2007.  During the data review, training was given on entering the correct start 
dates for services and entering the correct code, e.g., “Family Circumstances” or “Provider 
Circumstances.” 

Training was given to all programs on the use of the timely services reports during one of the Baby 
Toddler Online Tracking System (BTOTS) technical assistance conference calls during the reporting 
period.   

Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2007-2008: 

January 2008: The compliance monitoring review and technical assistance scheduling letters to local 
providers were revised to include the definition of “timely services” and a reminder to use the BTOTS 
Timely Services report.  

February 2008: The BTOTS Timely Services report was incorporated into subsequent compliance 
monitoring reviews. The programs were asked to self-monitor using the BTOTS timely services report.  

May 2008: The Personnel Development Coordinator included the state definition of timely services in the 
BWEIP Credentialing modules. 

Resolution of Previously Identified Noncompliance for FFY 2007-2008: 

There were no findings of noncompliance identified in the eight programs reviewed during the FFY 2006-
2007 reporting period.  



APR Template – Part C (4)                                                                                       UT 
 State 

Part C State Annual Performance Report for 2007 Monitoring Priority 2 – Page 1 
(OMB NO: 1820-0578 / Expiration Date:  12/31/2009) 
 

Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for 2007 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 

Refer to Overview of Annual Performance Plan preceding this document. 

Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments 

Indicator 2:  Percentage of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early 

intervention services in the home or community-based settings.  

Measurement: Percent = # of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early 
intervention services in the home or programs for typically developing children divided by the total # 
of infants and toddlers with IFSPs times 100. 

 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2007 
(2007-2008) 

76.5% of infants and toddlers with IFSPs will primarily receive early intervention services 
in the home or programs for typically developing children. 

Target Data for 2007-2008:     

Target not met. 

71.0% of infants and toddlers with IFSPs primarily receive early intervention services in the home or 
programs for typically developing children. 

Source: Table 2: Report of Program Setting Where Early Intervention Services are Provided to Infants and Toddlers with 
Disabilities and Their Families in Accordance With Part C, December 1, 2007.  [Revised Table 2 submitted to OSEP and 
Westat on June 5, 2008.] 

 •    Number receiving services primarily in the home: 2,038 

 •   Number receiving services primarily in community-based settings: 81  

 •   Total number of infants and toddlers with IFSPs: 2,989 

 •   [(2,038 + 81) / 2,989] x 100 = [2,119 / 2,989] = 70.8% = 71.0% 

Explanation of Slippage for FFY 2007-2008: 

Slippage was observed both from the FFY 2006-2007 data of 79.0%, as well as the FFY 2007-2008 
target of 76.5%.   

1.   Slippage from the FFY 2006-2007 data of 79.0%. 

This slippage was related to a Baby Toddler Online Tracking System (BTOTS) programming 
change made in January 2008, during the preparation of the December 1, 2007 program settings 
data (Table 2, Sections A and B) for 618 federal reporting, that affected the calculation of the 
primary setting for early intervention services.   

The BTOTS revision occurred after a question from a local program about a particular service 
category, “parent training,” and its associated setting, prompted the Data and Quality Assurance 
Managers to examine all instances of this service category in BTOTS.  The “parent training” 
category had been added to BTOTS in December 2005 and defined as services provided just to 
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the family, not services provided to the child and family.  In accordance with the definition of 
“primary setting,” parent training was exempt from the natural environments requirement and, as 
such, was not included the calculation of the primary setting in the BTOTS 618 federal (Table 2, 
Sections A and B) reports.   

The Data and Quality Assurance Managers identified six of fifteen programs using the “parent 
training” service category on December 1, 2007 IFSPs for 405 children.  Further drill down 
indicated that programs were sometimes using “parent training” consistently with the Baby Watch 
Early Intervention Program (BWEIP) definition.  In these cases, the service was being correctly 
excluded from primary setting calculations. However, programs were also using “parent training” 
to mean services provided directly to the child and the family for the purpose of training the 
parents.  In these cases, services were not included in primary setting calculations when they 
should have been. The net effect was that the percentage of children whose primary service 
setting on December 1, 2007 was the natural environment was incorrectly calculated and higher 
than it would have been, had “parent training” been used consistently and correctly by the six 
programs. 

After discovering programs’ inconsistent use of “parent training,” BWEIP made the service 
category obsolete in BTOTS.  Each of the six programs were provided with a list of all children 
whose December 1, 2007 IFSPs included “parent training.” The programs were required to 
change the “parent training” service to either “Special Instruction” or “Family Training”, as they 
determined appropriate, to be consistent with the following operational definitions: 

 Special Instruction: any face-to-face meeting with a child and family by any staff 
member when working on activities to support the IFSP outcomes that promote the 
acquisition of skills to enhance the skill development of the child.  It also includes 
demonstrating techniques and coaching parents.  Sec. 303.12(d)(13) of Part C Regulations. 

 Family Training: any service involving education, information, and training to 
parents only (BWEIP emphasis added). It is not demonstrating direct techniques, 
strategies, or direct interventions with the infant or toddler.  Sec. 303.12(d)(3) of Part C 
Regulations. 

After BTOTS corrections were completed, program and state 618 federal (Table 2, Sections A 
and B) reports were rerun and resubmitted. A decrease of 7.4% or 222 infants and toddlers with a 
primary setting of home or community was indicated, for a final total of 2,119 (or 71.0%) of the 
2,989 infants and toddlers who had IFSPs on December 1, 2007.   

The programming change to correct “parent training” also affected the FFY 2006 December 1, 
target data for this indicator, which was reported as 79.0% in the 2006-2007 APR.  The same six 
programs had used the category for 241 children with IFSPs on December 1, 2006.  
Recalculation of the percentage of infants and toddlers primarily receiving services in the home or 
community-based settings on December 1, 2006 showed the target data to be 72.0%. 

2.   Slippage related to FFY 2006-2007 and 2007-2008 targets. 

With the recalculation of December 1, 2006 and 2007 target data, (72.0% and 71.0%, 
respectively), it became apparent that there was slippage for this indicator from the FFY 2006-
2007 target of 76.0%, as well as the FFY 2007-2008 target of 76.5%. In the 2005-2010 SPP, 
BWEIP staff set the targets for Indicator 2 conservatively, based on previous years’ data, which 
was the best (and only) information available at the time. These primary settings data were 
“hand-collected” prior to the BTOTS system being introduced in 2005 and coming fully online in 
2006.  Given slippage from the targets two years’ in a row, BWEIP staff may need to reassess 
FFY 2008 and 2009 targets. 

In investigating possible reasons for the slippage, the Data and Quality Assurance Managers first 
reviewed Table 2 directions for 618 federal reporting and established with the BTOTS Manager 
that all of the required conditions for calculating the primary setting were included and correctly 
programmed into BTOTS. Thus, miscalculation of the primary setting in BTOTS was ruled out as 
a reason for lower-than-expected actual target data.  BWEIP staff then examined the primary 
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settings percentages (based on corrected data) used for annual Program Determinations and 
noticed wide variability across programs in both FFY 2006-2007 and 2007-2008.  

Improvement Activities Completed for FFY 2007-2008:   

July 2007 - June 2008:  The activity to develop a policy on justifying services not provided in the natural 
environment was not completed by June 30, 2008.  BWEIP staff were focused on working with programs to 
correct the “parent training category” in order to recalculate the primary settings data for 618 federal reporting 
and prepare annual Program Determinations.  This activity will be revisited once BWEIP staff has completed 
their investigation of the reasons for slippage for this indicator. 

July 2007 – June 2008: The activity to gather programs’ updated policy on justifying services delivered not in 
the natural environment was not completed by June, 2008 because BWEIP did not develop their policy on this 
issue (see above). This activity will be revisited once BWEIP staff has completed their investigation of the 
reasons for slippage for this indicator. 

July 2007 – June 2008: Training with programs about services in community settings was not formally provided. 
However, during file review visits, the Quality Assurance Manager and BWEIP staff program liaison reviewed 
setting definitions and discussed how programs could provide appropriate services in the community. This 
activity will be revisited once BWEIP staff has completed their investigation of the reasons for slippage for this 

indicator. 

Resolution of Previously Identified Noncompliance for FFY 2006-2007:   

In one program, there was a finding of noncompliance. 

• The program completed improvement planning and corrected noncompliance within one year of 
identification for APR Indicator 2.  Seven of seven files reviewed documented a statement to justify why 
services were not delivered in the natural environment. The justification statements were used 
appropriately.  

Revisions, with Justification, Improvement Activities / Timelines / Resources for 2008-2009:  

Activity Timeline Resources 

1.  Examine December 1 IFSP services and 
settings from BTOTS data to analyze 
variability in local programs’ FFY 2007-2008 
primary setting percentages. 

June 2009  BWEIP Data Manager 

2.  Continue on-site investigation of reasons 
for low primary setting percentages in local 
programs using Thinking Through 
Improvement Project (IT) training concepts 
and skills from North Central RRC.  

December 
2009 

BWEIP staff 

3.  Develop and implement a plan to increase 
all programs’ primary setting percentages to 
meet targets. 

December 
2009 

BWEIP TA staff 

4. Revise CSPD training modules to 
emphasize appropriate use of natural 
environments.   

June 2009 BWEIP CSPD Coordinator 
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Part C State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010               

Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: 

The following items are to be completed for each monitoring priority/indicator. 
 

Monitoring Priority:  Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments 

Indicator 3:  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 USC 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442) 

Measurement: 

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

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. 

       If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference. 

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

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. 
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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. 

If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference. 

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:  

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 the (# 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 the (# 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 the (# 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 the (# of infants and toddlers with IFSPs assessed)] times 100. 

If a + b + c + d + e does not sum to 100%, explain the difference. 

Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process:  

The Baby Watch Early Intervention Program (BWEIP) has restructured the process for measuring the 
progress of child outcomes. In February 2007, an updated SPP was submitted to OSEP to include the 
OSEP expansion from three to five child outcome progress categories. It became apparent that BWEIP’s 
initial plan of implementing a data collection and reporting system based on yes-no categorization with 
regard to functioning comparable to same-aged peers would need to be revised because too little 
information was being collected to generate the five new OSEP categories. Changes have been made to 
the SPP as a result of additional input from administrators and providers, as well as national researchers 
and TA providers and collaboration with Utah’s Part B preschool program. BWEIP has chosen to 
implement the Early Childhood Outcome (ECO) Center-developed child outcome format. A summary of 
the background and review of the original approach for measuring child outcomes is presented below, 
followed by the process data collected during initial training and implementation of the ECO Center format 
for FFY 2006-2007. 

Background: 

 

In the fall of 2005, a broad stakeholder committee was formed to respond to the Part C SPP child 
outcomes indicator.  The committee included all BWEIP staff, local early intervention (EI) providers, 
members of the ICC, and parents. The stakeholder committee determined that Utah would report on all 
infants and toddlers rather than a sample. A baseline of entry-level data was collected on all children 
entering the program from July 1, 2006 until October 30, 2006 and reported in February 2007.  Exit data 
was going to be reported in the February 2008 APR from this group. After October 2006, all children 
coming into the program were to be included in baseline entry data.  
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Local EI providers recorded age equivalent scores from assessments and evaluations in all 
developmental domains in connection with regularly occurring IFSP development times, i.e., the initial 
IFSP, the six-month IFSP review, and annual IFSP.  Data was entered into BTOTS.  The plan was to 
compare entry and exit scores on children who were enrolled in the program for at least six months. 
When the child exited EI services, the most recent age equivalent scores were to be compared to entry 
scores to determine change in functioning of infants and toddlers served in EI for at least six months. If 
available, evaluations completed by Part B up to one month following transition at age three would have 
been used for the exit data measurement. 
 
Any norm-referenced or criterion-based assessment/evaluation used by the local EI providers was 
acceptable, if an age equivalent score by developmental domain was obtainable. Results of testing in the 
Social Emotional domain would have determined progress for Measurement A concerning social 
emotional skills. Results of testing in the Cognitive and Communication domains would have determined 
children’s progress for Measurement B concerning acquisition and use of knowledge and skills. Results of 
testing in Adaptive and Motor domains would have determined progress for Measurement C concerning 
appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.  
 
The current state program eligibility definition, as applied for exiting a child from EI services, is minus one 
standard deviation below the mean or better or the 16

th
 percentile or above in all areas of development. 

This criterion was to be used to compare the “percent of infants and toddlers who reach or maintain 
functioning at a level comparable to same aged peers.”  

BTOTS was to be used to analyze the data regarding age equivalents from one time period to the next 
and determine change in functioning for those children who received EI services for at least six months. 

As previously stated, BWEIP changed the method of determining child progress to the methodology 
provided by the ECO Center, in order to respond to the September 2006 OSEP change of three to five 
child outcome categories.  
 
During the later part of FFY 2006-2007, the BWEIP began the training and implementation of the ECO 
approach for gathering entry and progress data. Beginning July 1, 2007, a Child Outcomes Summary 
Form (COSF) is being completed by a team of EI professionals for each child entering on or after that 
date. 
 
Details about the new approach are described below.  
 
New Approach – ECO Center: 

 

BWEIP procedures and instructions to guide outcome assessment and measurement practices 
 
A written procedure was developed along with instructions on how to fill out the Child Outcome Summary 
Form. The following are a few of the key elements of the procedure and instructions: 
 

● Entry scores are determined at entry into EI if the child's chronological age is at least six 
months. 

  
● Providers determine an entry score when the child reaches six months for those who entered EI 
before six months of age. 

 
● Entry scores are not determined on toddlers entering the program if they are 30 months or 
older. 

 
● Annual scoring at the time of the ongoing IFSP is optional. 

 
● All infants and toddlers who have had at least six months of consecutive service* and are 
exiting the EI system will have exit scores determined within 20 days of date of exit. 
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   *Determine six months of consecutive services: 
    1. Begin counting services the date on which the entry outcome ratings are determined, i.e., the date 
of the initial IFSP or the date the child reaches six months chronological age.   
    2. Only those children who had six consecutive months of services need to have the rating completed 
at exit.  “Six months of services” refers to time in service and is defined as either (1) six consecutive 
months being enrolled in and receiving early intervention services or (2) eight consecutive months being 
enrolled in services, during which there was a gap of two months or less when the child did not receive 
services for whatever reason (illness, family circumstances, etc.).   
      3.The child need not receive six months of services in the same program to meet this definition.  For 
a transferring child, the original program completes the entry rating.  The receiving program completes 
the exit rating. The original program will provide the receiving program with a copy of the Baby Watch 
Child Outcome Summary Form or Summary Form.   
    4. New entry and exit assessments should be conducted for a child who has exited early intervention 
services prior to thirty months of age without six months of consecutive services and is then later re-
enrolled in services for at least six months. 
 

All EI programs statewide are implementing the ECO scoring system; therefore, all enrolled appropriate 
children in Utah will be included in the results. 
 
Measurement strategies to collect data: 
 
Entry and exit scores are entered in BTOTS. All infants over six months and less than 30 months of age 
at entry are given three scores, one for each outcome category. If the infant/family is served in EI six 
months or more at exit, an exit score as well as whether the infant made progress in each outcome area 
is also determined for each of the three outcome areas.  
  
The team who participated in the evaluation/assessment determines a rating for the infant close to the 
time of the development of the IFSP. A variety of tools are used to determine eligibility and strengths and 
weaknesses, including but not limited to, the REEL 2, ELAP, HELP, IDA, Rosetti, Brigance, BDI-II, 
Mullen, REEL 3, Bayley III, Peabody, CSBS, and PLS 4, etc. Different tools may be used at exit. Infants 
entering EI at less than six months of chronological age will receive scores from the provider who is the 
most familiar with them when they reach six months of age. Professionals with the best knowledge of the 
infant or toddler will complete the exit scoring and determine if progress occurred. 
  
Using the algorithm provided by the ECO Center, BTOTS calculates the number of infants or toddlers in 
each of the five reporting categories for each of the three outcomes. The criteria for same-aged peers is 
represented by the score of 6 or 7 on the 7-point scale. 
  
Provision of training and technical assistance supports to administrators and service providers in outcome 
data collection, reporting, and use:  
 
In April 2007, three trainers from the ECO Center conducted training in two Utah locations for 120 
statewide staff. Using the 7-point rating scale, attendees received instruction on choosing a rating based 
on the infant's ability in the three outcome areas. The training included presentations, practice, and 
discussion. An additional 80 providers received the ECO training locally from state BWEIP staff. By June 
30, 2007, 200 EI providers had attended training.  
 
The local EI programs are encouraged to monitor scoring of infants who enter the program by running 
reports in BTOTS to determine if all infants who are eligible to have scores. BWEIP has offered follow up 
training for programs if they require it. One program received a modified repeat training early in the 
process. Another program requested a repeat training for new staff. BWEIP also monitors BTOTS and 
encourages programs to stay current on all infants who require a score. Local programs have been 
encouraged to keep data current and help staff establish the best way to determine ratings and assure 
the ratings are entered into BTOTS. 
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In 2008, two programs requested and received follow up training. Two additional programs replicated the 
training for their own staff and other programs provided guidance in staff meetings. Preliminary reviews of 
Outcome Summary Forms were conducted and feedback given as appropriate at site visits. 
  
Quality assurance and monitoring procedures to ensure the accuracy and completeness of the outcome 
data:  
 
BWEIP staff ensures the accuracy and completeness of the child outcome data by: 
 
• Reviewing data annually to ensure scores are entered as instructed;  

-Each year at compliance monitoring or data reviews, Child Outcome Summary Forms are 
reviewed in a sample of files. 

 
• Supporting local administrators in reviewing summary forms for quality and completeness;  

-State staff observed at least one team from each local program complete the entry scoring of a 
child in the program. 
-The following observations were made: 

*Most programs complete the summary form with a team. 
*All programs used the Decision Tree and other tools from the initial ECO Center training. 
*Providers use information from assessments along with experience to decide on the 
score. 

 
• Analyzing data summaries in a variety of ways, including by local/regional program, to identify possible   
  errors in the data; 
 -Monitored entry scores to ensure timeliness. 

-Encourage use of available reports To monitor when an infant is six months old and needs an 
entry score or when exit scores are missing. 

 
• Reviewing results of the final scores and percentages of infants in the categories and analyzing unusual  
  results for errors or unique findings. 

-Errors in scoring were identified and the data system was modified so that entry scores do not 
default to zero. 
-Reports were written to assist local providers to monitor accuracy and completeness of data.  

 

Data for FFY 2007-2008:  

This is NOT baseline data. Progress data reported in 2010 will be considered baseline data.                   

The following charts represent the first year of progress data for children exiting in FFY 2007-2008. 

 

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships):  Number of 
children  

% of 
children 

a. Percent of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning  0 0 

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

41 14.09 

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

54  18.56  

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

113 38.83  
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e. Percent of infants and toddlers who maintained functioning at a level 
comparable to same-aged peers  

83 28.52 

Total  N= 291  100%  

 
 

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

Number of 
children  

% of 
children  

a. Percent of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning  0 0 

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

35 12.03 

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

81 27.84 

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

127 43.64 

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

48  16.49 

Total  N= 291 100%  

 

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs:  Number of 
children  

% of 
children  

a. Percent of infants and toddlers who did not improve functioning  1 0.34  

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

22 7.56 

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

59 20.27  

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

124 42.61 

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

85  29.21  

Total  N= 291 100%  

 
Discussion of Baseline Data for FFY 2006-2007: 
 
Progress data reported in 2010 will be considered baseline data. 
 
As noted previously, the IFSP team assigns a score for infants and toddlers based on the 7-point scale 
near the time of IFSP development.  All entry and exit data is entered into BTOTS for analysis and 
reporting. Data is collected using the ECO Center approach described above. 
 
Although progress was available for 291 infants and toddlers this year, the proportions of children in each 
of the five progress categories may not be representative of the developmental progress attainable by all 
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children participating in the Part C program. The length of program participation for infants and toddlers 
included in this first set of progress data ranged from six to 11 months. The majority (65%) of the children 
in this data set entered Part C between 25 and 30 months of age. Most of the children who have entry 
data and entered the program as infants are still participating in the program and will not exit until FFY 
2010-2011 reporting year. 
 
BWEIP began collecting data on July 2007. Entry and exit data are available for 291 children during the 
reporting period (July 2007-July 2008: no appropriate data was collected July 2005-June 2007) 
representing children who participated in the Part C program from April 2007 to June 2008. A combination 
of c. and d. progress categories from A., B., and C. Outcomes represents children whose development 
changed trajectory and are 80.29%, 85.60%, and 88.83%, respectively. Most children who participate in 
early intervention receive a significant benefit from the services.  
 
Combining d. and e. progress categories from A., B., and C. Outcomes represents children who left the 
program at a developmental age the same as typically developing children and are 67.35%, 60.14%, and 
71.82%, respectively. The smaller percentages of children exiting the program that made a change in the 
trajectory indicates the continued need for services for those children whose condition does not permit the 
resolution of delays. 
 
One hundred percent of children served made progress, with less than 0.5% not making progress in only 
one outcome area--Outcome C. It is expected that a small percentage of children with certain conditions 
will not make any developmental progress because of the nature of the condition. As children get older, 
they are expected to develop increasingly complex skills. Therefore, their progress may slow or stop if 
they have a debilitating condition. 
 
Measurable and Rigorous Targets: 
 
Targets will be set in 2010. 
 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

2005 
(2005-2006) 

Preparing to collect baseline data. 

2006 
(2006-2007) 

Preparing to collect baseline data.  

2007 
(2007-2008) 

Preparing to collect baseline data. 

2008 
(2008-2009) 

Preparing to collect baseline data. 

2009 
(2009-2010) 

Preparing to collect baseline data. 

2010 
(2010-2011) 

Report baseline data and set measurable and rigorous targets. 
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Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources FFY 2006-2007: 
 
Training/Professional Development: 
 Initial training was provided in April and May of 2007. Additional training was requested and 
provided later in the same year. Providers were informed that online training from Virginia and Alaska is 
available to providers to train new staff and update experienced staff. Targeted state training activities are 
planned for some topics such as age-appropriate functional skills. 
 
Procedures and Instructions: 
 Written procedures and instructions are available on the website and were given to participants 
during initial and follow up training. The ECO Center website has been shared with all providers to 
provide more in depth and timely information. 
 
Data Collection: 
 Providers enter entry and exit scores for all children who receive six months of consecutive 
services into BTOTS. Reports are available to verify timely entry of appropriate data and any missing exit 
data. Programs are using reports to monitor and train staff. 
 
System Administration and Monitoring and TA: 
 During file reviews, Child Outcome Summary Forms are reviewed to make sure that programs 
are documenting required information. Changes in including rationale on the form were needed to 
complete the forms correctly. These changes are being monitored. As part of last year’s file reviews and 
technical assistance visits, the scoring process at entry was observed. State staff observed use of the 
decision tree and other ECO Center supports to make the determination of scores. Of the 15 programs, 
nine needed to be reminded to review the guidelines or to make better use of the Summary Form to 
include a rationale for choosing the score. As far as could be assessed, entry scores were determined 
consistently and appropriately across the state. Technical assistance was made available at site visits, by 
email, and by phone. 
  
Collaboration/Coordination and Program Development:  

A General Supervision Grant hosted by Utah State University produced early childhood 
standards. These standards are available to Part C and may be utilized for completing the Child Outcome 
Summary Form. 
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  Activity Timeline Resources  

1. Modify BTOTS to collect entry and exit data on the 7-point 
COSF scale. 

5/07 
completed 

BWEIP staff 

2. ECO Center rating instruction provided to all local EI 
providers. 

7/07 
completed 

ECO Center staff and 
BWEIP staff 

3. All children entering a BWEIP will receive entry scores using 
a 7- point COSF rating scale.             

Ongoing BWEIP providers 

4. Entry scores will be recorded in BTOTS.                                               Ongoing BWEIP providers 

5. Review data entry system and provide necessary TA for 
providers.              

Ongoing BWEIP staff 

6. Monitor scoring methods by observing each local EI 
programs’ child rating process for quality, fidelity, consistency, 
and accuracy and provide TA when needed.  

Ongoing BWEIP staff 

7. Test reporting system. Ongoing BWEIP staff and 
providers 

8.  Modify BTOTS to calculate progress at exit. 5/08 

completed 

BWEIP staff 

9. Provide training updates where needed. Ongoing BWEIP staff 

10. Participate in national ECO Center and OSEP technical 
assistance calls and conferences. 

Ongoing BWEIP staff 

11. Report entry data in 2008 APR (5/1/07 – 6/30/07) 2/08 
completed 

BWEIP staff 

12. Incorporate the child outcomes rating concept into 
Comprehensive System Personnel Development training 
modules.  

7/08 
completed 

BWEIP staff 

13. Report entry and exit scores in 2009 APR (7/1/07 – 6/30/08)  2/09 BWEIP staff 

14. Report baseline progress data in 2010 APR (7/1/08 – 
6/30/09) 

2/10 BWEIP staff 

15. Set measurable and rigorous targets in 2010 APR 2/10 BWEIP staff 
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16. Incorporate child outcome ratings into compliance 
monitoring system. 

1/09 Compliance Coordinator 

17. Add aspects of child outcome process to compliance 
monitoring system. 

1/09 Compliance Coordinator 

18. Plan to develop continuous training opportunities for all 
providers at annual conference, online, or self-study. 

ongoing BWEIP staff 

 

Improvement Activities Completed FFY 2006-2007: 
 
Activity 1: The BTOTS database now includes the Child Outcome Summary Form scoring included in the 
general data entry for all new children and for those exiting after six consecutive months of services. All 
providers have been informed of the need to enter scores in the database. 
 
Activity 2: Initial training has been completed throughout the state. 
 
Activity 3 & 4: All programs began collecting entry data and recording it in BTOTS on or before July 1, 
2007.  
 
Activity 5 & 7: As programs began entering data in BTOTS, scores were reviewed and a problem in the 
system was identified. The problem was fixed so that the data could not be mistakenly entered as a score 
of 0 for all outcomes. During the reporting period, it was found that some children exited without an exit 
score even though they had six months of consecutive services. A BTOTS monthly report is now 
available to identify any children who exited with six months of services and did not receive exit scores. 
This will support providers entering exit scores in a timely manner. 
 
Activity 6: All programs were observed conducting the entry scoring for one or two children. For the most 
part, programs use the team approach and are using supporting documents that they received in the 
training. Most providers seemed to be generous in determining scores based on functional skills. 
Reminders were given to make sure that the scoring reflected the assessments and evaluations that were 
done. Three programs developed unique procedures and/or forms. Recommendations were to include 
the rationale on the Child Outcome Summary Form. Programs were asked to use the form provided or at 
least use a form very similar to the form provided. Program follow up on recommendations will be 
reviewed in the following file review. 
 
Activity 7: See Activity 5. 
 
Activity 8: The algorithm provided by ECO Center was given to the BTOTS data programmers and the 
BTOTS database is currently determining which area each child fits into as they exit and receive an exit 
score. A few children received an exit score but shouldn’t have. The BTOTS database is programmed to 
disregard any scores if the child did not receive at least six months of consecutive services or if the score 
was determined too soon. Programs were asked to review the procedures.  
 
Activity 9: Training was provided as needed.  
 
Activity 10: BWEIP staff attended the annual Child Outcome Meeting in Baltimore, August 2008 and 
participated on conference calls when available. BWEIP staff were able to understand more fully the Child 
Outcome system and in turn are able to prepare the providers better to determine the measurement of 
child outcomes. 
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Activity 11: Data reported February 2008 reflected entry scores that were collected July 2008-December 
2008. No exit data was available and so it was not reported in a format that would have showed 
percentages of children and how they progressed. In changing the method of reporting, BWEIP will not 
have any results until the next year. 
 
Activity 13 to 18: To be completed in FFY 2009-2010.  

 


