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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08  
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 
During FFY 06/SFY 07, the program carefully reviewed secondary factors that seemed to point to 
higher levels of service delay than were being reported.  This was followed by an extensive discussion 
with CFC Managers about the issue.  It was pointed out that while service delays are bad, if they are 
underreported neither the CFCs nor the Bureau of Early Intervention have documentation of the 
problem and that makes it difficult to recruit providers to fill the gaps.  Attention focused on the existing 
service delay reporting system that had been used for many years.  It was a paper system with 
submissions by CFCs to the Bureau of Early Intervention once a month.  These data were entered into 
a database that maintained the history of delays for the full year.  The monthly totals were accumulated 
and compared to the number of IFSPs for the same periods.   
 
Discussions led to the decision to upgrade the delay reporting system effective January 2007, although 
it took until April 2007 to work out the problems.  These discussions and the new system have led to 
more accurate and uniform reporting and it has improved the program’s ability to identify and respond 
to service delays.  The new system allows the program to sort off family delays and treat them 
differently.  Although for state oversight purposes CFCs are expected to do everything they can to limit 
family delays.  The new system also allows the program to include shortages of service and instances 
where service is being delivered in non-natural settings because no provider is available to provide 
service in a natural setting.  This allows the program to compile a total shortfall calculation that can be 
translated into FTEs from the Zip code level all the way up to statewide summary reports. 
 
The month of April is used for making local determinations and for this report.  The program decided 
that it would not use service delay reporting in performance contracting, although it is a non-incentive 
funded measure on monthly reports.  Service delay will be considered in setting determination 
scorecards if an agency fails to submit a credible corrective action plan or fails to make good faith 
efforts to complete corrective action steps.  Experience shows that service delay is highly seasonal.  It 
is low in the first seven or eight months of the state fiscal year then grows in sync with the annual spring 
jump in the caseload.  April is near the annual peak in delays.  
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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 U.S.C. 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 

100 percent of infants and toddlers with IFSPs will receive the early 
intervention services on their IFSP within 30 days. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08 

2007           
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 

On June 30, 2008, 95.31% of infants and toddlers with IFSPs received the 
early intervention services on their IFSP within 30 days. 
((18,246-855)/18,246)*100=95.31% 
 

 
Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08: 

 
FFY06/SFY07 

Actual 
FFY06/SFY07 

Goal 
FFY07/SFY08 

Actual 
FFY07/SFY08 

Goal 
Children With No Delays 96.52% 100% 95.31% 100%
 
The table below shows performance for the state and for each of the state’s 25 service coordination 
agencies in April 2008, followed by statewide performance for April 2007.  It calculates performance 
both including and excluding delays for family reasons.  Statewide, 95.31% of children with IFSPs were 
experiencing no delays at the end April 2008, excluding family delays.  Five agencies had no delays.  
Eleven CFCs had at least 95% of their cases with no delays.  However, nine CFCs had less than 95% 
of their open cases with no delays.  All nine serve areas north of Interstate 80, which runs just south of 
Chicago.   
 
The situation in April 2008 reflects an increase in service delay problems.  In April 2007, 96.52% of 
cases had no service delays and just five CFC areas were below 95%.  The causes of delay problems 
will be discussed in more detail later.  However, there are two main causes. First, continued strong 
caseload growth combines with an already competitive environment for the limited number of available 
providers, particularly speech therapists.  This problem is far greater in the greater Chicago area, where 
multiple job opportunities are close at hand, compared to downstate where opportunities are more 
dispersed.   
 
Competition for resources has been a chronic problem for many years and is almost unavoidable.  
However, a greater problem during FFY06/SFY07 was due to weak state finances.  Although providers 
did receive a 3% rate increase on January 1, 2008, that was not enough to reverse the corrosive impact 
of rates that had been flat for ten years.  This was made worse when EI provider payments were 
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delayed briefly for the first time.  That has caused a few providers to leave the system or cut-back on 
the amount of service they deliver.  It has increased the reluctance of new providers to enter the 
system.  
 
The financial problems of the state have worsened existing problems in northwest Illinois and in the 
rapidly growing suburbs of Chicago.  It also has started to create problems in other areas that 
previously have been able to identify enough service when it was needed. 
 
Almost all service delays for system reasons are due to problems identifying a qualified and willing 
provider within 30 days of an initial IFSP or within 30 days of a disruption in services during an IFSP.  
The lowest rate of problems is downstate, where growth is slower and where the EI provider community 
is more stable, with fewer alternative employment opportunities.  Most downstate areas report few 
problems.  The area around Rockford (CFC 1 & CFC 3) has the most chronic problems.  They 
accounted for 72.8% of the downstate service delays.  Within Chicago, there also is competition for 
qualified providers and that is complicated by economic factors.  Three of the four Chicago CFCs 
experienced increased problems in FFY07/SFY08 but the wealthiest area of Chicago, CFC 11, at 
96.4% compliance was right at the state average.  A rapidly emerging problem in the suburbs is of 
great concern and is going to be difficult to address with current financial constraints on the state. 
 
While delays for this report are reported in with family delays removed from the calculations, the 
program generally treats all delays as problems that need to be looked into and addressed.  Many 
family delays are for obvious and unavoidable issues, such as child or parent health issues.  Others are 
due to problems it is difficult for the CFC to address. 
 
The following nine agencies had system delays of more than 5%: 
#2 – Lake County/North of Cook County, #25 – McHenry County/Northwest of Cook County &  
#6 – Northern Cook County Suburbs – Strong population growth has increased competition for 
scarce resources, part of the Elgin problem area. 
#3 – Freeport/Northwest Illinois – This area has had significant problems identifying enough 
providers to deliver services in natural settings and in identifying enough providers in general.  
Problems have been greatest in particular rural areas where the availability or lack of availability of one 
provider makes a big difference. 
#4 – Kane & Kendall Counties/Outer Western Chicago Suburbs – This is a rapidly growing area 
with great competition for qualified professionals.  The program has identified an area around the 
suburb of Elgin as the focal point for a new and growing service delay problem encompassing several 
other CFCs as well.   
#10 – Southeast Chicago, #9 – Central Chicago & #8 – Southwest Chicago – These CFC areas 
comprise one of the poorest areas in the state.  In SFY2008, an average of 83.7% of kids served by 
CFC 10 were on Medicaid and only 4.6% had enough income for the families to owe fees, 185% of 
poverty.  The averages for CFC 8 were 71.2% with Medicaid and 15.6% with fees. For CFC 9, 83.3% of 
kids had Medicaid and fees were required in just 5.4% of cases.  This compares to a statewide average 
of 58.3% of cases with Medicaid in SFY 08 and 30.3% required to pay fees.  Fewer qualified 
professionals live in the area and it is difficult to recruit providers from outside to work in the area when 
there are many work opportunities in the Chicago area. 
#15 – Joliet/Southwest Chicago Suburbs - This is a rapidly growing area with great competition for 
qualified professionals.  Their problems are further complicated because it includes large rural areas 
that present the problems of low client density, and thus longer travel distances, yet within reach of 
Joliet and other suburban centers that offer an array of job opportunities. 
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Service Delays – All Cases Open in April 2008 
No Delay Excluding Family Delays: (18,246-855)/18,246)*100 = 95.31% 

No Delay Including Family Delays: (17,391/18,432)*100 = 94.35% 
April 2008 

 
CFC # & Name 

  
  

IFSPs 

  
Family
Delays

  
Net 

IFSPs 

  
System 
Delays 

  
No 

Delays 

  
No 

Delays 

No 
System 
Delays 

 #1 ROCKFORD            614         14          600            29           571 93.0% 95.2%
#2 LAKE COUNTY           834         13          821            49           772 92.6% 94.0%
 #3 FREEPORT            337           1          336            70           266 78.9% 79.2%
#4 KANE-KENDALL           852         27          825            96           729 85.6% 88.4%
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY        1,241         10       1,231            25         1,206 97.2% 98.0%
 #6 N. SUBURBS         1,540           6       1,534            82         1,452 94.3% 94.7%
 #7 W. SUBURBS         1,012           6       1,006            36           970 95.8% 96.4%
 #8 SW CHICAGO            809         18          791            58           733 90.6% 92.7%
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO         1,050           3       1,047            89           958 91.2% 91.5%
 #10 SE CHICAGO            805           5          800            45           755 93.8% 94.4%
 #11 N. CHICAGO         2,023         48       1,975            90         1,885 93.2% 95.4%
 #12 S. SUBURBS         1,158         21       1,137            23         1,114 96.2% 98.0%
 #13 MACOMB            359          -            359              -             359 100.0% 100.0%
 #14 PEORIA            532           1          531            15           516 97.0% 97.2%
#15 JOLIET        1,373           4       1,369            74         1,295 94.3% 94.6%
 #16 BLOOMINGTON            654          -            654            14           640 97.9% 97.9%
 #17 QUINCY            229          -            229              1           228 99.6% 99.6%
 #18 SPRINGFIELD            364          -            364              1           363 99.7% 99.7%
 #19 DECATUR            341          -            341              -             341 100.0% 100.0%
 #20 EFFINGHAM            430          -            430              4           426 99.1% 99.1%
 #21 BELLEVILLE            636          -            636              -             636 100.0% 100.0%
 #22 CENTRALIA            372          -            372              -             372 100.0% 100.0%
 #23 NORRIS CITY            244          -            244              2           242 99.2% 99.2%
 #24 CARBONDALE            142          -            142              -             142 100.0% 100.0%
#25 MCHENRY CO.           481           9          472            52           420 87.3% 89.0%
State   18,432      186   18,246          855     17,391  94.35% 95.31%
Cook County        8,397       107       8,290          423         7,867 93.69% 94.90%
Collar Counties        4,781         63       4,718          296         4,422 92.49% 93.73%
Downstate        5,254         16       5,238          136         5,102 97.11% 97.40%
 April 2007 
State   17,588      182   17,406          606     16,800  95.52% 96.52%
Cook County        7,968       116       7,852          346         7,506 94.20% 95.59%
Collar Counties        4,559         48       4,511          172         4,339 95.17% 96.19%
Downstate        5,061         18       5,043            88         4,955 97.91% 98.26%
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
During FFY07/SFY08 the program poured an unprecedented amount of time and resources into the 
effort to reduce service delay but problems resulted in slippage.  Particular activities undertaken 
included the following: 
1. More attention was placed on circulating and understanding the monthly service delay reports, 
2. The IICEI established a Service Delay Workgroup, whose charge also includes fostering the 

delivery of service in natural settings,  
3. A Service Delay sub-group was established for the Rockford-Freeport area to develop a package 

of recommendations to reduce service delay in that area, with the expectation that piloted 
strategies might be recommended for use in other areas of the state, and 

4. Notification of findings letters to the CFC offices now require corrective action plans even if there 
is only one identified delay and even if that delay is for family reasons. 

 
Unfortunately, the underlying root causes of service delays in Illinois worsened, as outlined below, 
particularly due to the problem of low rates and weakening state finances. 
 
Problem #1: Caseload growth continues to present a challenge in identifying enough providers to fill 
the need for services.  The number of active IFSPs was almost 5% higher at the end of April 2008 than 
it was a year earlier.  This situation is made worse by the seasonal nature of caseload growth.  The 
caseload is generally flat between July and January and then grows rapidly through May or June.  It 
takes awhile to catch-up with that growth.  Illinois’ system of any “able and willing” providers is more 
responsive than systems that centralize service delivery but it is still difficult for supply to meet demand 
when demand increases, particularly when it increases quickly.   
 
This does not fully explain problems in areas with systemic problems that need to be addressed, such 
as Northwest Illinois and south and central portions of Chicago, but it does explain why delay rates are 
higher in April-June than in the rest of the year.  In areas without systemic problems, supply generally 
catches up with demand.  The good news is that the new reporting system provides the program and 
local agencies with data that can better identify systematic problems and that can be used for 
recruitment.  Also, the program is now building a history that will help us project the growth in demand.  
The program has not taken full advantage of this system yet but expects to do more in the coming year.  
 
Problem #2: On January 1, 2008, providers received a 3% rate increase.  It was hoped that this would 
provide some relief but it was the first increase in a decade and it may have been too small to make 
any difference.  It is difficult to tell if it did due to other factors.   
 
EI rates have been based on Medicaid rates and they are much lower than the rates paid by insurance.  
Low rates continue to lead some providers to leave the program or limit how much EI work they 
accepted.  Low rates make others reluctant to enter the system.   
 
An increasingly important problem is that Illinois has started to experience significant financial 
problems.  Other social and medical service programs experienced significant delays in FFY07/SFY08 
but EI was mostly immune due to the fact there was always a balance in the EI Revolving fund.  
However, there were some brief delays and that was enough to unsettle some providers.  
Unfortunately, since the end of FFY07/SFY08 things have gotten much worse.  While delays remain 
short relative to those experienced by most service providers it has been very upsetting to the EI 
community, particularly independent therapists.  The program has had to spend a great deal of time  
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dealing with rumors and misinformation.  While much of what people are hearing is incorrect it still 
creates a negative environment and detracts from efforts to address service delays. 
 
Problem #3: When the state statute was amended to require the use of private health insurance for 
SFY 02, large providers pushed successfully to require providers to bill insurance first.  They can only 
get paid if they have a valid denial from the insurance company.  Large providers who are well versed 
in billing insurance, and who have staff dedicated to billing, like the system because they realize getting 
paid by insurance means higher rates.  However, small agencies and independent providers do not like 
the requirement to bill insurance first.  Some providers have left in frustration and others will not enter.  
The program has created a central insurance billing unit that providers may choose to use to process 
insurance claims.  It is believed this will help in the long run but utilization of this service is starting 
slowly.  More assistance and education in the field is still needed.    
 
Problem #4: The Bureau is considering strategies to improve program efficiency and effectiveness 
through the EI Program Integrity Project, which would expand responsibilities of the EI Monitoring 
Program to include a System Ombudsman function and focus activities of Pediatric Consultative 
Service contracts, currently in place from all CFC offices, to address specific system compliance 
issues.   Guided by data reviews, Developmental Pediatric Consultants and the System Ombudsman 
will review the systems utilized at the local level for conformity with the spirit of Early Intervention rules, 
laws and principles.  The Developmental Pediatric Consultant will review clinical activities while the 
Ombudsman will review systems through data analysis, interviews, personal observation and other 
appropriate means.  Developmental Pediatric Consultants and the Ombudsman will issue reports 
intended to foster the most efficient and effective local program administration and uniform statewide 
program administration. 
  
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY 07-10/SFY 08-11 
As required, the targets for service delays will remain to have none.  Additional improvement activities 
will be added as follows: 
• Effective with the notification of findings letters issued to CFC offices during FFY07/SFY08 from 

the central data system, any finding of non-compliance will require a corrective action plan. 
• The Northwest Illinois Service Delay subgroup will recommend a package of steps to address 

service delay issues by March 31, 2009. 
• The IICEI Service Delay Workgroup will work with the Bureau of Early Intervention and the EI 

Training Program to develop a plan to train on selected strategies be piloted in Northwest Illinois 
statewide no later than July 1, 2009. 

• The program will expand responsibilities of the EI Monitoring Program to include a System 
Ombudsman function and focus activities of Pediatric Consultative Service contracts to utilize 
statistical reports to assess conformity with program standards and principles and minimize 
inefficient use of scarce resources that lead to service delays no later than March 1, 2009. 

• The program hopes that the steps outlined will result in the elimination of service delays.  
However, we will continue to utilize our monthly reporting system, monitoring, and meetings with 
provider groups to find additional ways to assure service availability through the period of the 
plan.  
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 
Illinois authorization system is centralized in the Cornerstone data system.  The state subsequently 
pays all bills through its Central Billing Office.  Each month a report is run based on the same logic 
used for the federal 618 setting report.  This reflects where services are authorized.  In theory this will 
perfectly reflect the recommendations of the IFSP team.  However, the current data system does not 
allow for a perfect reflection.  In some cases, Individual Family Service Plans may call for services to be 
delivered in natural settings but authorizations reflect that services are actually being delivered in non-
natural settings because no providers are available to deliver services off-site.  The IFSP must include 
a justification for this, along with a plan to transition to a natural setting, when available.  Authorizations 
are for the delivery setting, not the IFSP recommendation.  This is a significant issue in only a few 
areas of the state, most notably Peoria.  While the current data system includes detail that shows what 
setting the IFSP team recommends, it is not stored in a way we can query.  Planning has been 
underway for some time to replace the current system that would correct this problem but that is at 
least several years away.   
 
The monthly predominate settings report provides both statewide and service coordination area (CFC) 
level data.  This detail is reflected in the monthly statistical reports.  The performance contracting 
system grants incentive funding to the 12 CFCs (of 25) with the highest proportion of cases served 
predominately in natural settings at the end of each quarter.  CFCs who served less than 85% of their 
cases in natural settings at the end of a quarter are penalized.  The state program has deemed 85% a 
minimum standard to demonstrate local compliance with state and federal rules regarding the delivery 
of service in natural settings.   
 
Natural settings performance also plays a part in determinations in two ways.  It is one of the ten 
performance measures that factor into determining a CFCs average performance ranking and receipt of 
a penalty, even if in just one quarter, is a mark against the CFC.   
 
Because settings data is reported every month, it is constantly being evaluated by the program centrally 
and is an ongoing concern to all 25 CFCs.  In addition, as outlined under Indicator 1, the program has 
implemented a more aggressive, standardized method of reporting service delay.  Several elements 
were incorporated into this process that go beyond what is required by OSEP.  One of these elements  
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is to include information on services being delivered in a non-natural setting when the IFSP calls for a 
natural setting.  The hope is that this will provide both state and local leaders with a new tool to recruit 
providers willing to deliver services in natural settings in areas where that has been a significant and 
chronic problem. 
 

Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments 

 
Indicator 2:  Percent of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who primarily receive early intervention 
services in the home or programs for typically developing children. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442) 
 

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 

At least 88.0% of all children with IFSPs active on June 30, 2008 will have 
their services provided predominately in the home or in community settings. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08: 

2007           
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 

On June 30, 2008, 89.9% of all children with IFSPs have their services 
provided predominately in the home or in community settings. 
(16,607/18,467)*100= 89.9% 
 

 
Correction of Noncompliance 
Five of the six uncorrected findings of noncompliance for Indicator 2 noted in the FFY06 Illinois APR 
were identified and documented through the program’s monitoring process.  Documentation of 
correction of noncompliance was made during the subsequent annual monitoring visit in which it was 
identified that there is evidence that the previous fiscal year corrective action plan had been 
implemented and continued to address areas of violation.  The final uncorrected finding of 
noncompliance was identified based upon system data.  Subsequently, the CFC has submitted a 
corrective action plan regarding this indicator.  This plan was reviewed and approved and 
implementation strategies were successfully implemented, verifying that the noncompliance had been 
corrected.   
 
Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08: 

 Predominate Settings 
History  

Nov. 30 
2005 

Oct. 31 
2006 

Jun. 30 
2007 

Oct. 31 
2007 

Jun. 30 
2008 

Oct. 31 
2008 

Dev. Centers  2.8% NA NA NA NA NA
Typically Developing  4.0% 4.2% 4.4% 4.6% 4.4% 4.6%
Home  83.8% 85.1% 84.8% 84.9% 85.5% 87.2%
Provider Location/Other *  9.5% 10.8% 10.8% 10.5% 10.1% 8.1%
% Natural Settings  87.7% 89.3% 89.2% 89.5% 89.9% 91.9%
Client Count      16,175     16,613    17,654    17,486     18,467    18,597 
Centers & Provider Locations       1,982       1,784      1,908      1,841       1,860      1,511 
* Provider locations & developmental centers merged to meet new OSEP definitions 
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FFY 07/SFY08 saw continued improvement in the proportion of children with IFSP services authorized 
predominately in natural settings.  Statewide the proportion of children served predominately in natural 
settings increased from 89.2% at the end of June 2007 to 89.9% at the end of June 2008:  
 
All three of the larger geographic regions of the state improved between the 619 reporting periods and 
measured from June 2007 to June 2008.  Besides the underlying trend, the notable jump between June 
30, 2008 and October 31, 2008 was caused by two factors.  First, the Joliet CFC found that 
coordinators had been issuing authorizations for center-based services in a number of instances, even 
though it was not part of the IFSP, due to a long outdated agreement with a provider.  These services 
were not being used but it left the false impression in the data system that a large number of kids were 
being served predominately in centers.  Second, a review of the programming logic that determines 
predominate setting found that translation services that take place outside of the delivery of direct 
service were inappropriately being counted as direct services.   These two changes produce a more 
accurate picture of the settings situation in Illinois. 

 
The issue of natural settings continues to be a problem in a few areas but progress is being made.  The 
only large-scale systemic resistance to the idea of natural settings is found in the Peoria area.  
However, we continue to see progress even there.  There is some residual resistance to the idea in 
pockets of northeastern Illinois but it has diminished to the point where it does not represent a threat to 
implementation of the EI philosophy, including the delivery of services in natural settings. 
 
A bigger problem stems from a lack of providers delivering service in natural settings.  This is discussed 
in more detail under the service delay indicator (#1).  A lack of providers creates the dilemma of 
insisting on services being delivered in natural settings, which means service delays, or getting services 
started in non-natural settings.  State financial problems are contributing to the shortage of providers in 
more and more areas.  This makes it harder to deliver services in natural settings.  In recognition of the 
interaction between service delay and settings, the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention 
(IICEI) Service Delay Workgroup has addressing settings issues as a secondary mission.  
 
Besides Peoria, there has been progress in other areas of the state.  The Rockford area has shown 
dramatic improvement under difficult conditions and has recently moved to having more than 85% of its 
cases served predominately in natural settings for the first time.  The state has deemed being below 
85% to be a sign of non-compliance with the principle of service being delivered in natural settings.  As 
noted, the problem Joliet had meeting the state compliance minimum appears to have been at least 
partially artificial.  They now are above the state average.   
 
CFC 3 (Northwest Illinois) is the only area with a systemic problem that has not been resolved.  This is 
because they have the state’s most severe provider shortages.  On-site therapies are often the only 
services available.  Since they serve a largely rural area, some families do not even have a center or a 
provider office as an alternative.  The IICEI Service Delay Workgroup is working with a subgroup in the 
Rockford-Freeport area to develop recommendations to improve both the service delay and settings 
issues.  
 
As was discussed in detail under Indicator 1 – Service Delay, the system for reporting service delays 
includes reporting on service delivery problems beyond what is required for APR reporting.  This 
includes reporting on instances where services are being delivered in a non-natural setting because no 
provider is available to deliver services in a natural setting and the number of hours needed.  This 
allows the program to produce a cumulative number of hours a CFC, or a contiguous group of CFCs, is 
looking to fill for each service.  The program has started to share those reports with stakeholders as a 
means of facilitating discussions regarding how to resolve both local and statewide problems. 
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As noted previously, the Peoria CFC has the greatest problem with the delivery of services in non-
natural settings.  They do not have service delay problems but the service delay reporting system 
records that more than half of children in the Peoria region have IFSPs that recommend services be 
delivered in natural settings but that is not happening because service providers are not available.  
 
Another systemic problem continues to be some resistance to the delivery of services in natural 
settings in the wealthier areas where some assume services in a facility are better. A consistent 
message over time regarding the value of delivering services in natural settings, as well as state and 
federal rules, have resulted in significant improvement.  The inclusion of natural settings in the 
performance-contracting framework, as both a penalty and a reward, had some impact.  Guidance 
letters from the Bureau clarifying policy had an even bigger impact.    

 
Overall, as of June 30, 2008, nine CFCs met or exceeded the federal 95% substantial compliance 
standard, 13 were under 95% but above the state establish minimum standard of 85%, and three were 
below 85%.  However, since June 30 the Rockford area has moved past the 85% state compliance 
standard.  That leaves just Peoria and Freeport below the 85% standard.   

 
There was less improvement downstate in FFY07/SFY08 than in the Chicago areas, particularly the 
collar counties.  However, most downstate agencies have among he highest rates of children served 
predominately in natural settings. Peoria and the two Rockford area agencies pull down the average for 
downstate.  
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Cases Predominately in Natural Settings 

By CFC & Geographic Regions 
CFC # & Name Dec-05 Oct-06 Jun-07 Oct-07 Jun-08 Oct-08 
 #1 ROCKFORD  73.5% 78.1% 79.4% 80.9% 82.6% 87.4%
#2 LAKE COUNTY 93.8% 95.8% 94.0% 94.5% 90.5% 91.4%
 #3 FREEPORT  76.2% 75.6% 79.4% 79.1% 76.2% 78.5%
#4 KANE-KENDALL 85.8% 89.8% 87.5% 84.1% 86.2% 93.8%
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY 90.6% 93.9% 94.4% 94.8% 96.1% 98.0%
 #6 N. SUBURBS  90.4% 92.1% 92.0% 89.7% 88.3% 92.0%
 #7 W. SUBURBS  89.4% 92.4% 89.2% 91.1% 88.6% 91.9%
 #8 SW CHICAGO  94.8% 97.5% 96.6% 97.3% 94.9% 97.5%
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO  86.9% 85.3% 85.8% 86.6% 89.6% 92.8%
 #10 SE CHICAGO  89.4% 87.4% 91.9% 91.8% 91.1% 90.5%
 #11 N. CHICAGO  87.4% 87.5% 84.6% 84.9% 86.7% 88.0%
 #12 S. SUBURBS  91.6% 93.9% 93.0% 92.5% 96.8% 98.9%
 #13 MACOMB  96.2% 96.5% 96.8% 96.6% 97.6% 94.1%
 #14 PEORIA  31.6% 31.7% 34.1% 38.7% 40.8% 42.7%
#15 JOLIET 84.5% 81.0% 85.2% 87.3% 91.3% 94.1%
 #16 BLOOMINGTON  90.2% 90.4% 91.4% 93.8% 90.9% 92.6%
 #17 QUINCY  97.2% 94.0% 95.1% 96.3% 91.0% 91.4%
 #18 SPRINGFIELD  96.1% 94.4% 94.3% 93.6% 92.5% 90.8%
 #19 DECATUR  93.7% 95.4% 93.6% 95.0% 97.1% 97.6%
 #20 EFFINGHAM  99.7% 99.2% 99.7% 99.4% 99.5% 100.0%
 #21 BELLEVILLE  95.0% 95.3% 98.4% 98.1% 97.9% 97.4%
 #22 CENTRALIA  97.5% 99.1% 99.4% 98.9% 97.8% 98.8%
 #23 NORRIS CITY  99.5% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
 #24 CARBONDALE  99.3% 99.3% 98.6% 100.0% 100.0% 99.4%
#25 MCHENRY CO. 86.8% 95.6% 92.2% 92.1% 93.5% 96.9%
Total 88.1% 89.2% 89.2% 89.5% 89.9% 91.9%
Cook County 89.6% 90.5% 89.6% 89.5% 90.1% 92.4%
Collar Counties 88.2% 89.9% 90.3% 90.4% 90.7% 94.9%
Downstate 85.8% 86.6% 87.6% 88.5% 88.9% 88.6%

NOTE: Red cells = below 85% state established minimum standard, Green cells = below federal 95% 
substantial compliance standard, Bold cells = Above federal 95% substantial compliance standard 

 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 06/SFY 07: 
The increase in the percentage of children with open IFSPs who are served predominately in natural 
settings exceeded the established goal of at least 88%.  The following steps contributed to this 
progress: 
• The program’s continued and consistent message about the meaning of state and federal rules 

regarding the preference for the delivery of services in natural settings. 
• The program’s continued and consistent message about the definition of what constitutes natural 

settings. 
• Consistent training on natural settings and what is necessary to document ANY services delivered 

in other than natural settings. 
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• Reinforcement of the memos to field staff (CFCs) and to providers on the meaning and 
importance of natural settings and how rules should be implemented. 

• Continued inclusion of a natural settings performance element in the CFC performance 
contracting system, providing incentive funding to the 12 CFCs with the highest level of IFSPs 
authorized predominately in natural settings at the end of each quarter.   

• Enforcement of a performance-contracting penalty on any CFC with less than 85% of IFSPs 
authorized predominately in natural settings at the end of each quarter.  

• Adjustment to the program that calculates predominate setting to treat translation services 
differently. 

• Correction of an outdated and inappropriate policy in the Joliet area that falsely caused some 
children to be found to be served predominately in a natural setting.  

• New attention brought to the issue by the IICEI Services Delay workgroup, which has a secondary 
mission to help address settings issues.  

 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities/Timelines/ 
Resources for FFY08/SFY09 
Illinois did exceed its goal for FFY07/SFY08.  However, we are concerned that the states financial 
problems will make it even harder to recruit and retain enough providers willing to deliver services in 
natural settings.  Fewer providers will mean more service delays and more need to start service in non-
natural settings.  As mentioned previously, part of the problem is that while IFSP teams suggest that 
services should be delivered in a natural (off-site) setting our data system can only track where they are 
authorized.  If we had the means to accurately reflect IFSP team recommendations things would look 
different.  For instance, Peoria would probably be at about 90% predominately in natural settings 
instead of 40.8%.   
 
So, the program does not propose to change the FFY08/SFY09 goal of 89.0% or any of the other goals 
in the State Performance Plan.  This would still reflect a long-term upward trend.  Apart from the impact 
of financial problems all signs point to continued steady progress.
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Part C State Performance Plan (SPP) for 2005-2010 
 

Overview of the State Performance Plan Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 
The EI Program will make the Illinois APR and SPP available on its web site and through links from the 
other EI web sites (the Illinois Early Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early 
Intervention credentialing office; and the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse).  The APR and 
SPP documents will also be available to the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
On April 1, 2006, the Illinois Early Intervention program began utilizing the Early Childhood Outcomes 
(ECO) Center child outcomes summary form (COSF) statewide for all initial and renewal IFSPs as well 
as for exit conferences within 90 days of a child turning three.  A few entries were made prior to that 
time in a pilot phase and are included in this analysis.  The Illinois Child Outcomes Rating Scale and 
Summary form is attached.  This form includes instructions for its use.  Illinois also follows the ECO 
Center guidance that scores of six or seven on its seven-point scale be considered demonstrating 
development equivalent to same age peers.    
 

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 U.S.C. 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. 



Part C – SPP/APR (1)  Illinois      
 State 
 

Part C SPP/APR Part C SPP/APR – Page 14 
(OMB NO: 1820-0578 / Expiration Date: 12/31/2009) 
[Use this document for the February 2, 2009 Submission] 

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 

and early literacy): 
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. 
 
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 
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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. 
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Overview of Issue/Description of System or Progress: 
An infant or toddler’s developmental status upon entry to the Part C Early Intervention Services System 
is determined via a comprehensive assessment using multiple sources of information, including one or 
more approved assessment instruments, a review of pertinent records, clinical observation, and parent 
interview.  The assessment process for eligible children yields valuable information that is used in the 
development of child outcomes.  Progress toward the outcomes identified on the Individualized Family 
Service Plan (IFSP) is measured annually, or more frequently if necessary, by the IFSP team through 
the use of approved assessment instruments, clinical observation and/or parent interview.  Strategies, 
services and supports are created and/or modified as necessary to best meet the child and family’s 
changing needs.   
 
Measurement of progress toward the three child outcomes identified by OSEP has been incorporated 
into the current system of progress measurement.  IFSP teams will continue to have available to them a 
variety of formal assessment instruments, including both curriculum based and norm-referenced 
instruments.  In order to summarize the outcome data in a format consistent with OSEP’s measurement 
criteria, IFSP teams will complete a Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF) as outlined by the ECO 
Center.  The Outcome Summary Form has been integrated into Illinois’ current IFSP document, which 
is – for the most part – an electronic document and has been completed online.   
 
In order to integrate the Outcome Summary Form into the current IFSP document, modifications to the 
Cornerstone data management system were completed.  A workgroup made up of stakeholders 
representing service providers, service coordinators and families assisted in identifying needed system 
changes as well as policy and procedure changes related to assessment and IFSP development.  The 
Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI) discussed the process at several of its 
meetings and reviewed and approved final procedures prior to implementation.  All data system 
changes were complete by March 2006.  Testing was completed during March and statewide 
implementation went into affect on April 1, 2006.   
 
The Early Intervention Training Program developed and implemented a training module that adequately 
addressed the new reporting requirements, new policies and procedures, methods for translating 
assessment information into progress measurement, achieving consensus and completing the new 
Outcome Summary Form.  The training module was reviewed by the IICEI in January 2006 and was 
disseminated statewide in February 2006.  Ongoing technical assistance is provided by Early 
Intervention Bureau staff as needed. Monitoring of appropriate assessment procedures and accurate 
data input will be conducted by the EI Monitoring Program. 
 
Progress Data for FFY07/SFY 08: 
A total of 3,397 records were found in Cornerstone with at least one matched entry-exit pair on at least 
one of the three child outcomes for children who were in care for at least six months.  In the analysis 
that follows, the exact number for each measurement is slightly lower due to missing data or questions 
that could not be resolved.  This is a significant increase from the 615 for the FFY06/SFY08 report and 
was mainly due to the passage of more time since the process first started on April 1, 2006.  However, 
it also represents an improvement in administration of the Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF) in 
the field.   
 
For FFY06/SFY07, the proportion of children reported making progress (a score other than A) was: 
94.3% for social relationships, 96.1% for acquisition of knowledge and skills and 95.4% for meeting 
needs.  For FFY07/SFY08 more than 99.5% of children were reported to have made progress for all 
three measures.  We believe this is a more appropriate representation of the caseload.  There was a  
great deal of misunderstanding about how to rate children initially, particularly as it relates to the  
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progress rating.  Comparing the rating distribution between the two years, the differences are relatively 
small.  Those children who rated A in the past appear to have just moved to B.  There also was a slight 
reduction in children rating E.  So, overall there was a small movement to the center.  Considering there 
was a 5-1/2 fold increase in the number of useable matched pairs and the dramatic increase in the time 
in care of the sample, it is surprising there was not a more substantial change. 

 
FFY 07/SFY 08   Total   A   B   C   D   E  

       3,376          15        642        501          840        1,378 Positive Relationships 
100.00% 0.44% 19.02% 14.84% 24.88% 40.82%

       3,378          11        608        980       1,452           327Acquire Skills & Knowledge 
100.00% 0.33% 18.00% 29.01% 42.98% 9.68%

       3,366          14        605        707       1,417           623 Meet Needs 
100.00% 0.42% 17.97% 21.00% 42.10% 18.51%

 
 

A significant difference in child outcomes 
scores was expected between the small 
number of cases that had been in care 
for a short period of time in the FFY06 
group and the much larger number in 
care for a longer time in the FFY07 
group.  We had to assume the 
composition of the groups would be very 

different and the second group would have more time in care, which would mean more time to make a 
difference.  However, the differences were small for the social relationships outcome.  For this outcome 
the proportion of children who moved closer to same age peers was 0.4% lower.  The average change 
in rating between entry and exit was down 0.13.  This is the most unexpected difference.  With a longer 
average time in care, a greater average improvement would have been expected.  The difference may 
be a sign that as infants get older they exhibit more obvious behavioral problems.  It also may be 
related to continued problem getting valid matched entry-exit pairs.  We know the FFY07/SFY08 
sample was more representative, but there still were problems.  However, this may relate to the nature 
of the outcome itself.  The average entry score is much higher than for the other two outcomes and 
care plans are less likely to directly work on social-emotional issues. 

Social Relationships FFY06 FFY07 
Moved closer to same age peers 48.9% 48.5%
Stayed same relative to same age peers 36.0% 38.5%
Farther behind same age peers 15.1% 13.0%
Average Rating at Entry 5.02        5.13 
Average Rating at Exit 5.81        5.79 
Change 0.79        0.66 
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Outcome 1:  Child has positive social relationships.   
    Exit Ratings (Number of Children)   % at 
    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total Entry 

1 5 6 14 8 1 2 4 40 1.2% 
2 6 22 38 43 43 23 12 187 5.5% 
3 1 12 72 78 153 88 68 472 13.9% 
4 1 7 28 51 118 108 73 386 11.4% 
5 3 5 26 42 190 261 203 730 21.5% 
6 1 5 10 22 68 250 299 655 19.3% En
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7 0 2 10 12 63 117 716 920 27.1% 
  Total 17 59 198 256 636 849 1375 3390  
% at Exit  0.5% 1.7% 5.8% 7.6% 18.8% 25.0% 40.6%   
         Avg. Scores 
Moved closer to same age peers   1,643 48.5%  Entry   5.13  
Stayed same relative to same age peers  1,306 38.5%  Exit   5.79  
Farther behind same age peers      441 13.0%  Change   0.66  

 
Unlike the social relationships outcome, 
there was a notable distinction between 
what was seen in the small FFY06 
sample that was comprised of just 
children in care for a short period and 
the larger FFY07 sample, which had 
been in care longer.  The proportion of 
children who moved closer to same age 

peers was 75.7%, compared to 66.0% for the FFY06 group.  The proportion of children who fell farther 
behind was just 6.7% for FFY07 matched pairs, compared to 10.4% for FFY06.  The entry scores for 
those in the FFY07 group were lower than for the much smaller, less representative FFY06 group, 3.98 
compared to 4.09.  However, the average exit scores were almost the same.  As a result, the amount of 
change noted, 1.43 points, was 0.14 points higher.  

Knowledge & Skills FFY06 FFY07 
Moved closer to same age peers 66.0% 75.7%
Stayed same relative to same age peers 23.5% 17.6%
Farther behind same age peers 10.4% 6.7%
Average Rating at Entry 4.09        3.98 
Average Rating at Exit 5.38        5.41 
Change 1.29        1.43 
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Outcome 2:  Child acquires and uses knowledge and skills.  
    Exit Ratings (Number of Children)   % at 
    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total Entry 

1 10 6 15 12 9 5 4 61 1.8% 
2 7 35 64 75 69 39 31 320 9.4% 
3 1 19 101 179 301 247 153 1001 29.5% 
4 1 3 30 78 254 214 170 750 22.1% 
5 1 5 33 39 198 338 255 869 25.6% 
6   2 4 7 42 101 128 284 8.4% En

tr
y 
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at

in
gs
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7   1   5 5 22 76 109 3.2% 
  Total 20 71 247 395 878 966 817 3394  
% at Exit  0.6% 2.1% 7.3% 11.7% 25.9% 28.5% 24.1%   
         Avg. Scores 
Moved closer to same age peers   2,568 75.7%  Entry   3.98  
Stayed same relative to same age peers     599 17.6%  Exit   5.41  
Farther behind same age peers      227 6.7%  Change   1.43  
 

The differences noted between the 
FFY06 group and FFY07 were similar to 
those for the knowledge and skills 
outcome but the differences were 
smaller.  The percentage of children who 
moved closer to same age peers was 
70.6 for FFY07 versus 66.1%.  The 
average entry scores were lower and the 

exit scores were almost identical.  The net average change in rating was greater for FFY07 than for 
FFY06 but not by as much as was measured for the knowledge and skills outcome.  

 
Outcome 3: Child takes appropriate action to meet needs.  
    Exit Ratings (# of Children)   % at 
    1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Total Entry 

1 7 8 13 17 13 2 5 65 1.9% 
2 5 34 57 51 53 45 28 273 8.1% 
3 4 17 84 118 187 189 125 724 21.4% 
4 1 4 28 94 191 173 158 649 19.1% 
5 0 0 21 40 197 379 322 959 28.3% 
6 1 3 6 12 50 181 258 511 15.1% En
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7 0 2 2 3 12 34 153 206 6.1% 
  Total 18 68 211 335 703 1003 1049 3387  
% at Exit  0.5% 2.0% 6.2% 9.9% 20.7% 29.6% 30.9%   
         Avg. Scores 
Moved closer to same age peers   2,392 70.6%  Entry   4.34  
Stayed same relative to same age peers     750 22.1%  Exit   5.60  
Farther behind same age peers      245 7.2%  Change   1.26  

 

Meeting Needs FFY06 FFY07 
Moved closer to same age peers 66.1% 70.6%
Stayed same relative to same age peers 22.8% 22.1%
Farther behind same age peers 11.1% 7.2%
Average Rating at Entry 4.43        4.34 
Average Rating at Exit 5.62        5.60 
Change 1.19        1.26 
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Discussion of Progress Data 
There was more and better data available from FFY07/SFY08 than there was for FFY06/SFY07.  In all, 
we found useable matched entry-exit pairs for 35.7% of cases in care more than six months, up from 
18.9%.  The percentage of instances where data had to be corrected was lower.  A significant number 
of cases had to be ignored because of logic flaws that could not be corrected or indications that the 
child had reentered the system after exiting, and thus had not yet had a true exit for purposes of final 
outcomes assessment.  Since the process did not start until April 1, 2006, FFY07/SFY08 data still does 
not reflect all children who left during the year because some entered before the process was initiated. 
 
For a variety of reasons, it is not realistic to get a matched entry-exit outcome measurement pairing for 
100% of children who exit with at least six months of service.  The most obvious problems are cases 
that close when the program cannot contact the family.  Two CFCs had matched pairs for over 76% of 
children and another CFC had pairs for almost 70%.  Until we have more experience we will assume a 
70% match rate as the goal.   
 
Many areas had match rates between 50-58% but the state average was pulled down by five Chicago 
area agencies.  New training activities on how to complete the COSF will focus on these agencies.  
However, we also need to focus on particular problems that prevent finding matched entry-exit pairs, 
including the following specific problems: 
 
No Entry Record – This problem was greatly reduced in the past year but was still found and needs to 
be reinforced. 
 
Writing Over Entry Records – A widespread misunderstanding in the field led to the assumption that 
a COSF record should be written over, instead of opening a new one for exit scores.  This problem was 
identified and addressed during FFY07/SFY08.  Therefore, it impacted FFY07/FFY08 performance.  
This should not be a problem going forward due to new edits in the system.    
 
No Exit Record – The number of children with no exit records appears to have been reduced, but it 
cannot be eliminated.  Retraining has emphasized the importance of getting both entry and exit data.  
Rules require an exit meeting within three months of a child’s third birthday, but this does not help when 
the program loses contact with the family, the family chooses to leave the program, or they decline to 
participate in the exit/transition process.  Therefore, this will be the major reason why we cannot 
achieve 100% “compliance” with child outcomes measurement. 
 
Not completing Yes/No Responses – Although some missing yes/no responses can be completed, it 
is not possible to determine this status in other cases.  Retraining emphasized the importance of putting 
those responses in.  The Cornerstone data system now requires yes/no progress entries when a prior 
record exists, but that edit was not in place for the full year.  
 
The program shares response rate data with service coordination agencies and utilizes its training 
program to help individual agencies improve compliance with child outcome reporting.  In addition, the 
state’s determination scorecard process includes a provision that assigns a mark against the two 
agencies with the lowest rate of useable child outcome reports at exit for the calendar year, if they also 
are less than 50% of the state average.   
 
Since Illinois requires assessment of all children at both entry and exit, it should not have been a 
problem for the data to be representative of the state.  However, due to the issues noted above, 
useable data was not representative.  The proportion of cases closed for which we could identify 
useable matched entry-exit child COSF data varied from 5.1% to 76.6%, among CFCs.   
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In terms of the larger state regions, the greatest problems were in Chicago, where we could find 
matches for only 11.8% of cases, compared to 51.9% for downstate, 42.9% for the collar counties and 
31.9% for suburban Cook County.  Even within these groupings there were large differences.  For 
instance, the match rate for south suburban Cook County was just 8.9% while it was 49.8% for the 
north suburban CFC.  This result is that not only is the pool unrepresentative geographically, it is 
unrepresentative racially.  All of the CFCs with low match rates have high African-American caseloads.  
The impact for Hispanics is less severe. They make up a large portion of the Chicago caseload, but 
they otherwise are concentrated in to the north and west of Chicago, where match rates were above 
the state average.  Economic factors will be relatively representative.  The low match rates for Chicago 
are countered by the high rates downstate.  Downstate and Cook County have similar Medicaid 
eligibility rates. 
 

Distribution of Child Outcome Matched Entry-Exit Pairs 
Including Ratio of Compliance with Rules

CFC 
Eligible 

Closures State % 
Useable 
E/E Pairs State % Compliance

 #1 ROCKFORD  290 3.05% 202 5.95% 69.7%
#2 LAKE COUNTY 447 4.70% 132 3.89% 29.5%
 #3 FREEPORT  175 1.84% 42 1.24% 24.0%
#4 KANE-KENDALL 482 5.07% 137 4.03% 28.4%
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY 741 7.79% 390 11.48% 52.6%
 #6 N. SUBURBS  729 7.66% 363 10.69% 49.8%
 #7 W. SUBURBS  521 5.48% 154 4.53% 29.6%
 #8 SW CHICAGO  391 4.11% 60 1.77% 15.3%
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO  558 5.87% 79 2.33% 14.2%
 #10 SE CHICAGO  434 4.56% 22 0.65% 5.1%
 #11 N. CHICAGO  983 10.34% 119 3.50% 12.1%
 #12 S. SUBURBS  517 5.44% 46 1.35% 8.9%
 #13 MACOMB  198 2.08% 151 4.45% 76.3%
 #14 PEORIA  318 3.34% 113 3.33% 35.5%
#15 JOLIET 735 7.73% 407 11.98% 55.4%
 #16 BLOOMINGTON  312 3.28% 239 7.04% 76.6%
 #17 QUINCY  138 1.45% 31 0.91% 22.5%
 #18 SPRINGFIELD  176 1.85% 46 1.35% 26.1%
 #19 DECATUR  206 2.17% 105 3.09% 51.0%
 #20 EFFINGHAM  231 2.43% 133 3.92% 57.6%
 #21 METRO E. ST. LOUIS 323 3.40% 162 4.77% 50.2%
 #22 CENTRALIA  191 2.01% 105 3.09% 55.0%
 #23 NORRIS CITY  98 1.03% 57 1.68% 58.2%
 #24 CARBONDALE  81 0.85% 34 1.00% 42.0%
#25 MCHENRY CO. 236 2.48% 68 2.00% 28.8%
 State          9,511        3,397  35.7%
Chicago         2,366 24.88%          280 8.24% 11.8%
Suburban Cook         1,767 18.58%           563 16.57% 31.9%
Collar Counties         2,641 27.77%        1,134 33.38% 42.9%
Downstate         2,737 28.78%        1,420 41.80% 51.9%
• Agencies in bold and shaded under 50% of state average compliance. 
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FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 
2005 

(2005-2006) 
To be submitted with FFY2008 APR due February 2010 

2006 
(2006-2007) 

To be submitted with FFY2008 APR due February 2010 

2007 
(2007-2008) 

To be submitted with FFY2008 APR due February 2010 

2008 
(2008-2009) 

To be submitted with FFY2008 APR due February 2010 

2009 
(2009-2010) 

To be submitted with FFY2008 APR due February 2010 

2010 
(2010-2011) 

To be submitted with FFY2008 APR due February 2010 

 
Improvement Activities/Timelines/Resources: 
This is the initial reporting of paired entry and exit data.  So, no progress or slippage can be reported.  
No targets will be established until 2/1/2010. 

• Continued training on the importance of completing the Child Outcomes Summary Form as a 
normal part of the IFSP and exit process. 

• Reassessment by the EI Bureau and the EI Monitoring agency of the uniformity of the 
administration of the summary form by the end of FFY 08/SFY 09.  

• Semi-annual evaluation to assure there are no patterns in the instances where assessments are not 
being completed at entry and at exit as required. 

• During FFY 07/SFY 08, the EI program will increase training that emphasizes the importance of 
completing child outcomes assessments at every IFSP meeting and the particular importance at the 
initial IFSP and at exit.   

• To improve uniformity of administration, having one of the two lowest percentage of compliant child 
outcomes entry-exit pairs will be made a negative factor in the CFC determination scorecard, if the 
percentage is below 50% of the state average effective with CY 2007 and each year thereafter.   

• During FFY 07/SFY 08, the EI program will emphasize the importance of correctly filling in the child 
outcome ratings at each IFSP, with particular emphasis on indicating progress was made. 

• During FFY 07/SFY 08 and FFY 08/SFY 09, the EI program will review the rates of compliance with 
rules regarding child outcomes measurement with CFCs, the IICEI and other interested parties and 
develop strategies to assure uniformity of administration. 

• During FFY 07/SFY 08 and FFY 08/SFY 09, the EI program will review the aggregate results from 
child outcome measurement and discuss what the results say about the program and make initial 
plans for activities to improve results.  

• During FFY 08/SFY 09 and FFY 09/SFY 10, the EI program will work with stakeholders, including 
the IICEI and CFCs to develop goals to improve child outcomes 

• During FFY 08/SFY 09 and FFY 09/SFY 10, the EI program will work with contractors and 
stakeholders to educate the public on the early results on child outcome measurement and why it is 
important. 

• During FFY 10/SFY 11, the EI program will implement specific goals to improve child outcomes. 
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 
The Illinois and Texas Early Intervention Programs received funding through an IDEA General 
Supervision Enhancement Grant (GSEG) for a joint project to develop and pilot a family outcomes 
survey and to complete analysis of the results.  The EI Bureau has provided updates on the project to 
the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI) and other interested bodies since before 
the grant was received.  Illinois and Texas were coordinating their efforts on a family outcomes survey 
even before requesting grant funding.   
 
As the only GSEG project focused exclusively on the measurement of family outcomes, Illinois and 
Texas volunteered to be one of the projects the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) worked with 
closely.  This allowed Illinois to utilize their expertise, most notably that of Dr. Don Bailey, then of the 
University of North Carolina Frank Porter Graham Center.  The survey Illinois has developed with their 
help is now more commonly known as the ECO tool.  Dr. Bailey is now working at RTI.  RTI is one of 
two major contractors on the project, along with the University of Illinois.   
 
In addition to a formal project advisory group process, focus group reviews of the English version of the 
tool were carried out, with the help of the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) Center in FFY 05/SFY 06.  
That provided feedback on the tool itself and aspects of survey administration.  ECO has also 
incorporated input from stakeholders nationally.  The Illinois-Texas-ECO tool is being used in whole or 
in part by about one-third of states.  During FFY 06/SFY 07 RTI conducted focus groups on the 
Spanish version of the tool with Illinois and Texas families who predominately speak Spanish.   
 
During FFY 07/SFY 08, Illinois distributed a total of 3,135 surveys.  As in the past, the goal was to 
distribute surveys primarily by hand at six-month reviews and annual IFSP renewal meetings.  Some 
were sent by mail from CFC offices when meetings had already been held or otherwise could not be 
distributed by hand.  However, in the first two years of survey administration there were major 
discrepancies in return rates between CFCs.  Texas return rate have consistently been more 
representative than Illinois’ in both years.   
 
In an attempt to overcome that problem 1,000 of the surveys sent to the Chicago area CFCs were 
mailed from the central project office.  This did have a positive impact on return rates in several areas 
and, as will be discussed in more detail later, may be a contributing factor to lower average ratings.  
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Given the extra work necessary to do hand-delivery and the poor results outside of downstate, all 
FFY08/SFY09 surveys will be mailed. 
 
In our CFC determination scorecard the two agencies with the lowest return rates receive a mark 
against them, unless their return rate is at least 50% of the state average.  That will still be in place for 
FFY07/SFY08 performance, based just on hand-delivered surveys, but that will no longer be a factor 
once all surveys are mailed.   
 

Monitoring Priority: Early Intervention Services In Natural Environments 

 
Indicator 4:  Percent of families participating in Part C who report that early intervention services have 
helped the family: 
A. Know their rights; 
B. Effectively communicate their children's needs; and 
C. Help their children develop and learn. 
(20 USC 1416(a)(3)(A) and 1442) 
 

Measurement:  
A. Percent = # of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early 

intervention services have helped the family know their rights divided by the # of 
respondent families participating in Part C times 100. 

B. Percent = # of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early 
intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their children's 
needs divided by the # of respondent families participating in Part C times 100. 

C. Percent =  # of respondent families participating in Part C who report that early 
intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and learn 
divided by the # of respondent families participating in Part C times 100. 

 



APR Template – Part C (4)  Illinois      
 State 
 

Part C State Annual Performance Report for (FFY07) Monitoring Priority____________ – Page 25 
(OMB NO: 1820-0578 / Expiration Date: 12/31/2009) 
[Use this document for the February 2, 2009 Submission] 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

A. 76% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family know their rights 

B. 86% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their 
children's needs  

C. 90% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family help their children develop 
and learn 

 
Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08 

2007 
(7/1/07-
6/30/08) 

A. 75.0% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family know their rights [(631/842) x 
100]=75.0% 

B. 87.1% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their 
children's needs [(735/843) x 100]=87.1% 

C. 90.8% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family help their children develop 
and learn [(766/843) x 100]=90.8% 

 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
Survey results have been weighted to correct for geographic disparities in returns.  Although, the 
resulting changes in the results were minor for all three measures. 

 
Weighted Survey Results:  Formula:  [(Responses 5 

or Higher/Returns) x 100] 
Percent 5 or 
Higher 

To what extent has early intervention helped 
your family know and understand your 
rights? 

[(631/842) x 100] 75.0%

To what extent has early intervention helped 
your family effectively communicate your 
child's needs? 

[(735/843) x 100] 87.1%

To what extent has early intervention helped 
your family be able to help your child 
develop and learn? 

[(766/843) x 100] 90.8%

 
Mainly as a result of the decision to incorporate some mail survey sent directly from the central project 
office to Chicago and suburban areas, returns were far more representative than they were in the first 
two years.  The overall response rates were actually about the same, at just under 27% both last year 
and for this report year.  A more representative sample meant a significantly smaller adjustment to the 
results.  In fact, the adjustments to the percentage of families responding 5, 6, or 7 were just 0.05%, 
0.07% and 0.09% respectively.   
 
The relative differences seen in previous years remained the same.  The highest percentage of families 
responding with a five or better was still in regards to helping their child develop and learn, 90.82%, and 
the lowest was in knowing and understanding their rights, 74.94%.  Chicago families continued to report  
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the lowest levels of satisfaction and downstate the highest.  However, with just one exception, the 
average ratings were lower on every measure for every region. The exception was for the proportion of 
families downstate that reported positively on their ability to help their children develop and learn.   
   
The fall was relatively small downstate compared to the three Chicago area CFC regions.  It is probably 
not a coincidence that there was no central mailing to downstate CFC offices but there was to the three 
Chicago CFC area geographic areas.  The reasons for this will be discussed in more detail under the 
explanations for progress or slippage.  We had already decided to move to an all-mail survey because 
it was less administratively burdensome and because the assumed return rate benefits of direct hand-
off had not materialize, at least for Chicago area CFC offices.  However, we must conclude that a mail 
sample is actually more representative of the caseload, even if there was no notable difference in the 
demographics of those who returned the surveys in the past and this reporting year.  
 
This was an unexpected finding and it raises a number of questions the program will explore in the 
coming year.  However, it also probably means that moving to an all-mail survey is the right thing to do 
but it also renders the assumed baseline data as questionable at best. 
 
To what extent has early intervention helped your family know and understand your rights? 

  Chicago 
Suburban 

Cook 
Collar 

Counties Downstate 
Illinois 
Total 

Raw Totals 
Distributed 1,012 663 830 630 3,135
Returns 232 147 223 240 842
Return Rate 22.92% 22.17% 26.87% 38.10% 26.86%
Responses 5 or Higher 160 104 163 204 631
% 5 or Higher 68.97% 70.75% 73.09% 85.00% 74.94%
Average Response 4.90 5.22 5.16 5.74 5.26
Statewide Return % 25.36% 16.48% 25.83% 32.33% 100%
Totals Adjusted for Geography 
Avg. IFSP in Period 4,713 3,764 4,793 5,348 18,618
Caseload % 25.31% 20.22% 25.74% 28.72% 100%
Adjusted Returns 213.15 170.23 216.76 241.86 842
Responses 5 or Higher 147.00 120.43 158.44 205.58 631
% 5 or Higher 68.97% 70.75% 73.09% 85.00% 74.99%
Average Response 4.90 5.22 5.16 5.74 5.27
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To what extent has early intervention helped your family effectively communicate your child's 
needs? 

  Chicago 
Suburban 

Cook 
Collar 

Counties Downstate 
Illinois 
Total 

Raw Totals    
Distributed 1,012 663 830 630 3,135
Returns 231 149 223 240 843
Return Rate 22.83% 22.47% 26.87% 38.10% 26.89%
Responses 5 or Higher 196 129 187 222 734
% 5 or Higher 84.85% 86.58% 83.86% 92.50% 87.07%
Average Response 5.45 5.65 5.64 6.05 5.71
Statewide Return % 27.40% 17.67% 26.45% 28.47% 100%
Totals Adjusted for Geography         
Avg. IFSP in Period 4,713 3,764 4,793 5,348 18,618
Caseload % 25.31% 20.22% 25.74% 28.72% 100%
Adjusted Returns 213.40 170.43 217.02 242.15 843
Responses 5 or Higher 181.07 147.55 181.99 223.99 735
% 5 or Higher 84.85% 86.58% 83.86% 92.50% 87.14%
Average Response 5.45 5.65 5.64 6.05 5.71
To what extent has early intervention helped your family?  Be able to help your child develop 
and learn? 

  Chicago 
Suburban 

Cook 
Collar 

Counties Downstate 
Illinois 
Total 

Raw Totals    
Distributed 1,012 663 830 630 3,135
Return Rate 23.02% 22.02% 26.87% 37.94% 26.83%
Responses 5 or Higher 203 131 198 231 763
% 5 or Higher 87.12% 89.73% 88.79% 96.65% 90.73%
Average Response 5.71 6.08 5.83 6.30 5.97
Statewide Return % 27.71% 17.36% 26.52% 28.42% 100%
Totals Adjusted for Geography 
Avg. IFSP in Period 4,713 3,764 4,793 5,348 18,618
Caseload % 25.31% 20.22% 25.74% 28.72% 100%
Adjusted Returns 213.40 170.43 217.02 242.15 843
Responses 5 or Higher 185.92 152.92 192.69 234.05 766
% 5 or Higher 87.12% 89.73% 88.79% 96.65% 90.82%
Average Response 5.71 6.08 5.83 6.30 5.99
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The one specific area of concern that has come out of both responses and focus groups is the 
difference between Spanish and English speakers, and to a lesser extent Hispanic families who 
indicate their primary language is English.  The proportion of Hispanic families returning surveys for 
FFY07/SFY08 was again below the state average and the responses given on almost all the survey 
questions, not just the specific three OSEP questions, were notably lower on the Spanish version than 
on the English version.   
 
On the positive side, the proportion of Blacks and Asians responding more closely mirrored their 
proportions in the caseload for the first time.  Although they still were underrepresented in the sample.  
Since the vast majority of both of those groups lives in and around Chicago, it is logical to assume 
mailing helped with those groups but not with Hispanics. 
 

FFY 07/SFY 08 Family Outcome Survey Results 
Return Rates & Unweighted Results by CFC 

 Know Rights 
Communicate Child 

Needs 
Help Child  

Develop & Learn 
  

CFC Surveys Returns 
Return
Rate 

Scores
5 or > 

Average
Score 

Scores
5 or > 

Average 
Score 

Scores 
5 or > 

Average
Score 

1 - ROCKFORD 53 17 32.1% 87.5% 5.63 75.0% 5.56 94.1% 6.18
2 - LAKE COUNTY 141 40 28.4% 67.5% 4.83 77.5% 5.35 85.0% 5.53
3 - FREEPORT 23 8 34.8% 50.0% 4.63 75.0% 5.63 100.0% 6.38
4 - KANE-KENDALL 137 36 26.3% 72.2% 4.81 77.8% 5.44 91.4% 5.60
5 - DUPAGE CO. 244 73 29.9% 77.8% 5.53 87.5% 5.81 91.8% 6.05
6 - NORTH COOK 310 68 21.9% 69.1% 5.04 86.8% 5.74 91.2% 6.09
7 - WEST COOK 147 28 19.0% 81.5% 5.74 85.7% 5.68 84.6% 6.08
8 – SW CHICAGO 131 31 23.7% 73.3% 5.30 80.0% 5.33 80.6% 5.42
9 - CENTRAL CHICAGO 177 47 26.6% 67.4% 4.74 77.8% 5.18 82.6% 5.43
10 - SE CHICAGO 171 51 29.8% 72.9% 5.10 85.4% 5.46 85.4% 5.58
11 - NORTH CHICAGO 533 109 20.5% 66.7% 4.77 88.9% 5.60 91.7% 5.97
12 - SOUTH COOK 206 54 26.2% 67.3% 5.17 86.8% 5.53 90.4% 6.08
13 - MACOMB 63 23 36.5% 73.9% 5.39 87.0% 5.83 95.7% 6.17
14 - PEORIA 92 41 44.6% 95.0% 6.13 95.0% 6.18 97.4% 6.33
15 - JOLIET 215 64 29.8% 71.4% 5.03 84.1% 5.63 87.3% 5.83
16 - E. CENTRAL ILLINOIS 84 26 31.0% 88.0% 5.56 100.0% 6.28 100.0% 6.40
17 - QUINCY 22 5 22.7% 40.0% 5.00 100.0% 6.20 100.0% 6.25
18 - SPRINGFIELD 35 13 37.1% 92.3% 6.38 92.3% 6.46 92.3% 6.54
19 - DECATUR 44 20 45.5% 90.0% 5.75 95.0% 5.85 95.0% 6.05
20 - EFFINGHAM 62 24 38.7% 75.0% 5.79 95.8% 6.50 100.0% 6.54
21 - METRO E. ST. LOUIS 54 33 61.1% 87.9% 5.67 90.9% 5.94 93.9% 6.09
22 - CENTRALIA 56 24 42.9% 87.0% 5.70 95.7% 5.87 95.7% 6.35
23 - NORRIS CITY 23 7 30.4% 100.0% 6.43 100.0% 6.29 100.0% 6.71
24 - CARBONDALE 19 3 15.8% 100.0% 6.00 100.0% 6.00 100.0% 6.33
25 - MCHENRY COUNTY 93 12 12.9% 75.0% 5.75 100.0% 6.17 83.3% 6.08
STATEWIDE 3,135 857 27.3% 74.9% 5.26 87.1% 5.71 90.7%       5.97 
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 06/SFY 07: 
For the report year, families were selected in the same way as they were in the past, based on their 
child having a six-month review or annual IFSP coming due during a given span of time.  The majority 
of surveys distributed during FFY07/SFY08 were distributed in the same way but 1,000 of those in the 
Chicago area, both urban and suburban, were distributed by mail in an attempt to overcome return rate 
problems.  We believe that change produced a significant and unexpected change in survey results. 
 
The percentage of respondents that indicated a positive response (a score of 5 or better) exceeded 
Illinois’ target percentages for being able to communicate child needs and for being able to help their 
child develop and learn but fell short for knowing and understanding their rights.   
 
Of greater concern is that the number of families giving positive responses, 5 or greater on the 7-point 
scale, fell for all three questions.  Downstate responses remained high and changed little from the first 
two years but Chicago area responses fell sharply.  Most factors would affect the entire state but one 
change only affected the Chicago area, the move to mail out some of the surveys to address return rate 
problems.  We did not anticipate that eliminating Service Coordinators hand-off would change the 
nature of who responded or the responses we received but that is the logical conclusion, particularly 
since downstate acts as a kind of control group and changed little. 
 
Naturally, the program did not knowingly take steps that resulted in lesser outcomes for families.  
However, there were several changes in the program environment that help explain the declines: 
 
• The nation’s financial situation had not worsened at the time of the survey but the mood was not 

good and the state’s financial situation was weaker.  This could explain some of the uncertainty 
and lack of satisfaction reported by families.  

• Service delay problems, explained in more detail under Indicator 1, were growing through 
FFY07/SFY08.  The areas with the lowest average responses also happen to be the areas with 
the greatest service delay problems, north and west of Chicago.  

• Given the greater decline in average ratings in the areas where the program tested mailing 
surveys from the program centrally, it is logical to assume that mailing produces different 
responders, more comfort in giving lower responses, or both.   Focus groups preferred that 
families receive surveys directly from Service Coordinators as a means to increase return rates 
but that assumption has not proven to be correct and it is administratively burdensome.  So, the 
program had already decided to move to an all-mail survey for FFY08/SFY09.  However, it now 
appears that the hand-off method may also skew results positively.  There are several possible 
explanations for this but if a mail survey produces lower ratings than a hand-off version we have 
to anticipate our FFY08/SFY09 results will be lower again, due to the complete conversion to 
central mail distribution.  This also may mean that mail results will not be comparable to the direct 
hand-off results from the first two years of surveying.  

 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY 08/SFY 09 – FFY 10/SFY 11 [If applicable] 
The proportion of families reporting that the EI program had a positive impact on them fell in all three 
areas for FFY 07/SFY 08.  We believe economic factors, including increased service delays, 
contributed to some of this decline but we believe the move to mail some surveys, instead of hand 
delivering them, was a bigger factor.  Assuming mailing surveys will produce less positive results, we 
must anticipate another decline for FFY08/SFY09 before we can affect positive change.  As a result, 
targets are being changed as follows: 
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2008 
(2008-2009) 

� 74% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family know their rights 

� 86% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their 
children's needs  

� 89% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and 
learn 
 

2009 
(2009-2010) 

� 75% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family know their rights 

� 87% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their 
children's needs  

� 90% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and 
learn 
 

2010 
(2010-2011) 

� 75% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family know their rights 

� 88% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family effectively communicate their 
children's needs  

� 91% of respondent families participating in Part C will report that early 
intervention services have helped the family help their children develop and 
learn 
 

 
The following new improvement activity will be undertaken: 
 
• The program is creating a new Program Integrity Project to supplements its existing records 

review based monitoring system.  The project supports conformity with the spirit of Early 
Intervention rules, laws and philosophy.  The Program Integrity Project will include monitoring and 
recommendations, when needed, on local practice as it relates to the three family outcomes.   
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 
Illinois utilizes a central client tracking system, Cornerstone.  No activity can take place without a case 
being active in Cornerstone.  For many years the system has provided service coordination agencies 
(CFCs) with reports they can pull to help them track the size and movement of their caseloads.  They 
also have tools to compile their own reports.  The EI Bureau now has the same capacity to access and 
analyze current client data.   
 
Since January 2002, the program has also utilized a monthly reporting system on a series of 
performance measures.  Since the beginning of SFY 03 (July 1, 2002), the program has operated a 
performance contracting system for CFCs, based on some of the more important measures found in 
the monthly statistical reports.  The under 1 participation rate is reported for each CFC each month and 
this is one of the measures that carries performance contacting incentive funding.  Another 
performance contracting measure is the average age of children at initial IFSP.   
 
The monthly reporting system also includes the following additional measures intended to emphasize 
the importance of reaching more children earlier: percent of caseload under 1, percent of initial IFSPs 
started under age 1, the average age of all open cases and average age at initial IFSP.  In addition, the 
program tracks the percentage of the caseload over 30 months old, both because those cases should 
be in the transition process and as a counter-weight to the under 1 caseload.  The emphasis is on 
reducing the age of the caseload.  The Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI) has 
made reaching eligible children at younger ages a priority for a number of years.  Performance is 
reported to them regularly and age related factors are one of the primary areas of discussion with CFC 
Managers at their periodic meetings. 
 
As a result of this ongoing emphasis on reaching children at younger ages and reporting on 
performance, development of the APR just required updating existing reports to the appropriate dates, 
as well as identifying the appropriate data for other states to make the required performance 
comparisons.   
 
For both financial and program reasons the EI program is undertaking a new, higher level form of 
monitoring and technical assistance called the Program Integrity Project.  This project is discussed in 
more detail under Indicator 6.  However, the goals are to foster a more uniform administration of eligibility  
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standards statewide, to assure that eligibility determination is being completed within the spirit of state 
limits, and to see that the program philosophy is being appropriately applied.  It is anticipated that this 
project will reduce the number of children in the program.  As a result, projections for the remaining years 
of the SPP must be adjusted downward.  However, since Illinois has problems reaching the youngest 
children, we believe the Program Integrity Project will have less impact on the number of children in the 
program under age 1. 
 
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Child Find 

 
Indicator 5: Percent of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs compared to: 

A. Other States with similar eligibility definitions; and  
B. National data. 

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement:  
A.  Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs) divided by the (population of 

infants and toddlers birth to 1)] times 100 compared to the same percent calculated for 
other States with similar (narrow, moderate or broad) eligibility definitions. 

B.  Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers birth to 1 with IFSPs) divided by the (population of 
infants and toddlers birth to 1)] times 100 compared to National data. 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

The percentage of all children in Illinois under age 1 served through an IFSP 
will be at least 1.36% on June 30, 2008, approximately 2,410 children. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08 

2007           
(2007-2008) 

On June 30, 2008, the percentage of children in Illinois under age 1 served 
through an IFSP was 1.24%, 2,267 children. 
(2,267/182,781)*100=1.24% 
 

 
Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY 08:  

<1 Participation Rate 
Goals & Actual 

Caseloads June 30, 2007 
FFY06/SFY 07 

Goal June 30, 2008 
FFY07/SFY08 

Goal 
Children with IFSPs         2,356                2,406         2,267                   2,410 
Participation Rate 1.29% 1.33% 1.24% 1.36%
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 FFY07/SFY08 Participation Rates 
 
Illinois was serving 2,267 children under 1 on June 30, 
2008, falling short of the target by 143.  The change 
between the federal (October 31, 2007: 2,185/182,781 x 
100=1.20%) reporting points showed a small increase.  
However, the end of year counts showed a significant 
decline and it has continued to decline since the end of 
June. 
 
For a number of years Illinois has put a particular emphasis 
on trying to reach children at younger ages.  The under 1 
participation rate increased substantially for a number of 
year as overall caseload increased.  However, between 
June 30, 2007 and June 30, 2008 the total number of 
children in the program increased by 4.6% but the number 
of children under 1 fell by 3.8%.  This creates the curious 
situation where the national comparison tables show that 
Illinois improved its under 1 participation rate for the year 
and even moved from 20th to 19th in the rankings but based 
on the year end numbers on which Illinois sets its targets 
there was a decline. Although that is notably lower than the 
13th place ranking for the overall participation rate.  

 
Illinois is 4th out of the 14 states with moderately restrictive eligibility criteria, including Puerto Rico.  It is 
interesting to note that having eligibility rules that OSEP deem moderately restrictive does not seem to 
adversely affect the overall participation rates.  As a group, moderately restrictive states have 
consistently had higher participation rates than the national average.  In fact, the participation rate in for 
2007 reporting was almost 19% higher than the national average.  However, it does seem to affect 
reaching infants.  The under 1 participation rate for moderately restrictive states is 8.5% lower than the 
national average.  With this in mind, it is frustrating to the program that its many efforts to reach children 
sooner have only been modestly successful.  On the positive side, over the last five years, Illinois has 
at least been able to buck the national trend that shows slower growth in the under 1 participation rate 
than in the overall participation. 

Illinois EI Program 
Children with IFSPs < 1 

 
% of 
Pop. 

% of 
Caseload 

December 1, 2002 0.70% 11.84%
June 30, 2003 0.84% 12.49%
December 1, 2003 0.61% 12.75%
June 30, 2004 1.06% 12.48%
December 1, 2004 0.89% 12.76%
June 30, 2005 1.21% 13.10%
December 1, 2005 0.82% 12.01%
June 30, 2006 1.20% 12.78%
Oct. 31, 2006 1.17% 12.48%
June 30, 2007 1.33% 13.14%
Oct. 31, 2007 1.20% 12.31%
June 30, 2008 1.24% 12.08%
* June 30 rates based on birth data take 
to local level, federal 618 reporting rates 
based on statewide estimated 
population 
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2002 - 2007 Participation Rate Comparisons 
National & Similar Eligibility States 

 2002 2006 2007   
 % of   % of   % of   1-Year 5-Year 
STATE Pop. Rank Pop. Rank Pop. Rank % Change % Change 

States with Moderately Restrictive Eligibility Criteria 
Rhode Island 1.78 6 2.04 5 2.29 5 12.3% 14.6%
Louisiana 0.49 45 0.84 30 1.27 15 51.2% 71.4%
Indiana 2.10 3 1.40 14 1.25 16 -10.7% -33.3%
ILLINOIS  0.70 36 1.17 20 1.20 19 2.6% 67.1%
South Dakota 0.59 40 1.21 19 1.15 21 -5.0% 105.1%
Alaska 0.80 29 0.76 31 1.14 22 50.0% -5.0%
New York 1.10 18 1.09 23 1.04 24 -4.6% -0.9%
Delaware 1.84 5 0.99 38 1.03 25 4.0% -46.2%
North Carolina 0.63 39 0.84 29 0.89 32 6.0% 33.3%
Colorado 0.68 37 0.73 33 0.71 36 -2.7% 7.4%
Kentucky 0.79 32 0.60 45 0.65 40 8.3% -24.1%
New Jersey 0.55 42 0.63 40 0.65 41 3.2% 14.5%
Puerto Rico 0.46 NA 0.61 44 0.63 43 3.3% 32.6%
Minnesota 0.73 35 0.63 40 0.62 44 -1.6% -13.7%
Moderate States # 0.91  0.93  0.97  4.0% 2.5%
Nationwide ^ 1.03  1.04  1.06  2.2% 0.7%
         
# For states with moderately restrictive eligibility rules in that year. 
^ Totals excluding children classified as eligible because they are at-risk 
 
While the overall participation rate has increased steadily the under 1 participation rate has grown more 
slowly and erratically. 
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In the six years between the end of FFY 01/SFY 02 and the end of FFY 07/SFY 08, the under 1 
participation rate increased for all but one CFC and that area had the highest rate every year through 
the whole period.  Eight of the 25 areas at least doubled.  The greatest increase among the large 
geographic regions has been experienced in Cook County.  However, there was an 8.4% decrease in 
the Cook County under 1 caseload in FFY 07/SFY 08.  There also was a small decline downstate.  The 
only net increase was in the collar counties.  In spite of the decline in the statewide under 1 
participation rate, June-to-June, the number of individual CFCs with rates over the benchmark 1.00% of 
kids under 1 with IFSPs increased from 19 to 21. 
 

Early Intervention Under 1 Participation Rate
IFSPs/All Children <1
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Under Age 1 Participation Rate History * 
By CFC & Region 

CFC # & Name 
End of  
SFY 02 

End of  
SFY 03 

End of 
SFY 04

End of 
SFY 05

End of 
SFY 06

End of 
SFY 07

End of  
SFY 08 Rank 

FY 08 
% 

Change
6 Year 
Change

 #1 ROCKFORD  0.70% 1.23% 1.44% 1.15% 1.28% 1.46% 1.22% 10 -16.3% 73.5%
#2 LAKE COUNTY 0.51% 0.66% 0.86% 1.00% 0.91% 0.75% 0.88% 25 17.4% 72.0%
 #3 FREEPORT  1.01% 1.07% 1.25% 1.59% 1.10% 1.50% 1.25% 8 -16.5% 24.2%
#4 KANE-KENDALL 0.75% 0.82% 0.76% 1.19% 1.01% 1.20% 0.97% 19 -18.9% 29.7%
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY 0.50% 0.66% 0.94% 0.97% 0.92% 0.99% 0.95% 20 -4.1% 90.2%
 #6 N. SUBURBS  0.47% 0.67% 0.93% 1.10% 1.28% 1.38% 1.43% 12 3.6% 206.5%
 #7 W. SUBURBS  0.71% 0.75% 0.88% 0.93% 1.10% 1.25% 1.30% 17 4.0% 82.8%
 #8 SW CHICAGO  1.07% 1.08% 1.33% 1.60% 1.40% 1.44% 1.42% 11 -1.1% 32.9%
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO  0.85% 1.27% 1.28% 1.20% 1.53% 2.05% 1.68% 2 -17.9% 97.7%
 #10 SE CHICAGO  0.71% 0.93% 1.54% 1.68% 1.67% 1.90% 1.42% 4 -25.1% 98.6%
 #11 N. CHICAGO  0.57% 0.72% 0.95% 1.00% 1.20% 1.33% 1.21% 13 -8.9% 113.7%
 #12 S. SUBURBS  0.81% 0.98% 1.37% 1.60% 1.45% 1.30% 1.22% 14 -5.9% 50.8%
 #13 MACOMB  0.33% 0.83% 0.63% 1.38% 1.01% 1.24% 1.16% 18 -6.4% 255.6%
 #14 PEORIA  0.50% 0.65% 0.63% 0.74% 0.98% 0.94% 1.13% 23 20.3% 128.0%
#15 JOLIET 0.81% 0.78% 1.15% 1.26% 1.01% 0.96% 1.13% 22 18.0% 40.2%
 #16 BLOOMINGTON  0.47% 0.72% 0.69% 0.83% 0.95% 1.28% 1.31% 15 2.0% 180.2%
 #17 QUINCY  0.85% 0.76% 0.85% 1.28% 1.29% 1.84% 1.84% 5 -0.1% 115.8%
 #18 SPRINGFIELD  0.61% 1.09% 1.45% 1.22% 1.39% 1.49% 1.30% 9 -12.5% 113.1%
 #19 DECATUR  1.11% 0.78% 0.94% 1.41% 1.29% 1.60% 1.51% 7 -5.6% 36.1%
 #20 EFFINGHAM  0.91% 1.76% 1.29% 2.13% 1.61% 1.99% 1.99% 3 -0.2% 117.6%
 #21 BELLEVILLE  0.53% 0.79% 0.86% 1.03% 0.94% 0.78% 0.97% 24 25.0% 83.4%
 #22 CENTRALIA  1.24% 1.72% 1.53% 1.61% 1.39% 1.60% 1.56% 6 -2.5% 25.6%
 #23 NORRIS CITY  3.07% 2.51% 2.88% 3.35% 4.27% 2.65% 2.75% 1 3.6% -10.4%
 #24 CARBONDALE  0.97% 0.57% 0.63% 1.14% 1.33% 1.28% 1.11% 16 -13.1% 14.1%
#25 MCHENRY CO. 0.98% 0.69% 1.36% 1.02% 0.94% 0.99% 1.28% 21 29.9% 31.1%
 Statewide  0.70% 0.87% 1.06% 1.21% 1.20% 1.30% 1.24%  -4.15% 77.71%
 Cook (6-12)  0.70% 0.88% 1.14% 1.25% 1.35% 1.48% 1.36%  -8.4% 94.5%
 Collar (2, 4, 5, 15, 
25)  0.67% 0.72% 0.97% 1.09% 1.05% 1.07% 1.11%  4.3% 67.0%
 Downstate (Others)  0.75% 1.00% 1.03% 1.26% 1.12% 1.24% 1.22%  -1.5% 63.3%

* Based on birth data rather than estimated population used for 618 reporting because estimated 
population data is not available to local levels. 
 

Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
Illinois continued to utilize the same practices that have helped promote increased under 1 child-find 
over a number of years.  No new improvement activities were introduced during FFY07/SFY08 because 
existing steps seemed to be achieving the desired results.  The state has other programs to serve 
children seen as at risk at birth due to low birth weight and other factors.  State rules require referral to 
the EI program as  
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well but that sometimes is not done.  While that helps explain the state’s long-term problem in reaching 
infants, there were no changes in that situation that might explain the decline in the number of infants 
coming into the program.  Financial problems are presenting challenges to both families and the state 
but that has not seemed to have impacted child find overall or under 1 child find specifically.   

 
In fact, the program cannot identify anything that explains the decline, particularly since the overall 
caseload continued to increase.  It is possible that FFY06/SFY07 was an anomaly on the high side and 
FFY07/SFY08 was an anomaly on the low side.  The under 1 caseload is a small fraction of the overall 
caseload which increases the impact of oddities in referral patterns.   

 
The program will reinforce its existing efforts and find new ways to reach out to the medical community 
and others with the message of the importance of getting children screened and referred sooner.  

 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
Revisions to the proposed targets have been discussed with the IICEI and are provided below.  As is 
presented elsewhere in this APR, the program is undertaking a Program Integrity Project to promote a 
more uniform administration of eligibility standards and the program’s philosophy.  While we anticipate 
this will result in a decline in new children entering the program through FFY09/SFY10 we do not 
anticipate it having much impact on the number of infants entering.  So, the following revised targets 
mainly reflect a lower starting place than they do the impact of the Program Integrity Project.  Rather, 
we anticipate that renewed effort on reaching the youngest children will increase the proportion of the 
caseload under 1 and the under 1 participation rate.  In addition, a new data sharing effort with the 
Illinois Department of Public Health, described below, will ensure that a known group of infants 
potentially eligible for the program are appropriately referred.  

• FFY 08/SFY 09 – 1.32% of children under 1, approximately 2,421 IFSPs on June 30, 2009 

• FFY 09/SFY 10 – 1.33% of children under 1, approximately 2,420 IFSPs on June 30, 2010 

• FFY 10/SFY 11 – 1.35% of children under 1, approximately 2,472 IFSPs on June 30, 2011 
New Improvement Activity: 
• In FFY08/SFY09, the Early Intervention Program is coordinating efforts with the Illinois 

Department of Public Health to ensure that all infants who are registered in the Illinois Adverse 
Pregnancy Outcomes Reporting System (APORS), a registry of Illinois infants born with adverse 
pregnancy outcomes including birth defects, have been referred to Early Intervention.  Referral 
information is being sent to the Bureau of Early Intervention and is then forwarded to the 
appropriate CFC office.  The CFC office will contact the family if the infant is not already enrolled 
in the program. 
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
  

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 
Illinois utilizes a central client tracking system, Cornerstone.  No activity can take place without a case 
being active in Cornerstone.  Both service coordination agencies (CFCs) and the central office can pull 
reports to track the size and movement of caseloads at any point.  Since January 2002, the program 
has also utilized a standardized monthly reporting system on a series of performance measures, 
including total caseload and participation rate.  Since the beginning of SFY 03 (July 1, 2002), Illinois 
has operated a performance contracting system for CFCs, based on some of the more important 
measures found in the monthly statistical reports.  Participation rates are reported for each CFC each 
month and this is one of the measures that carries performance contacting incentive funding. 
 
The bulk of funding for service coordination is distributed based on average caseloads over a recent 
period.  Incentive funding is also distributed to CFCs that do the best job of limiting the number of 
families that leave intake or IFSP by choice or because we cannot find them.  Other incentives can be 
earned for doing the best job of completing IFSPs within 45-days and by providing the shortest average 
time between referral and initial IFSP.  All of these factors have lead to a heightened awareness of the 
importance of child find, good customer service and, ultimately, to higher participation rates.  For 
instance, the reduction in the average time in intake from almost 80 days to under 30 days has resulted 
in an ongoing increase of approximately 2,000 children receiving IFSP services.   
 
All of these activities are not only shared with CFCs monthly but also with the Illinois Interagency 
Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), as well as in other public forums, as appropriate. As a result of 
this continuous attention to child find and participation rate and reporting on these activities, 
development of the APR only requires summarizing data already collected and distributed for FFY 
07/SFY 08. 
 
During FFY 08/SFY 09 Illinois state finances took a serious downturn.  The situation for FFY 09/SFY 10 
looked significantly worse but program trends pointed to the need for a significant increase in revenues, 
revenues that are not and will not be available.  With the help of the Illinois Interagency Council on 
Early Intervention (IICEI), the program had already taken a series of steps to make the program more 
efficient and effective but those actions were not enough, given the scale of the problem.   
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The only conventional step left to take would be to increase the program eligibility standards.  This is a 
step everyone wants to avoid.  So, the program reviewed program data to identify steps that could be 
taken that would support program principles but also save money.  Data reports found significant 
differences in eligibility determination between different parts of the state.  There also are similar 
differences in the amount of services authorized.  In both instances it does not appear we are seeing 
violations of the letter of program rules and law.  Thus, nothing objectionable will be found in individual 
file reviews.  However, what is happening does violate the spirit of the program.  In too many cases the 
flexibility in the eligibility determination process is being used to get around the stated requirement of a 
30% developmental delay.  In other instances it is clear that case plans are being written in a siloed 
medical model that is costly and burdensome for the family, instead of being written to coach the family 
and maximize the impact of services.     
 
To address this problem and avoid changing eligibility levels, the program will be implementing a new 
monitoring process we are calling System Ombudsman.  This process will use data reports to identify 
where individual areas are performing outside of the average range.  The System Ombudsman make  
 
on-site visits to conduct direct observation of plan development as well as directed file reviews, based 
on data pulls.  The Ombudsman will make recommendations to the local community on changes 
needed to better conform with state norms and the EI program philosophy.  While the Ombudsman will 
make observations based on individual cases, their findings and work will be forward looking.  As the 
name implies, the position will be geared to making system improvement.  They will not attempt to 
impact any individual cases.  
 
Analysis of systemic differences in program administration between CFCs and the creation of a System 
Ombudsman function did not affect the collection of data for this report.  However, we believe what has 
been found has contributed to caseload growth now and in the past.  Also, we believe that 
implementation of the System Ombudsman function will result in a notable reduction in the caseload 
during the later part of FFY08/SFY09 and through FFY09/SFY10.  We have estimated the impact and 
adjusted our goals for the remaining years of the SPP accordingly.  
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Child Find 

 
Indicator 6:  Percent of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs compared to: 

A. Other States with similar eligibility definitions; and  
B. National data. 

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement: 
A. Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs) divided by the (population of 

infants and toddlers birth to 3)] times 100 compared to the same percent calculated for 
other States with similar (narrow, moderate or broad) eligibility definitions. 

 
B. Percent = [(# of infants and toddlers birth to 3 with IFSPs) divided by the (population of 

infants and toddlers birth to 3)] times 100 compared to National data. 
 



APR Template – Part C (4)  Illinois      
 State 
 

Part C State Annual Performance Report for (FFY07) Monitoring Priority____________ – Page 40 
(OMB NO: 1820-0578 / Expiration Date: 12/31/2009) 
[Use this document for the February 2, 2009 Submission] 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

The percentage of all children in Illinois under age 3 served through an IFSP will 
be at least 3.32% on June 30, 2008, approximately 18,020 children. 
 

Actual Target Date for FFY07/SFY08 

2007         
(2007-2008) 

On June 30, 2008, 18,467 children, representing 3.44% of all children in Illinois 
under age 3, received services through an IFPS. 
(18,467/536,149)*100=3.44% 
 

 
Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08: 

Participation Rate Goals 
& Actual Caseloads June 30, 2007

FFY06/SFY 07 
Goal June 30, 2008 

FFY07/SFY 08 
Goal 

Children with IFSPs           17,654             17,593          18,467               18,020
Participation Rate 3.31% 3.24% 3.44% 3.32%
 
On October 31, 2007, Illinois reported 17,489 children under 3 had active IFSPs, equal to a 3.11% 
participation rate. (17,489/536,149*100=3.26%).  That is significantly higher than the 3.11% for the FFY 
06 federal report.  However, October represents a traditional low point for the caseload.  There were 
18,467 open cases of children under 3 on June 30, 2008, representing a participation rate of 3.44% 
(18,467/536,149*100=3.44%).  June 30 is both the end of the fiscal year and the traditional high point 
for the caseload.  Illinois’ targets are set for June 30.  The FFY 07/SFY08 goal of 18,020 was exceeded 
by 447. 
 
This represented a 6.4% increase between federal 618 reports and a 4.2% increase from the end of 
FFY06/SFY 07 to the end of FFY07/SFY 08.  Illinois’ participation rate rank for FFY 06 moved down 
from 14th to 13th.  The FFY07/SFY 08 reported caseload represents a 65.5% increase over five years, 
compared to just 12.5% nationwide. 
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2002 - 2007 Participation Rate Comparisons 

National & Similar Eligibility States 
2002 2006 2007  

STATE 
% of 
Pop. 

  
Rank 

% of 
Pop. 

  
Rank

% of 
Pop. 

  
Rank 

1-Year 
% Change 

5-Year 
% Change

States with Moderately Restrictive Eligibility Criteria 
RHODE ISLAND  3.50 5 4.39 5 4.61 4 5.0% 31.7%
NEW YORK  4.79 3 4.21 6 4.11 6 -2.4% -14.2%
Indiana 3.67 4 3.66 7 3.44 11 -6.0% -6.3%
ILLINOIS  2.00 27 3.11 14 3.31 13 6.4% 65.5%
South Dakota 2.28 22 2.97 16 3.27 15 10.1% 43.4%
PUERTO RICO * 1.59 37 2.85 17 3.25 16 14.0% 104.4%
NEW JERSEY  2.12 24 2.80 18 2.84 19 1.4% 34.0%
KENTUCKY  2.67 13 2.66 28 2.54 24 -4.5% -4.9%
Delaware 3.29 7 2.66 21 2.4 26 -9.8% -27.1%
North Carolina 1.62 36 2.03 30 2.12 31 4.4% 30.6%
Alaska 2.12 24 1.96 34 1.94 33 -1.0% -8.5%
Colorado 1.45 39 1.92 36 1.92 34 0.0% 32.4%
Minnesota 1.72 34 1.70 42 1.83 38 7.6% 6.4%
Louisiana 1.25 47 1.31 49 1.78 41 35.9% 42.4%
Moderate States #       2.89         2.90        2.99 3.0% 3.5%
Nationwide ^      2.24      2.43     2.52 3.7% 12.5%
* Puerto Rico rate and ranking estimated for 2002. OSEP tables did not include population 
estimates for Puerto Rico. 2002 sub-total Excludes Puerto Rico. 
^ Totals excluding children classified as eligible because they are at-risk 
# For states listed as moderately restrictive in that year. 
 

Between June 30, 2007 and June 30, 2008, 16 of 25 CFC 
caseloads saw caseload increases.  All 25 have experienced 
increases in the last six years.  Cook County, the collar counties and 
downstate areas all grew during FFY07/SFY08.  Over the last six 
years, the most substantial growth has taken place in Cook County.  
The downstate participation rate was slightly higher than Cook 
County.  The collar county participation rate remains the lowest. 
 
NOTE: CFC counts include the small number of cases open over 
age 3 for up to 30 days to facilitate final closing.  No ongoing 
services can be paid for by EI.  Participation rates are calculated 
based on births, instead of population estimates because population 
estimates are not available to the necessary level. 

Participation Rate History 
% of Children < 3 Served 
  
December 1, 2002            2.00  
June 30, 2003            2.27  
December 1, 2003            2.66  
June 30, 2004            2.78  
December 1, 2004            2.82  
June 30, 2005            3.07  
December 1, 2005            3.00  
June 30, 2006            3.09  
Oct. 31, 2006            3.11  
June 30, 2007            3.31  
Oct. 31, 2007            3.26  
June 30, 2008            3.44  
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Participation Rate History 

By CFC & Region 

CFC # & Name 
End of  
SFY 02 

End of  
SFY 03 

End of 
SFY 04

End of 
SFY 05

End of 
SFY 06

End of 
SFY 07

End of  
SFY 08 Rank 

FY 08 
% Change

6 Year 
Change

 #1 ROCKFORD  2.53% 2.86% 3.38% 3.43% 3.26% 3.33% 3.76% 7 12.9% 48.6%
#2 LAKE COUNTY 1.90% 2.03% 2.61% 2.75% 2.72% 2.57% 2.85% 24 10.9% 50.0%
 #3 FREEPORT  2.76% 2.86% 3.34% 3.76% 3.49% 3.80% 3.45% 13 -9.2% 25.0%
#4 KANE-KENDALL 1.78% 2.15% 2.77% 3.06% 2.86% 3.03% 3.07% 21 1.3% 72.5%
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY 1.76% 1.95% 2.73% 2.92% 3.11% 3.24% 3.16% 20 -2.5% 79.5%
 #6 N. SUBURBS  1.58% 1.92% 2.60% 2.90% 3.25% 3.62% 4.01% 4 10.8% 153.8%
 #7 W. SUBURBS  2.17% 2.30% 2.87% 3.09% 3.43% 3.66% 3.84% 5 4.9% 77.0%
 #8 SW CHICAGO  2.12% 2.38% 2.86% 3.19% 3.20% 3.27% 3.43% 14 4.9% 61.8%
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO  1.93% 2.28% 2.71% 2.73% 3.11% 3.71% 3.65% 8 -1.6% 89.1%
 #10 SE CHICAGO  1.98% 2.32% 2.75% 2.99% 3.15% 3.22% 3.03% 23 -5.9% 53.0%
 #11 N. CHICAGO  1.43% 1.79% 2.28% 2.49% 2.75% 2.98% 3.31% 18 11.1% 131.5%
 #12 S. SUBURBS  2.10% 2.50% 3.23% 3.37% 3.19% 3.33% 3.40% 16 2.1% 61.9%
 #13 MACOMB  1.88% 2.32% 2.33% 2.71% 3.11% 3.48% 3.26% 19 -6.3% 73.4%
 #14 PEORIA  2.03% 2.11% 2.40% 2.76% 2.90% 3.30% 3.55% 10 7.6% 74.9%
#15 JOLIET 2.21% 2.41% 3.07% 3.37% 3.36% 3.25% 3.53% 12 8.6% 59.7%
 #16 BLOOMINGTON  1.79% 2.24% 2.41% 2.79% 2.91% 2.95% 3.42% 15 15.9% 91.1%
 #17 QUINCY  2.51% 2.71% 2.63% 2.66% 2.81% 3.75% 3.55% 10 -5.3% 41.4%
 #18 SPRINGFIELD  2.65% 3.14% 3.24% 3.46% 3.49% 3.54% 3.78% 6 6.8% 42.6%
 #19 DECATUR  2.51% 2.49% 3.02% 3.06% 3.32% 3.70% 3.32% 17 -10.3% 32.3%
 #20 EFFINGHAM  3.52% 3.46% 4.02% 4.35% 4.47% 4.67% 4.51% 2 -3.4% 28.1%
 #21 BELLEVILLE  1.80% 1.86% 2.26% 2.48% 2.55% 2.57% 2.74% 25 6.6% 52.2%
 #22 CENTRALIA  3.99% 4.03% 3.90% 4.36% 4.20% 4.46% 4.42% 3 -0.9% 10.8%
 #23 NORRIS CITY  4.58% 6.19% 6.44% 7.82% 6.91% 6.98% 7.95% 1 13.9% 73.6%
 #24 CARBONDALE  2.59% 1.82% 2.30% 3.03% 3.04% 2.80% 3.04% 22 8.6% 17.4%
#25 MCHENRY CO. 2.08% 2.49% 3.67% 3.45% 3.17% 3.12% 3.61% 9 15.7% 73.6%
 Statewide  2.04% 2.30% 2.84% 3.07% 3.13% 3.30% 3.44%  4.5% 69.1%
 Cook (6-12)  1.81% 2.14% 2.68% 2.89% 3.10% 3.35% 3.52%  5.1% 94.5%
 Collar (2, 4, 5, 15, 25)  1.93% 2.16% 2.87% 3.06% 3.05% 3.05% 3.21%  5.2% 66.3%
 Downstate (Others)  2.54% 2.75% 3.06% 3.38% 3.26% 3.46% 3.58%  3.5% 41.0%
Notes: 1) Rates inflated about 1.25% due to inclusion of children over 36 months but less than 37 months, 
waiting for transition process to be finalized,  
2) Review of case counting methodology found that approximately 1.5% of the caseload was being excluded 
inappropriately as duplicates prior to end of FY 04. 
 
The program’s front door, represented by referrals continued to grow steadily through FFY07/ SFY08.   
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Early Intervention Average Monthly Referrals
12-Month Moving Average 
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Since EI only has an average case for around 14 months, closings normally rise and fall in sync with 
openings but lag perhaps a year behind.  During FFY 05/SFY 06, growth in new case openings was 
slowed, which produced a relatively flat number of case closings in FFY 06/SFY 07.  It was anticipated 
the gap between openings and closings would narrow during FFY07/SFY08 but it remained almost 
constant. 
 

Average New Opened & Closed IFSPs
12-Month Moving Average
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The Early Intervention program experiences a distinct seasonal pattern.  In most years the caseload is 
flat during the first half of the year and there then is a spurt between February and June.  In the second 
half of FFY08/SFY09 and FFY09/SFY10 the program will be implementing a Program Integrity Project, 
discussed previously.  It is anticipate that this project will depress the caseload marginally but 
noticeably for a year by reducing the proportion of referrals found eligible.  This impact should be fully 
realized in 12-14 months, after which a return to modest caseload growth is anticipated.    
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Early Intervention Individual Family Service Plans (IFSPs)
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
Caseload growth exceeded expectation.  The program did not introduce any new activities to increase 
child find and retention but continued to promote and refine its successful activities, including the 
performance contracting framework that rewards successful child find activities.  There was an 
expectation that growth in referrals would slow but it remained strong.  In addition, growth in case 
closings was not as great as anticipated, due primarily to subtle changes in the age mix of the 
caseload.   
 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
Illinois has experienced almost interrupted caseload growth since January 2002.  This can be tied back 
to the creation of a strong system of incentives that encourage and support child find.  However, at 
least two factors have led Illinois to develop a new monitoring process to make sure the program is 
being administered uniformly statewide and in conformity with the philosophy of the program.  First, the 
program grew by 65.5% in six years and it is reasonable to ask all that growth is reasonable.  Second, 
Illinois is experiencing serious financial problems.  It is not possible to continue to support rapid 
program growth if it cannot be justified.  A third underlying issue related to state finances is the desire of 
the whole EI community to avoid changing eligibility standards.  We would rather make sure we are 
only bringing in truly qualified and needy kids under the current system than make a change that would 
force us to deny services to kids who need them. 
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It is anticipated that the Program Integrity Project will result in a marginal but noticeable reduction in 
new initial IFSPs for 12-14 months.  As a result, caseload targets are being adjusted as follows: 
 

2008 
(2008-2009) 

The percentage of all children in Illinois under age 3 served through an IFSP 
will be at least 3.38% on June 30, 2009, approximately 18,339 children.  (No 
change is recommended for this target.) 
 

2009 
(2009-2010) 

 

The percentage of all children in Illinois under age 3 served through an IFSP 
will be at least 3.37% on June 30, 2010, approximately 18,020 children. 

2010 
(2010-2011) 

 

The percentage of all children in Illinois under age 3 served through an IFSP 
will be at least 3.43% on June 30, 2011, approximately 18,296 children. 
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 
Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 
Since January 2002, Illinois has taken an aggressive approach to the measurement and reporting of 
the timeliness of eligibility determination, particularly compliance with the 45-day rule.  Since that time, 
performance has been reported monthly on the proportion of intake over 45 days, the proportion over 
75 days, the proportion of new IFSPs initiated within 45 days, and the average number of days between 
referral and initial IFSP date.  Although few cases go past 75 days, each month we continue to report it 
because we find most of these cases are data entry or system errors.  Generally, most of the necessary 
work has been completed but some step was missed.  This is an extra check to make sure cases do 
not slip through the cracks. 
 
Several of these measures are part of the program’s performance contracting system for which service 
coordination agencies can earn incentive funding or for which they can be penalized if they fail to meet 
minimum standards.  Performance has periodically been posted on the program website and is 
reported regularly to the IICEI.   
 
This ongoing reporting process forms the basis for most APR report development.  In addition, the 
program now has a reporting element that requires the assignment of the reason a case took more than 
45 days to start an IFSP: CFC, family or provider.  That later addition has been used to factor out 
instances where it took more than 45 days to initiate an IFSP due to family reasons.  However, the 
programs ongoing reporting does not make that distinction because experience has demonstrated that 
such an exception takes the pressure off and delays for any reason are detrimental to children.  
Therefore, some of the analysis that follows also shows performance including delays for family 
reasons.  
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Child Find 
 
Indicator 7: Percent of eligible infants and toddlers with IFSPs for whom an evaluation and 
assessment and an initial IFSP meeting were conducted within Part C’s 45-day timeline. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
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Measurement:  
Percent = [(# of eligible infants and toddlers with IFSPs for whom an evaluation and 
assessment and an initial IFSP meeting was conducted within Part C’s 45-day timeline) 
divided by the (# of eligible infants and toddlers evaluated and assessed)] times 100.   
Account for untimely evaluations. 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

All new IFSPs will be initiated within 45 days of referral. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08 

2007 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 

On June 30, 2008, 99.43% of IFSP were initiated within 45 days of referral. 
(16,881/16,982) *100=99.43% 

 
Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08: 

Measure 
FFY 06/SFY07 

Actual 
FFY 06/SFY07 

Goal 
FFY 07/SFY08 

Actual 
FFY 07/SFY08 

Goal 
Plans Initiated within 45 Days 99.03% 100.00% 99.43% 100.00%
 
NOTE: Illinois utilizes its Cornerstone data system to measure every the time in intake of every child.  
All of the tables utilized in this indicator reflect 100% of all cases going through the intake process.  
However, for purposes of identifying non-compliance, and informing service coordination agencies of 
non-compliance in writing, we utilize performance for the month of April.  Also, in the tables below, the 
first table showing the distribution of reasons for going past 45 days excludes reenrollments.  The 
history tables that follow include reenrollments.  That is why the percent within 45 days is slightly higher 
in the history tables. 
 
During FFY 07/SFY 08 Illinois continued to reduce the number of instances where it took more than 45 
days to initiate an IFSP.  For the year 349 of 17,234 new initial IFSPs took more than 45 days, 
compared to 555 in the previous year.  Of that total 252 were delayed due to family reasons and 97 
were for system reasons. A total of 97.95% of cases were started within 45 days overall 
(16,881/17,234).  Removing delays for family reasons, 99.43% of new IFSPS were initiated within 
45 days (16,881/16,982).    
 
Federal rules allow states to remove family delays from the calculation of service delay performance.  
So, we report performance for the year based on a federal definition, which excludes cases delayed for 
family reasons.  However, Illinois includes delays for family reasons as part of a state definition.  
Analysis is included for each definition on both the statewide and local levels. 
 
For the year all of the three larger geographic groupings (Cook, collar counties and downstate) 
completed more than 95% of cases within 45 days, even by the state definition.  Downstate continued 
to experience more problems than the other two areas.  Only four CFCs completed less than 95% of 
initial IFSPs within 45 days, with 92.68% being the lowest for the year.  Excluding family delays, every 
CFC finished more than 95% of cases within 45 days.  The 96.12% for the 
Bloomington/Danville/Champaign area was the lowest.  Eight CFCs completed FFY07/SFY08 with no 
case going over 45 days for a system reason.    
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With such small numbers, most delays were created by unusual situations in the individual case or 
short-term problems for an individual Service Coordinator or provider.  Another contributing factor can 
be problems identifying enough providers. For instance, the Freeport and Kane (CFC 3) & Kendall 
county (CFC 4) areas each has experienced significant problems identifying enough providers. 
Similarly, CFC staff vacancies can create problems.  That has been a problem for CFC 21 (Metro. East 
St. Louis) CFC 4 is in a rapidly growing suburban area and CFC 3 has problems in more rural areas 
that create coordination challenges.   
 
 

FFY 07/SFY 08 IFSPs Initiated* Within 45 Days 
Reasons for Delay 

CFC # & Name Total * 
Not 

Delayed
CFC 

Delay
Family
Delay

Provider
Delay On Time 

On Time Less
Family Delay 

 #1 ROCKFORD        594        589         1        4           - 99.16% 99.83%
#2 LAKE COUNTY       820        815         3        1           1 99.39% 99.51%
 #3 FREEPORT        297        285         2        6           4 95.96% 97.94%
#4 KANE-KENDALL       850        798         4      38         10 93.88% 98.28%
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY    1,186     1,180         2        3           - 99.49% 99.83%
 #6 N. SUBURBS     1,487     1,476         4        3           2 99.26% 99.60%
 #7 W. SUBURBS        888        884         1        2           1 99.55% 99.77%
 #8 SW CHICAGO        712        710         -        2           - 99.72% 100.00%
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO        882        882         -        -           - 100.00% 100.00%
 #10 SE CHICAGO        666        664         1        1           - 99.70% 99.85%
 #11 N. CHICAGO     1,941     1,859         5      71           6 95.78% 99.41%
 #12 S. SUBURBS     1,000        999         -        1           - 99.90% 100.00%
 #13 MACOMB        363        357         -        4           1 98.35% 99.72%
 #14 PEORIA        571        533         -      32           6 93.35% 98.89%
#15 JOLIET    1,340     1,318         8        9           5 98.36% 99.02%
 #16 BLOOMINGTON        615        570         9      22         14 92.68% 96.12%
 #17 QUINCY        217        216         -        1           - 99.54% 100.00%
 #18 SPRINGFIELD        304        296         2        6           - 97.37% 99.33%
 #19 DECATUR        312        312         -        -           - 100.00% 100.00%
 #20 EFFINGHAM        394        394         -        -           - 100.00% 100.00%
 #21 BELLEVILLE        624        586         1      36           1 93.91% 99.66%
 #22 CENTRALIA        355        353         -        2           - 99.44% 100.00%
 #23 NORRIS CITY        201        197         1        3           - 98.01% 99.49%
 #24 CARBONDALE        156        155         -        1           - 99.36% 100.00%
#25 MCHENRY CO.       459        453         1        4           1 98.69% 99.56%
Statewide  17,234    16,881         45      252          52  97.95% 99.43%
% of Total 100.0% 97.95% 0.26% 1.46% 0.30%  
 Cook County (6-12)     7,576      7,474         11       80             9  98.65% 99.73%
 Collar (2, 4, 5, 15, 25)     4,655      4,564         18       55           17  98.05% 99.24%
 Downstate (All Others)     5,003      4,843         16      117          26  96.80% 99.14%

*  Table does not include reenrollments. Except for average days to initial IFSP, all other tables include
reenrollments.  Most reenrollments take only a few days and almost never more than 45 days. 
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The sharp improvement in 45-day rule compliance can be traced back to the introduction of regular 
monthly reporting initiated in January 2002 and the related introduction of performance contracting 
effective July 1, 2002.  This was reinforced by the insistence of the program that it would not consider 
delays for family reason any differently than other delays.  In addition, once the ongoing number of 
cases over 45 days fell below 100 the program introduced periodic reports of cases that appeared to be 
over 45 days.  This allowed agencies to further refine their processes and to learn about cases that 
appeared over 45 days due to data errors. 

 

 
Immediately after regular monthly reporting was introduced and the outline of performance contracting 
was introduced, the percentage of IFSPs initiated within 45 days began to improve.  Only 31.3% of 
IFSPs started within the mandated timeframe in SFY 02 and three CFCs completed less than 20% of 
IFSPs on time. There was a dramatic improvement in SFY 03 but more than 20% of IFSPs still took 
more than 45 days.  In SFY 04, the program initiated more than 90% of IFSPs within 45 days for the 
first time.  That was also the first year in which individual CFCs completed 100% of IFSPs within 45 
days.  In FFY 07/SFY 08 only three CFCs completed less than 99% of initial IFSPs within 45 days, 
excluding family delays.  

Illinois Early Intervention Program Monthly 45-Day Compliance
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IFSPs Completed Within 45 Days 

By CFC & Region, Not Excluding Family Delays 
CFC # & Name SFY02 SFY03 SFY04 SFY05 SFY06 SFY07 SFY08 Rank 
 #1 ROCKFORD  34.5% 74.7% 89.5% 95.7% 98.0% 98.5% 98.7% 17
#2 LAKE COUNTY 11.9% 72.1% 91.7% 97.7% 99.1% 99.2% 99.6% 9
 #3 FREEPORT  30.0% 65.9% 85.0% 90.4% 93.5% 95.0% 96.4% 20
#4 KANE-KENDALL 20.1% 71.7% 85.1% 93.5% 91.2% 92.4% 94.3% 25
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY 33.2% 87.5% 97.2% 99.2% 99.1% 99.6% 99.6% 11
 #6 N. SUBURBS  17.0% 88.6% 96.2% 97.4% 97.6% 99.1% 99.6% 10
 #7 W. SUBURBS  41.4% 68.1% 94.4% 97.7% 99.3% 99.4% 99.9% 5
 #8 SW CHICAGO  44.5% 98.7% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 99.9% 99.9% 6
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO  42.1% 93.0% 100.0% 99.7% 99.9% 99.7% 99.8% 8
 #10 SE CHICAGO  30.0% 93.5% 98.3% 98.4% 99.1% 100.0% 99.9% 7
 #11 N. CHICAGO  34.3% 81.2% 90.7% 92.5% 91.3% 91.2% 96.4% 21
 #12 S. SUBURBS  28.2% 73.7% 89.0% 98.2% 99.8% 99.9% 100.0% 1
 #13 MACOMB  32.3% 83.0% 89.6% 92.0% 96.3% 98.7% 99.2% 13
 #14 PEORIA  26.6% 69.9% 77.7% 90.1% 93.9% 94.6% 94.6% 22
#15 JOLIET 35.9% 70.2% 76.1% 92.7% 93.4% 98.5% 99.0% 14
 #16 BLOOMINGTON  19.3% 70.5% 76.4% 76.6% 92.9% 92.7% 94.5% 23
 #17 QUINCY  31.0% 63.4% 90.8% 93.8% 98.4% 100.0% 100.0% 1
 #18 SPRINGFIELD  37.3% 77.1% 89.7% 93.2% 95.8% 97.8% 97.8% 19
 #19 DECATUR  44.3% 93.9% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 1
 #20 EFFINGHAM  38.1% 90.9% 95.6% 98.0% 97.3% 93.5% 100.0% 1
 #21 BELLEVILLE  33.6% 69.1% 88.6% 91.1% 93.1% 91.7% 94.4% 24
 #22 CENTRALIA  25.8% 79.3% 93.4% 95.7% 96.7% 99.2% 99.2% 12
 #23 NORRIS CITY  31.1% 79.6% 86.4% 87.0% 94.1% 99.0% 98.7% 18
 #24 CARBONDALE  35.0% 70.7% 96.3% 90.4% 97.5% 98.6% 98.8% 15
#25 MCHENRY CO. 40.7% 82.0% 92.1% 94.9% 97.5% 99.5% 98.8% 16
Total 31.3% 79.4% 90.9% 95.0% 96.4% 97.2% 98.3% 
 Super Regions          
Cook - 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11 & 12 33.0% 84.3% 94.6% 97.0% 97.3% 97.6% 98.9% 
Collar - 2, 25, 4, 5, 15 28.2% 76.2% 88.1% 95.7% 95.9% 97.9% 98.4% 
Balance of the State 31.9% 75.7% 88.2% 91.3% 95.6% 96.2% 97.3% 

 
The average time it takes to move children from referral to IFSP is not a federal measure.  However, 
the 45-day principle is based, at least in part, on the same principles that guide Early Intervention in 
general.  The sooner you get to a child the better.  If 45 days is good then fewer than 45 days would be 
better.  The program also views it as a measure of customer service.  The sooner a family can get an 
answer the better.  Including the average time to IFSP as a performance contracting incentive measure 
reinforces the importance of the 45-day rule and assures that the process does not uniformly complete 
eligibility determinations in 40-45 days when they can be finished sooner.  

 
In SFY 02, when reporting and performance contracting were introduced, all 25 CFCs averaged more 
than 45 days to process IFSPs.  The best performer was CFC 19 (Decatur) in 48.94 days.  The high 
was CFC 6 (Northern Cook County) at 87.36 days.  The statewide average was 65.3 days.  It would 
have been worse but reforms were introduced in the middle of the year and they had an immediate 
positive impact.  The next year, with performance contracting in place, only one CFC averaged more 
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than 45 days and the statewide average fell to 35.88 days.  The average has continued to fall and was 
27.21 days for FFY 07/SFY 08, as each individual CFC has found ways to fine-tune their systems to 
improve the eligibility determination process.  

 
Average Time (Days) in Intake 

By CFC & Region 
 

CFC # & Name SFY02 SFY03 SFY04 SFY05 SFY06 SFY07 SFY08 Rank 
 #1 ROCKFORD     65.52     39.27    35.51    32.46    29.59    26.61    27.96  10
#2 LAKE COUNTY    87.30     47.16    33.69    30.82    32.15    30.17    27.47  9
 #3 FREEPORT     64.70     43.53    35.71    32.47    32.15    31.90    29.71  14
#4 KANE-KENDALL    78.03     37.66    38.41    32.83    34.96    34.59    34.04  25
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY    76.30     33.32    33.90    33.48    34.45    33.53    33.39  23
 #6 N. SUBURBS     87.36     38.41    34.40    30.29    31.38    29.14    29.48  12
 #7 W. SUBURBS     53.53     37.84    30.90    26.53    27.99    25.67    24.48  6
 #8 SW CHICAGO     57.45     28.44    21.11    18.00    17.61    16.89    17.27  2
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO     59.10     28.11    25.66    26.04    24.17    21.98    21.65  4
 #10 SE CHICAGO     79.74     20.14    20.65    16.33    16.56    17.12    15.29  1
 #11 N. CHICAGO     56.78     35.12    31.60    29.91    31.22    31.40    29.89  17
 #12 S. SUBURBS     62.94     35.51    32.15    24.14    21.98    20.95    22.92  5
 #13 MACOMB     55.23     35.83    35.91    33.58    29.23    28.53    29.20  11
 #14 PEORIA     64.56     44.03    39.91    34.14    30.76    29.45    29.74  15
#15 JOLIET    59.46     39.45    39.81    31.34    33.36    22.68    20.84  3
 #16 BLOOMINGTON     64.22     41.69    38.76    37.34    29.34    31.95    29.98  18
 #17 QUINCY     55.04     40.80    34.25    32.74    31.14    29.46    29.83  16
 #18 SPRINGFIELD     58.41     40.76    38.70    34.45    31.26    30.22    31.05  20
 #19 DECATUR     48.94     30.23    30.00    28.21    29.12    26.65    24.91  7
 #20 EFFINGHAM     57.51     35.11    32.73    33.04    33.84    33.80    31.19  21
 #21 BELLEVILLE     52.94     41.70    38.01    36.62    36.21    35.67    32.30  22
 #22 CENTRALIA     59.87     37.23    32.45    28.72    26.83    24.72    26.56  8
 #23 NORRIS CITY     51.82     38.32    36.91    36.21    33.48    29.68    30.70  19
 #24 CARBONDALE     57.43     41.58    35.08    34.82    33.24    32.66    33.73  24
#25 MCHENRY CO.    57.13     39.13    33.63    30.39    30.19    28.86    29.51  13
         
 Statewide  65.3 35.88 33.07 29.78 29.54 27.70 27.21 
 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
During FFY 07/SFY 08 Illinois’ EI program continued its aggressive approach of treating all instances 
where it takes more than 45 days to initiate an IFSP the same, even if for family reasons.  This creates 
a heightened sense of the importance of getting families answers on eligibility as quickly as possible in 
all situations and the need to find ways around problems.  Even where there are family issues CFCs 
are encouraged to help families overcome their problems.  There also is a protection from closing 
cases just to avoid going over 45 days due to problems because there also is a performance 
contracting element based on which CFCs do the best job of limiting terminations from intake due to 
family reasons.  This framework has created a continuous quality improvement environment that 
encourages all CFCs to find new ways to make the eligibility determination process work better for all 
families. 
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Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY 2007-2010/SFY 2008-2011 
No changes in targets, improvement activities or timelines are proposed through the remainder of the 
SPP period. 
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 
In early 2002, the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI) placed particular emphasis 
on improving the transition process.  They have received regular reports on transition performance, 
similar to the measure used in OSEP’s focused monitoring, since that time.  The same measure has 
been included in the program’s performance contracting system since its inception.  After performance 
seemed to level out at the end of SFY 04/FFY 03, new steps were introduced based on public input.  A 
new set of termination codes was introduced to help the program better understand why cases were 
being closed without special education eligibility being determined.  Also, a new transition tracking form 
was introduced to help the program get better feedback from school districts.  All of these efforts have 
helped inform the development of the State Performance Plan and have impacted performance.  
 
For the question of transition steps being in each IFSP, the program increased emphasis on this 
requirement in training and the IFSP itself now includes language that indicates the family 
acknowledges that transition steps were part of the process, even with the initial IFSP.  The 
modification to the IFSP demonstrates 100% compliance.   
 
As for documentation of the transfer of child find data to the LEA, we have placed increased emphasis 
on fine-tuning our data sharing process with the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE).  During FFY 
06/SFY 07, ISBE phased in its transfer process.  This data sharing process was in place for all of 
FFY07/SFY08 and ensures that each LEA is informed about every child who is ready to age-out.  ISBE 
also receives a matrix of the number of children enrolled by age cohort for each school district each 
month and a list of children terminating from EI with information similar to what they receive on the child 
find lists.  The matrix can be used to aid in local planning.  The termination lists help ISBE follow-up 
quickly with school districts on those cases where EI indicates SE eligibility was not determined.   
  
Although there are processes in place to ensure 100% compliance with the development of steps and 
with the transfer of information to LEAs, the program also requires CFCs to record the date on which 
these steps took place in our Cornerstone data system.  While this is a duplicate check on these 
requirements the program considers them very important.  To emphasize that point we report on the 
level of Cornerstone documentation in this report.  Poor documentation by individual CFCs will be 
follow-up on and technical assistance will be provided. 
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The program does not have a means of assuring 100% compliance with transition meetings statewide.  
If eligibility was determined, even if transition meeting dates were not entered into Cornerstone, it 
demonstrates that a transition meeting was held.  If eligibility was not determined compliance will 
depend on dates being entered into Cornerstone.  During the latter months of FFY 06/FFY 07, the 
program incorporated recording of transition meetings held into its monthly statewide and CFC level 
statistical reports.  This measure is very strict.  It only counts specific events recorded.  If SE eligibility 
was determined but a meeting was not recorded it is not counted.  Effective with third quarter of 
FFY07/SFY08, the proportion of transition meetings held for children exiting the program at age 3 
became one of the 10 measures for which incentive funding is granted to the top 12 performing CFCs 
each quarter.  The proportion of children who have SE eligibility determined when they leave the 
program at age 3 also remains a measure that carries incentive funding.  
  
Incentive funding provides a positive reward to agencies that perform well.  There are also negative 
consequences to doing poorly in the transition process relative to the rest of the state.  Local  
determinations are set based on a scorecard.  A CFC receives a point if their average rank for all 10 
incentive measures overall puts them in the bottom five of 25, indicating weak performance overall.  
Two of the 10 measures relate to transition.  Reflecting the IICEI’s special concern about transition and 
concern about poor performance and limited improvement relative to other measures, the bottom five 
CFCs in terms of recording transition meetings are given another negative mark against them.  A CFC 
can receive no more than one point to be determined in substantial compliance.  A score of four or 
more puts them in the lowest group. 
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / Effective Transition 

 
Indicator 8:  Percent of all children exiting Part C who received timely transition planning to support the 
child’s transition to preschool and other appropriate community services by their third birthday 
including: 
A. IFSPs with transition steps and services; 
B. Notification to LEA, if child potentially eligible for Part B; and 
C. Transition conference, if child potentially eligible for Part B. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement:  
A. Percent = [(# of children exiting Part C who have an IFSP with transition steps and 

services) divided by the (# of children exiting Part C)] times 100. 
B. Percent = [(# of children exiting Part C and potentially eligible for Part B where 

notification to the LEA occurred) divided by the (# of children exiting Part C who were 
potentially eligible for Part B)] times 100. 

C. Percent = [(# of children exiting Part C and potentially eligible for Part B where the 
transition conference occurred) divided by the (# of children exiting Part C who were 
potentially eligible for Part B)] times 100. 
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FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

A. 100 percent of children leaving Part C will have transition steps and 
services in their IFSP. 

B. The LEAs will have been notified of 100 percent of the children exiting 
Part C that are potentially eligibility for Part B. 

C. A transition conference will be held for 100 percent of the children who 
leave the Part C program at age 3 and whose families have consented 
to participate in a meeting. 

 
Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08 

2007 
(7/1/07- 6/30/08) 

A. 100 percent of the children leaving Part C have transition steps and 
services in their IFSP.  (Compliance due to specific IFSP requirements.  
[(16,805/16,805)*100]=100% 

B. 100 percent of the children exiting Part C, LEAs have been notified that 
the children are potentially eligible for Part B.  
[(12,546/12546)*100]=100%  

C. 97.4% of the children who leave the Part C program at age 3 whose 
families have consented to participate in a meeting, a transition 
conference was held. [(8,747/8,976)*100]=97.4% 
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Actual Target Data for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
FFY 07/SFY 08 Transition Performance 

Documented Within Cornerstone Data System 
Indicator 8a.: Transition Steps = 100% Compliance due to specific IFSP requirements 

NOTE: Every IFSP signed by a family, including the first one includes language that indicates transition steps were discussed. This 
documents 100% compliance with this requirement but the program also requires documentation in Cornerstone.  That documentation is 
measured below. 

All 
Terminations 

Transition 
Steps 

% With 
Steps 

State Totals 16,805        11,461 68.2%  

Indicator 8b. : Referrals Made LEA = 100% Compliance through data sharing agreement 

NOTE: Illinois assures 100% of all children who reach age 3 have been referred to the LEA through an electronic data sharing agreement 
with Part B/Illinois Board of Education.  The data below represents a secondary documentation system within the Cornerstone data system. 

Terminations 
Past 30 Months 

Not SE 
Eligible 

Potentially 
Eligible Referrals 

% With 
Referral 

Potentially Eligible 
Excluding  

Family Delay 
Adj. Referrals
Documented 

State Totals 12,546 2,163         10,383       8,795 84.7%              9,301 94.6% 

Indicator 8c. : Transition Meetings Held = 97.4% Compliance 

Terminations 
Past 30 Months 

Not SE 
Eligible 

Potentially 
Eligible Referrals 

% With 
Referral 

Potentially Eligible 
Excluding  

Family Delay 
Adj. Referrals
Documented  

State Totals 12,546 2,163         10,383       8,747 84.2%              8,976 97.4% 
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Transition Steps - Indicator 8a 
All four findings of uncorrected noncompliance noted in the FFY06 Illinois APR were identified and 
documented through the program’s monitoring process.  Documentation of correction of noncompliance 
was made during the subsequent annual monitoring visit in which it was identified that there is evidence 
that the previous fiscal year corrective action plan has been implemented and continues to address 
areas of violation. 
 
Each IFSP in Illinois includes language that indicates transition steps have been developed and 
discussed during the IFSP meeting.  Field staff and providers have been trained that this is a required 
element of the IFSP process.  By signing an IFSP the family certifies that this took place.  Thus, 
the state starts with the assumption that this has been done in 100% of cases.  However, there 
are several means of follow-up.  The most complete of these is noting that steps have been developed 
in Cornerstone.  Specific steps are to be written into the IFSP and reside in Cornerstone but in a text 
format that cannot be queried systematically.   
 
During the report year, the number of case closures for which documentation of transition steps could 
be verified in Cornerstone was 68.2%, slightly improvement from the 66.6% documented in 
FFY06/SFY07.  Both the number of cases with referrals and the number of meetings held improved.  
However, the high number of cases that close without this secondary form of documentation of the 
transition is a concern.  The program has put a great deal of effort into improving the transition process, 
both at the state and local levels.  The concern is that this lack of documentation may reflect a lack of 
commitment to the process, particularly early in a case.  
 
Eventually the Cornerstone system will be rewritten to allow us to directly query transition steps but that 
is several years off.  In the meantime the program will study a better way to document that transition 
steps have been included in plans. In addition to steps to improve compliance and reporting centrally, 
the program also reviews case records for documentation of transition steps through its monitoring 
system. 
 
The greatest issues with transition in general, and specifically with documentation of steps in 
Cornerstone, continues to be in Chicago.  Chicago lags far behind the rest of the state.  For the 
reporting year they documented that just 51.8% of cases has transition steps at closing, compared to 
68.2% statewide.  The best performance is in the Cook suburbs at 80.0%. 
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FFY 07/SFY 08 Transition Meetings Held by Area 

Documented with Cornerstone Data System 
 All Eligibility Steps Transition % w/Transition  
CFC # & Name Terminations Determined Documented Steps Steps Rank
 #1 ROCKFORD               525               298               60               358  68.2%       12 
#2 LAKE COUNTY              760               414             206               620  81.6%         4 
 #3 FREEPORT               321               147               52               199  62.0%       18 
#4 KANE-KENDALL              875               454             158               612  69.9%       10 
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY           1,228               707             227               934  76.1%         5 
 #6 N  SUBURBS            1,355               789             360            1,149  84.8%         3 
 #7 W  SUBURBS               873               510             348               858  98.3%         2 
 #8 SW CHICAGO               668               226             223               449  67.2%       13 
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO               877               227             221               448  51.1%       24 
 #10 SE CHICAGO               750               173               78               251  33.5%       25 
 #11 N CHICAGO            1,724               487             448               935  54.2%       23 
 #12 S. SUBURBS            1,033               475             128               603  58.4%       20 
 #13 MACOMB              395               203               53               256  64.8%       16 
 #14 PEORIA               539               282             249               531  98.5%         1 
#15 JOLIET           1,303               649             224               873  67.0%       15 
 #16 BLOOMINGTON               549               292               76               368  67.0%       14 
 #17 QUINCY               227               100               34               134  59.0%       19 
 #18 SPRINGFIELD               301               164               45               209  69.4%       11 
 #19 DECATUR               346               151             109               260  75.1%         6 
 #20 EFFINGHAM               435               205               44               249  57.2%       21 
 #21 BELLEVILLE               605               314             110               424  70.1%         9 
 #22 CENTRALIA               354               197               29               226  63.8%       17 
 #23 NORRIS CITY               191                 98               38               136  71.2%         7 
 #24 CARBONDALE               154                 60               26                 86  55.8%       22 
#25 MCHENRY CO.              417               248               45               293  70.3%         8 
Statewide          16,805             7,870          3,591          11,461 68.2%  
Chicago           4,019             1,113             970            2,083  51.8%  
Suburban Cook           3,261             1,774             836            2,610  80.0%  
Collar Counties           4,583             2,472             860            3,332  72.7%  
Downstate           4,942             2,511             925            3,436  69.5%  
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Referral to LEA - Indicator 8b 
All 13 findings of noncompliance noted in the FFY06 Illinois APR were identified based upon system data.  
As noted below under Referral to LEA – Indicator 8b, strategies have been implemented statewide that 
ensures that all children who reach 30 months of age or who start EI services after that ages are made 
known to the Local Education Agency as a results of full implementation of a data sharing agreement with 
Part B/Illinois State Board of Education.  As a result, all findings of noncompliance regarding this notification 
have been corrected. 
 
During all of FFY07/SFY08 Illinois utilized the data sharing agreement with Part B/Illinois State Board 
of Education to assure that every child who reached 30 months of age or who started EI services 
after that age were made known to the Local Education Agency.  Since this data sharing process is 
universal, it is possible to assure that 100% of children are referred to their LEA for transition.  This process 
actually starts as soon as a child reaches 27 months of age.  Early problems that prevented child find 
information getting to the correct LEA for a small number of children have been eliminated.   
 
In addition, during FFY07/SFY08 the program continued to improve the transition tracking form that goes 
from the CFC to the LEA at referral and is returned to the CFC when the eligibility determination process is 
concluded.   
 
Although the Part C/Part B process covers all children, the EI program continues to expect CFCs to fully 
comply with referral rules and to document their actions in Cornerstone.  The greatest focus is on holding 
and documenting transition meetings, since we do not have a supplemental means of assuring that 
meetings are held but we can assure that the LEA receives referral information.  However, we also expect 
them to document the development of transition steps and the referral of child find information to the LEA.  
While these activities are duplicative in documenting performance on this indictor they is still important to 
document compliance with all state required steps. 
 
The table below shows how well CFCs documented referrals in Cornerstone during FFY07/SFY08.  For the 
year 84.7% of all children who were potentially eligible were referred to their LEA.  In the majority of 
instances where a referral was not documented the family involved did not agree to the referral.  If you factor 
out family issues it was 94.6%.  However, the program has provided guidance to Service Coordinators 
clarifying that even if a family declines to allow a referral to the LEA the CFC must send a transition tracking 
form to the LEA.  The form is to include just the identifying information provide date included through the 
data sharing agreement and a note that the family has declined the referral.  It is then up to the LEA to 
decide what to do with the information.   
 
It is clear that the rule indicating basic child find information must be sent to all the LEA in all instances must 
be reinforced.  The State Board of Education expects the LEA to assess the eligibility of every child or know 
the story if they cannot.  So, failure of the CFC to forward a transition tracking form to the LEA early is 
inefficient because the LEA is expected to call the CFC if they do not receive a form.  A CFC should send 
the basic information early if a family does not agree to referral or if they do not give an answer.  If the 
situation changes they can send a more complete transition tracking form later. 
 
Aside from the issue with family delay, the other factor that is common to a large number of cases for which 
a referral to the LEA is not documented is very late entry into the program.  This means the child entered 
care within three-months of turning three.  The program has let Service Coordinators know that when a child 
presents to EI very close to their third birthday should be encouraged to complete the special education 
eligibility process instead of taking all the time necessary go through the EI eligibility process.  This needs to 
be reinforced.   
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FFY 07/SFY 08 Referrals to LEA by Area * 

CFC # & Name 
Terminations 
Over 30 Mon. 

Not Available 
or Eligible 

Possibly 
Eligible 

Referral 
Made 

% of Referrals 
Documented 

Potentially Eligible 
Excl. Family Delay 

Referral Documented 
Excl. Family Delay 

 #1 ROCKFORD              395             52          343          329 95.9%            335 98.2% 
#2 LAKE COUNTY             581             92          489          443 90.6%            457 96.9% 
 #3 FREEPORT              242             53          189          157 83.1%            174 90.2% 
#4 KANE-KENDALL             649             76          573          483 84.3%            529 91.3% 
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY             943           123          820          761 92.8%            781 97.4% 
 #6 N. SUBURBS           1,028           136          892          850 95.3%            862 98.6% 
 #7 W. SUBURBS              689           101          588          525 89.3%            533 98.5% 
 #8 SW CHICAGO              493           156          337          291 86.4%            292 99.7% 
 #9 CENTRAL CHICAGO              641           122          519          344 66.3%            399 86.2% 
 #10 SE CHICAGO              513           134          379          203 53.6%            264 76.9% 
 #11 N. CHICAGO            1,264            238       1,026          688 67.1%            791 87.0% 
 #12 S. SUBURBS              760           102          658          506 76.9%            538 94.1% 
 #13 MACOMB              282             51          231          223 96.5%            226 98.7% 
 #14 PEORIA              421             83          338          296 87.6%            314 94.3% 
#15 JOLIET             952           174          778          680 87.4% 702 96.9% 
 #16 BLOOMINGTON              407             48          359          314 87.5%            341 92.1% 
 #17 QUINCY              151             31          120          111 92.5%            113 98.2% 
 #18 SPRINGFIELD              254             42          212          183 86.3%            192 95.3% 
 #19 DECATUR              253             41          212          201 94.8%            207 97.1% 
 #20 EFFINGHAM              312             84          228          210 92.1%            214 98.1% 
 #21 BELLEVILLE              465             65          400          363 90.8%            377 96.3% 
 #22 CENTRALIA              266             52          214          205 95.8%            207 99.0% 
 #23 NORRIS CITY              143             27          116          100 86.2%            113 88.5% 
 #24 CARBONDALE              114             34            80            70 87.5%              72 97.2% 
#25 MCHENRY CO.             328             46          282          259 91.8%            268 96.6% 
Statewide        12,546         2,163     10,383       8,795 84.7%         9,301 94.6% 
Chicago          2,911           650       2,261       1,526 67.5%         1,746 87.4% 
Suburban Cook          2,477           339       2,138       1,881 88.0%         1,933 97.3% 
Collar Counties          3,453           511       2,942       2,626 89.3%         2,737 95.9% 
Downstate          3,705           663        3,042       2,762 90.8%         2,882 95.8% 
Excluding Chicago         9,635         1,513       8,122       7,269 89.5%         7,555 96.2% 
* NOTE: The measurement of referrals to LEAs via Cornerstone is a secondary process to reinforce the data sharing agreement process with ISBE and EI program rules on the 
referral process.
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Transition Meetings - Indicator 8c 
Two of the seven findings of uncorrected noncompliance noted in the FFY06 Illinois APR were 
identified and documented through the program’s monitoring process.  Documentation of correction of 
noncompliance was made during the subsequent annual monitoring visit in which it was identified that 
there is evidence that the previous fiscal year Corrective Action Plan has been implemented and 
continues to address areas of violation. 
 
As with transition steps and referrals to school districts, the EI program takes a more aggressive 
approach in monitoring performance than is required by federal guidelines in all of its ongoing reporting.  
For example, the monthly statistical report produced on the statewide and CFC levels measures 
transition meetings held and does not exclude meetings not held due to family reasons.  This measure 
carries incentive funding for the top performing 12 of 25 CFCs each quarter.  For FFY07/SFY08, 84.2% 
of cases that left the program at 30 months or older had a transition meetings documented.  Removing 
instances where the reason was related to family issues the percentage improves to 97.4% 
[8,747/(10,383-1,407)*100]. 
 
As with the other two transition measures, there is reason to believe actual performance was better, 
even when family issues are involved, but documentation remains a problem.  The program has seen 
improvement since it made this a performance contracting measure that carries incentive funding.  The 
closer working relationship between school districts and CFCs also is fostering improved performance.  
This improvement stems from the data sharing process and the associated increased pressure school 
districts feel from ISBE to perform.  This means that both Part C and Part B have systems in place to 
create incentives and disincentives to follow transition rules.  In addition, a statewide transition group 
organized by the Illinois State Board of Education has been a continuous source of positive momentum.   
 
For the year, only two CFCs were able to document that at least 95% of transition meetings were held 
when you include family delays.  When family delays are removed from the equation three downstate 
CFCs showed documentation for 100% of potentially eligible children and 20 were over 95%.  Of the 
four larger geographic groupings, only Chicago fell below 95%. They came in at 93.3% and they were 
the only large area to perform worse than last year. The lowest percentage was CFC 10 (Southeast 
Chicago) at 79.5%.  Chicago has continued to present the most significant problems.  All four Chicago 
area CFCs rank in the bottom five when family delays are included.   
 
Aside from family reasons for meetings not being held, the most common theme for failure to hold a 
meeting for a potentially eligible child was that they child entered service late, often within three-month 
or less of turning three.   
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FFY 07/SFY 08 Transition Meetings Held by Area Documented with Cornerstone Data System 
 

Meetings Not Documented 

CFC # & Name 
Terminations Over 

30 Mon. 
Not Available 

or Eligible 
Possibly 
Eligible 

Meetings 
Held Family Reasons System Reasons 

Excluding Fam. Delay 
% of Meetings Documented 

#1 ROCKFORD 395 52 343 324 18 1 99.7%
#2 LAKE COUNTY 581 92 489 448 32 9 98.0%
#3 FREEPORT 242 53 189 157 28 4 97.5%
#4 KANE-KENDALL 649 76 573 486 57 30 94.2%
#5 DUPAGE COUNTY 943 123 820 736 82 2 99.7%
#6 N. SUBURBS 1,028 136 892 846 44 2 99.8%
#7 W. SUBURBS 689 101 588 519 64 5 99.0%
#8 SW CHICAGO 493 156 337 277 59 1 99.6%
#9 CENTRAL CHICAGO 641 122 519 337 134 48 87.5%
#10 SE CHICAGO 513 134 379 198 130 51 79.5%
#11 N. CHICAGO 1,264 238 1,026 681 337 8 98.8%
#12 S. SUBURBS 760 102 658 532 105 21 96.2%
#13 MACOMB 282 51 231 221 8 2 99.1%
#14 PEORIA 421 83 338 294 38 6 98.0%
#15 JOLIET 952 174 778 683 86 9 98.7%
#16 BLOOMINGTON 407 48 359 314 45 - 100.0%
#17 QUINCY 151 31 120 111 8 1 99.1%
#18 SPRINGFIELD 254 42 212 178 24 10 94.7%
#19 DECATUR 253 41 212 200 - 12 94.3%
#20 EFFINGHAM 312 84 228 210 15 3 98.6%
#21 BELLEVILLE 465 65 400 358 42 - 100.0%
#22 CENTRALIA 266 52 214 205 8 1 99.5%
#23 NORRIS CITY 143 27 116 101 14 1 99.0%
#24 CARBONDALE 114 34 80 70 10 - 100.0%
#25 MCHENRY CO. 328 46 282 261 19 2 99.2%
Statewide 12,546 2,163 10,383 8,747 1,407 229 97.4%
Chicago 2,911 650 2,261 1,493 660 108 93.3%
Suburban Cook 2,477 339 2,138 1,897 213 28 98.5%
Collar Counties 3,453 511 2,942 2,614 276 52 98.0%
Downstate 3,705 663 3,042 2,743 258 41 98.5%
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY 07/SFY 08: 
The Illinois Early Intervention Program demonstrated 100% compliance with 8a (transition steps) and 
8b (referral to the LEA).  However, the state continues to utilize secondary measures through 
Cornerstone to promote the importance of transition and to promote a local response that goes beyond 
compliance.   
 
The documentation of both transition steps and referrals to LEAs improved slightly in the report year.  
However, in concert with the Illinois State Board of Education, the program put a great deal of effort 
went into improving the transition process.  So, we are disappointed there was not more improvement.   
 
The improvement in percent of children exiting Part C and potentially eligible for Part B that had a 
transition conference was more encouraging, with an improvement from 96.1% to 97.4%, when 
factoring out family caused problems.  When family issues are left in the calculation performance 
improved even more, from 81.8% to 84.2%.  Although, that still means a large percentage of families 
are either declining a referral to special education or are otherwise not participating enough to complete 
the eligibility determination process.  Hopefully, the improved cooperative relationships between Part C 
and Part B will help us continue to reduce both system and family issues that prevent special education 
eligibility from being determined by age three.   
 
Progress can be attributed to several factors.  The statewide transition system, including a data sharing 
agreement between the ISBE and DHS, is fully implemented.  Home address coding and other data 
issues have been resolved, resulting in child find information being forwarded on 100% of children 
reaching 30 month of age.  That process also helps decrease the number of instances where transition 
meetings are not held.   
• Additional modifications of the transition tracking form have resulted in better communication 

about the transition process and documentation of its outcomes. 
• STARnet and the Early Intervention Training Program staff continued to provide statewide training 

to both Part C and Part B regarding the transition of children from early intervention services into 
early childhood special education services. 

•  ISBE and EI Bureau staff continue to work cooperatively to address issues relative to transition. 
ISBE continues to facilitate a statewide transition workgroup that is co-chaired by EI staff.   

• A family transition workbook, “When I’m 3, where will I be?” became available in January 2008.  
This family transition workbook is a product of the Illinois Birth-5 Transition Guidance Committee 
in collaboration with the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE) and the Illinois Department of 
Human Services (DHS).  Parent liaisons and service coordinators from Child and Family 
Connections (CFC) offices, parent representatives, school district personnel and many others 
contributed to this workbook.  The workbook is given to families in the Early Intervention Program 
as a resource and planner for their transition from Early Intervention into school district and 
community programs. 

• As a direct result of a recommendation from the Illinois Autism Task Force, the Illinois Department 
of Human Services hired a Transition Coordinator to help facilitate the transition from Early 
Intervention to Early Childhood services and from Special Education services to adult services. 
The Transition Coordinator established a number of important linkages between service 
providers, the Early Intervention CFC offices, and representatives from school districts across the 
state. 

• Upon the recommendation of the IICEI Transition Workgroup, the CFC offices have collected data 
regarding unsuccessful transitions for family reasons from families who transitioned from the 
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system during the time period October 1, 2008 – December 31, 2008.  The data will indicate the 
reasons why a family chose not to participate in the transition to Part B services. 

• Materials related to transition on the NECTAC website were reviewed with the IDHS Transition 
Coordinator to determine activities the state needed to undertake to ensure compliance.  

• Staff participated in several webcasts related to transition to facilitate technical assistance. 
• Other larger states transition procedures were reviewed to obtain technical assistance. 
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Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY07-10/SFY 08-11 
Although it is not considered an improvement activity, the program will reinforce that it considers any 
instance where a potentially eligible child’s SE eligibility is not determined to be a negative outcome, 
even if it is for family reasons, and that we will treat them as such in performance contracting.   
 
• No new improvement activities are proposed at this time. 
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse).  The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies. 
 
The Early Intervention Monitoring Program continues to conduct annual on-site monitoring visits to all 
25 CFC offices on an annual basis.  The monitoring tools used for these visits can be found at 
http://www.eitam.org/forms.htm.  CFC offices develop and implement corrective action plans, when 
indicated.  At the next annual monitoring visit, reviewers verify that corrective action plans have been 
implemented and continued to address areas of violation. 
 
Illinois now has a process in place to document the identification and correction of noncompliance as 
soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification, which builds on Illinois’ 
extensive use of its data system.  CFC offices are notified of findings in writing.  Corrective action plans 
are submitted, reviewed, and approved or revisions made, when necessary.  Implementation of 
corrective action plans is monitored to ensure that correction of noncompliance can be documented 
within one year.  Initially, Illinois established the process by selecting one month to identify 
noncompliance.  Strategies are being implemented to consider an entire 12-month period. 
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / General Supervision 

 
Indicator 9:  General supervision system (including monitoring, complaints, hearings, etc.) identifies 
and corrects noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from identification. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement:  
Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification: 
a. # of findings of noncompliance. 
b. # of corrections completed as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from 

identification. 
Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100. 
For any noncompliance not corrected within one year of identification, describe what actions, 
including technical assistance and/or enforcement that the State has taken. 
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FFY 
 Measurable and Rigorous Target 

100 percent of noncompliance will be corrected within one year of identification 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08 

2007 
7/1/07-
6/30/08 

100 percent of noncompliance was corrected within one year of 
identification.[(21/21)*100]=100% 
 

 
Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08: 
100 percent of noncompliance reported in FFY06 APR as not corrected within one year from 
identification has been corrected.  [(30/30)*100] 
 
Correction of Noncompliance for Indicator 2 from FFY06 APR:   
Five of the six uncorrected findings of noncompliance for Indicator 2 noted in the FFY06 Illinois APR 
were identified and documented through the program’s monitoring process.  Documentation of 
correction of noncompliance was made during the subsequent annual monitoring visit in which it was 
identified that there is evidence that the previous fiscal year corrective action plan had been 
implemented and continued to address areas of violation.  The final uncorrected finding of 
noncompliance was identified based upon system data.  Subsequently, the CFC has submitted a 
corrective action plan regarding this indicator.  This plan was reviewed and approved and 
implementation strategies were successfully implemented, verifying that the noncompliance had been 
corrected.   
 
Correction of Noncompliance for Indicator 8 from FFY06 APR: 
Indicator 8(A) – All four findings of uncorrected noncompliance noted in the FFY06 Illinois APR were 
identified and documented through the program’s monitoring process.  Documentation of correction of 
noncompliance was made during the subsequent annual monitoring visit in which it was identified that 
there is evidence that the previous fiscal year corrective action plan has been implemented and 
continues to address areas of violation. 
 
Indicator 8(B) - All 13 findings of noncompliance noted in the FFY06 Illinois APR were identified based 
upon system data.  As noted under Referral to LEA – Indicator 8.B, strategies have been implemented 
statewide that ensures that all children who reach 30 months of age or who start EI services after that 
ages are made known to the Local Education Agency as a results of full implementation of a data 
sharing agreement with Part B/Illinois State Board of Education.  As a result, all findings of 
noncompliance regarding this notification have been corrected.  
Indicator 8(C) – Two of the seven findings of uncorrected findings of noncompliance for Indicator 8(c) 
noted in the FFY06 Illinois APR were identified and documented through the program’s monitoring 
process.  Documentation of correction of noncompliance was made during the subsequent annual 
monitoring visit in which it was identified that there is evidence that the previous fiscal year corrective 
action plan has been implemented and continues to address areas of violation.  The remaining five 
findings of noncompliance were identified based upon system data.  Subsequently, the CFC offices 
with findings submitted a corrective action plan regarding this indicator.  These plans were reviewed 
and approved and implementation strategies were successfully implemented, verifying that the findings 
of noncompliance had been corrected 
 
Findings of Noncompliance Identified Through Monitoring 
As part of a contractual agreement with the lead agency, the Illinois EI Monitoring Program conducts 
on-site monitoring visits to the 25 CFC offices.  Several elements of the monitoring tool can be tied to 
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priority indicators and are listed below.  Correction of noncompliance reflected by these elements is 
included in the Indicator C-9 Worksheet.  If the on-site monitoring visit file review shows that a CFC 
office has one or more files that indicate noncompliance, a finding is identified.  Following the 
monitoring visit, the CFC office submits a corrective action plan for approval and areas of 
noncompliance are reviewed for full compliance at the CFC office’s next monitoring visit.   Monitoring 
staff specifically note if there is evidence that the previous fiscal year corrective action plan has been 
implemented and continues to address areas of violation. 
 
Indicator On Site Visit – Monitoring Tool Item 
Indicator 1:  Percent of infants and toddlers 
with IFSPs who receive the early 
intervention services on their IFSPs in a 
timely manner. 

#28:  Children’s services that have been delayed are 
accurately reported on monthly manager’s report. 

Indicator 2: Percent of infants and toddlers 
with IFSPs who primarily receive early 
intervention services in the home or 
community-based settings 

#22:  The IFSP contains a statement of natural 
environments in which early intervention services shall 
be provides: a justification of the extent, if any, to which 
the service(s) are provided in non-natural setting. 

Indicator 8a:  IFSP with transition steps 
and services. 

#32.03:  Transition plan is updated in Cornerstone. 

Indicator 8c:  Transition conference, if child 
potentially eligible for Part B. 

#33:  There is evidence that at least 90 days prior to the 
child’s third birthday a transition conference was held 
with at least the service coordinator, family and LEA. 

 
Dispute Resolution:  Complaints, Hearings 
There were no complaints or hearing requests that resulted in a finding of noncompliance for these 
indicators. 
 
Findings/Correction of Noncompliance Using Data System 
In FFY07/SFY08, Illinois has established a formal system of notification of findings and correction of 
noncompliance using its data system.  Based upon data for April 2007, notification of findings was sent 
to each CFC office in February 2008.  CFC offices submitted corrective action steps as part of a written 
plan to improve performance.  All CFC offices were required to submit written plans, which were 
received by April 1, 2008.  For CFCs with findings, reports that demonstrate implementation of 
corrective action plans and outcomes to those strategies were due by November 1, 2008.  All the 
reports were received and reviewed and it was determined that all findings of noncompliance were 
corrected.   Since the notification of these findings occurred in FFY08/SFY09, they will be reported in 
FFY08 APR.  This process has been revised to meet OSEP requirements.  A second cycle, using data 
for the 12-month period ending April 2008, has been initiated with letters sent to CFC offices in 
December 2008. 
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INDICATOR C-9 WORKSHEET  

Indicator/Indicator Clusters General Supervision 
System Components 

# of EIS 
Programs 

Issued 
Findings 

in FFY 
2006 

(7/1/06 to 
6/30/07) 

(a) # of 
Findings of 
noncomplia

nce 
identified in 

FFY 2006 
(7/1/06 to 
6/30/07) 

(b)  # of findings of 
noncompliance 

from (a) for which 
correction was 
verified no later 

than one year from 
identification 

Monitoring Activities:  
Self-Assessment/ 
Local APR, Data 
Review, Desk Audit, 
On-Site Visits, or 
Other 

 
 
1 

 
 
1 

 
 
1 

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

Dispute Resolution: 
Complaints, Hearings 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

Monitoring Activities:  
Self-Assessment/ 
Local APR, Data 
Review, Desk Audit, 
On-Site Visits, or 
Other 

 
9 

 
9 

 
9 

2. Percent of infants and 
toddlers with IFSPs who 
primarily receive early 
intervention services in the 
home or community-based 
settings 

Dispute Resolution: 
Complaints, Hearings 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

Monitoring Activities:  
Self-Assessment/ 
Local APR, Data 
Review, Desk Audit, 
On-Site Visits, or 
Other 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

7. Percent of eligible infants 
and toddlers with IFSPs for 
whom an evaluation and 
assessment and an initial 
IFSP meeting were 
conducted within Part C’s 
45-day timeline. Dispute Resolution: 

Complaints, Hearings 
 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

Monitoring Activities:  
Self-Assessment/ 
Local APR, Data 
Review, Desk Audit, 
On-Site Visits, or 
Other 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

8. Percent of all children 
exiting Part C who received 
timely transition planning to 
support the child’s 
transition to preschool and 
other appropriate 
community services by 
their third birthday 
including: 
D. IFSPs with transition 

steps and services; 

Dispute Resolution: 
Complaints, Hearings 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 
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Indicator/Indicator Clusters General Supervision 
System Components 

# of EIS 
Programs 

Issued 
Findings 

in FFY 
2006 

(7/1/06 to 
6/30/07) 

(a) # of 
Findings of 
noncomplia

nce 
identified in 

FFY 2006 
(7/1/06 to 
6/30/07) 

(b)  # of findings of 
noncompliance 

from (a) for which 
correction was 
verified no later 

than one year from 
identification 

Monitoring Activities:  
Self-Assessment/ 
Local APR, Data 
Review, Desk Audit, 
On-Site Visits, or 
Other 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

8. Percent of all children 
exiting Part C who received 
timely transition planning to 
support the child’s transition 
to preschool and other 
appropriate community 
services by their third 
birthday including: 
E. Notification to LEA, if  

child potentially eligible 
for Part B 

Dispute Resolution: 
Complaints, Hearings 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

Monitoring Activities:  
Self-Assessment/ 
Local APR, Data 
Review, Desk Audit, 
On-Site Visits, or 
Other 

 
7 

 
7 

 
7 

8. Percent of all children 
exiting Part C who received 
timely transition planning to 
support the child’s transition 
to preschool and other 
appropriate community 
services by their third 
birthday including: 
C. Transition conference, if 

child potentially eligible 
for Part B. 

Dispute Resolution: 
Complaints, Hearings 

 
0 

 
0 

 
0 

Sum the numbers down Column a and Column b 21 21 
 

Percent of noncompliance corrected within one year of identification = (column (b) sum divided by 
column (a) sum) times 100 = [(21/21)*100]=100% 
 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY07/SFY08: 
Illinois has greatly improved its documentation of findings and correction of noncompliance.  Illinois has 
been able to improve its performance from 67.8 percent correction of noncompliance within one year, 
reported in the FFY06/SFY07 APR, to 100 percent in FFY07/SFY08.  In FFY07/SFY08, it also 
expanded the process to better utilize its data system.  A system of identification and correction of 
noncompliance was developed, but not fully implemented until FFY08/SFY09, due to delays in sending 
notification of findings to CFC offices.  Illinois is now on track to provide timely notification and to 
monitor and document correction of noncompliance.   
 
The program has continued to modify its procedures, as instructions for this reporting have been more 
clearly defined for states.  Illinois staff have participated in the APR TA conference call on Indicator 9 
and studied reference material, including the frequently asked questions document.  Two follow-up 
conference calls were held with Illinois’ state contact, Jennifer Simpson, and Larry Ringer to further  
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discuss Illinois’ compliance with the reporting requirements of this indicator.  As a result, Illinois has 
taken steps to bring its process in line with OSEP guidance. 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY07/SFY08: 
 
New Improvement Activity: 
• Annually, data for a 12-month period ending on a selected date will be used for the identification 

of findings of noncompliance.  CFC offices will be notified of findings in writing.  Corrective action 
plans will be submitted, reviewed, and approved or revisions made, when necessary.  
Implementation of corrective action plans will be monitored to ensure that correction of 
noncompliance can be documented within one year.   
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / General Supervision 

 
Indicator 10:  Percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved within 60-day 
timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with respect to a particular complaint. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement: Percent = [(1.1(b) + 1.1(c)) divided by 1.1] times 100. 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

100 percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved 
within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with 
respect to a particular complaint. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08  

2007 
(7/1/07-
6/30/08) 

100 percent of signed written complaints with reports issued that were resolved 
within 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with 
respect to a particular complaint. 
[(6+1)/7]*100=100% 
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Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY07/SFY08: 
The number of signed written complaints decreased from 14 in FFY06//SFY07 to 7 in FFY07/SFY08, 
with reports issued within the 60-day timeline or a timeline extended for exceptional circumstances with 
respect to a particular complaint.  The number of resolutions that required an extended timeline also 
decreased from 5 in FFY06//SFY07 to 1 in FFY07/SFY08.  That extension was needed to resolve 
insurance billing issues related to the complaint.  Staffing levels in the Bureau have been stable, which 
facilitates timely resolution of complaints. 
 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY07/SFY08: 
Not applicable. 
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / General Supervision 

 
Indicator 11:  Percent of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests that were fully adjudicated 
within the applicable timeline. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement: Percent = [(3.2(a) + 3.2(b)) divided by 3.2] times 100. 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 
100 percent of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests that were fully 
adjudicated within the applicable timeline. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08 

2007 
(7/1/07-6/30/08) 

100 percent of fully adjudicated due process hearing requests that were fully 
adjudicated within the applicable timeline 
No hearing requests were received. 
 

 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY07/SFY08: 
No hearing requests were received from FFY07/SFY08, and only one request was received in the 
preceding fiscal year.  Contracts are in place with individuals who serve as Impartial Hearing Officer for 
the Illinois Early Intervention Program. 
 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY07/SFY08 
Not applicable 
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.    
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / General Supervision 

 
Indicator 12:  Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through 
resolution session settlement agreements (applicable if Part B due process procedures are adopted). 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement: Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100. 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 
States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of 
resolution sessions is less than 10. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08 

2007 
(7/1/07-
6/30/08) 

No hearing requests were received.   
 

 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY07/SFY08: 
No hearing requests were received in FFY07/SFY08.  One hearing request was received in 
FFY06/SFY07, but it did not result in a resolution session settlement agreement. 

 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY07/SFY08: 
Not Applicable  
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / General Supervision 

 
Indicator 13:  Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement: Percent = [(2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1] times 100. 

 
FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 

92 percent of mediations held will result in mediation agreements. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08 

2007 
(7/1/07-
6/30/08) 

No mediations were held in FFY07/SFY08 
 

 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY07/SFY08: 
In FFY07/SFY08, the parent withdrew the State’s only mediation request.  In FFY06/SFY07, two 
mediation requests were received, with a written agreement reached in both cases.  

 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY07/SFY08 
Not Applicable 
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Part C State Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 07/SFY 08 
 

Overview of the Annual Performance Report Development: 
The Illinois APR documents performance data on State targets for each Child and Family Connections 
(CFC) office and documents CFC and state progress or slippage toward measurable and rigorous 
targets.  The Illinois Early Intervention (EI) Program makes the Illinois APR and State Performance 
Plan (SPP) available on its web site and through links from the other EI web sites (the Illinois Early 
Intervention Training Program; Provider Connections, the Early Intervention credentialing office; and 
the Early Childhood Intervention Clearinghouse). The APR and SPP documents are also available to 
the public at each of the 25 CFC offices. 
 
The APR is part an ongoing process of performance measurement and strategic planning for the Illinois 
Early Intervention Program.  For a number of years, Illinois has been reporting performance data to key 
stakeholders including the Illinois Interagency Council on Early Intervention (IICEI), the Child and 
Family Connections (CFC) offices, and the general public through various reporting mechanisms.  Work 
groups of the IICEI have been formed to address specific indicators (Service Delay Work Group and 
Transition Work Group) and overall operation issues (Finance Work Group).  These work groups have 
helped analyze data and suggest improvement strategies.   
 

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part C / General Supervision 

 
Indicator 14:  State reported data (618 and State Performance Plan and Annual Performance Report) 
are timely and accurate.  
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B) and 1442) 
 

Measurement: State reported data, including 618 data, State performance plan, and 
annual performance reports, are: 

a. Submitted on or before due dates (February 1 for child count, including race and 
ethnicity, settings and November 1 for exiting, personnel, dispute resolution); and 

      b.    Accurate (describe mechanisms for ensuring error free, consistent, valid and 
reliable data and evidence that these standards are met). 

 

FFY Measurable and Rigorous Target 
100 percent of state reported data will be timely and accurate. 
 

Actual Target Data for FFY07/SFY08 

2007 
(7/1/07-
6/30/08) 

A. 100 percent of 618 data tables, state performance plan and annual 
performance report were submitted by the established due dates.   

B. 100% of the data was submitted on time and accurately. 
 

 
Discussion of Improvement Activities Completed and Explanation of Progress or Slippage that 
occurred for FFY07/SFY08: 
The Illinois Cornerstone system is a statewide database application that is used by all Child and Family 
Connections (CFC) offices.  The application includes a number of edit checks on numeric data, 
character data, and data fields, as well as content-specific edit checks and logical consistency checks.  
The design of the Cornerstone system, including all of the edit and logical consistency checks help 
ensure the quality and consistency of the data.   
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All 618 data tables contain data that met computational and logic edit checks.  All 618 and other data 
were accurate to the best knowledge of the lead agency 

 
Several other controls and checks have also been implemented. 
• Monthly, CFC offices receive an Early Intervention statistical report, which includes 32 data 

elements.  These reports are reviewed and analyzed by each CFC office and by the lead agency.  
These reports have been used to identify and quickly resolve data problems.   

• Quarterly, CFC offices receive other data reports from the lead agency that are used to facilitate 
data review for accuracy.  For example, CFC offices receive a report which lists the names of 
children in the program that are not enroll in the state Medicaid/Child Health Insurance Program 
and do not have a family fee.  CFC office are asked to research each case to ensure that an  
application to the state Medicaid/Child Health Insurance Program is submitted or a family fee is 
assessed, when appropriate. 

• CFC offices have the capacity to establish and run data reports directly from the system to meet 
their own quality assurance needs. 

• Cornerstone provides a series of edit rights so that a service coordinator or his/her supervisor can 
correct data under specified circumstances.  Corrections that fall outside these guidelines must be 
address through the HEAT ticket process, with each request reviewed and approved by Bureau 
staff.  These requests are monitored and technical assistance is provided to CFC staff, when 
indicated. 

• Each CFC office received an on-site monitoring visit during which monitoring staff reviewed both 
electronic and hard-copy files to verify that required data elements were correctly 
entered/documented. 

• All new service coordinators receive training on use of the Cornerstone system.  Training on 
system modifications or procedure clarifications are provided to all service coordinators, when 
needed. 

• FFY07/SFY08 represents the first full year in which service delay data were reported using an 
electronic reporting system.  Monthly reports were submitted by each CFC office and provided 
detailed data regarding service delays.  Discussion of this improved data resource can be found 
under Indicator 1.   

• Child find data sharing with the Illinois State Board of Education (ISBE)/Part B program has been 
fully implemented statewide.  Discussion of this data sharing can be found under Indicator 8. 

• In FFY07/SFY08, there has been a greater emphasis on maintaining the security of protected 
health information.  Encryption software was loaded on all laptops used by service coordinators. 

 
Revisions, with Justification, to Proposed Targets / Improvement Activities / Timelines / 
Resources for FFY07/SFY08 
The activities listed above to ensure timely and accurate data will continue, with modifications to the 
Cornerstone system and training updates, when necessary.  No revisions to the SPP are needed.  
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Instructions for Completing the Child Outcomes Summary 
 

The outcome summary asks you to consider and report on what is known about how this 
child behaves across a variety of settings and situations.  Children are with different 
people (for example, mother, big brother, babysitter) and in different settings ( for 
example, home, grocery store, playground).  The purpose of the summary is to get an 
overall picture of how the child behaves across the variety of people and settings in his 
or her life.  For each of the three summary questions (8A, 9A and 10A), you need to 
decide the extent to which the child displays behaviors and skills expected for his 
or her age related to each outcome area.  Use the information on the following pages to 
help you answer the questions. 
 
Directions: 
 

• As a team, determine a single rating for each of the three Child Outcomes.  
Definitions for scale points 7, 5, 3, and 1 are provided at the end of the 
instructions.  If the child’s functioning falls between two of the defined points, 
select the number in between (e.g., 4). 

 
• Children rated as 6 or 7 are considered as showing functioning typical for their 

age. 
 

• If questions 8A, 9A and 10A were completed previously for the child, proceed to 
questions 8B, 9B and 10B to document progress.  If no progress has been made 
since the previous rating, describe special considerations that may apply (i.e. 
child was hospitalized, new medication, divorce/ separation). 

 
• After answering questions 1 through 10, document all sources of information 

used when arriving at the child’s outcome summary rating.  If one or more formal 
assessment instruments were used, document each assessment instrument.  
Finally, record the date on which the information was collected or the 
assessment was completed.  For example, if the Service Coordinator completed 
the ASQ-SE during the Intake meeting on April 03, 2006, the team would 
document 02-FORMAL PARENT INTERVIEW/RATING, 03 – ASQ-SE, 04/03/06. 

 
To Help You Decide on the Summary Rating: 
 

• Teams are expected to take into account the child’s functioning across a full 
range of situations and settings.  Therefore, information from many individuals in 
contact with the child could be considered in deciding on a response.  These may 
include (but not be limited to): parents and family members, caregivers or child 
care providers, therapists, service providers, service coordinators, teachers and 
physicians. 

 
• Many types of information could be considered in selecting a response.  These 

may include (but may not be limited to):  parent and clinical observation, 
curriculum-based assessments, norm-referenced assessments, and service 
provider notes/reports about performance in different situations. 

 
• Depending on the assessment, assessments can be a useful source of 

information for reaching a summary rating decision, but assessment information 
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should be placed in context with other information available about a child.  Many 
assessments are domain-based and were not designed to provide information 
about functional behaviors and functioning across a variety of situations.  
Knowing that a child has or has not mastered assessment items that are related 
to the outcome provides helpful information, but the information should be used 
in conjunction with what else is known about the child.  A high score on a set of 
items in a domain related to the outcome might not mean the child has achieved 
the outcome and, conversely, a low score might not mean the child has not 
achieved it. 

 
• Responses should reflect the child’s current functioning across the typical 

settings and situations that make up his/her day.  Responses should convey the 
child’s typical functioning across typical settings, not his/her capacity to function 
under ideal circumstances. 

 
• If assistive technology or special accommodations are available in the child’s 

everyday environments, then the response should describe the child’s 
functioning using those adaptations.  However, if technology is only available in 
some environments or is not available for the child, rate the child’s functioning 
with whatever assistance is commonly present.  Responses are to reflect the 
child’s actual functioning across a range of settings, not his/her capacity to 
function under ideal circumstances. 

 
Additional Information 
 
The outcomes reflect several beliefs about young children: 
 

• It is important that all children be successful participants in a variety of settings 
both now and in the future.  Achieving the outcomes is key to being successful 
participants. 

 
• Programs for young children and their families are working to ensure that all 

children will have the best possible chance of succeeding in kindergarten and 
later in school – even though school might be several years off for some children.  
Children who have achieved the outcomes prior to kindergarten entry have a 
high probability of being successful in kindergarten. 

 
• Learning and development occur continuously in the years preceding 

kindergarten.  There is much variation in how children develop but children 
whose development is consistently below what is expected for their age are at 
risk of not being successful in kindergarten and later school years. 

 
• For many children, the Summary questions will be answered more than once.  

The hope is that, with time, many children will show good progress and achieve a 
higher rating.  The goal of high quality early childhood services is to help children 
develop and learn to the best of their abilities.  For many children, good services 
will help them get a higher response in the future. 

 
Note:  The outcomes summary was not designed to determine eligibility for services.  It 
would be inappropriate to use it in this way. 
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Definitions for Outcome Ratings 
 
 

Completely 
means: 

7 
 

Child shows behaviors and skills expected for his or her age 
in all or almost all everyday situations that are part of the 
child’s life. 

• Behavior and skills are considered typical for his or 
her age. 

• No one has any concerns about the child’s functioning 
in this outcome area. 

 6 

Between Completely and Somewhat 
• Child’s functioning generally is considered typical for 

his or her age but there are some concerns about the 
child’s functioning. 

Somewhat 
means: 5 

Child shows behavior and skills expected for his or her age 
some of the time across situations. 

• Behavior and skills are a mix of age appropriate and 
not appropriate. 

• Behavior and skills might be described as more like 
those of a slightly younger child. 

• Some behaviors or conditions might be interfering 
with the child’s capability to achieve age-expected 
behavior and skills. 

 4 Between Somewhat and Emerging 

Emerging 
means: 3 

Child does not yet show behaviors and skills expected of a 
child of his or her age in any situation.  Child’s behaviors and 
skills include immediate foundational skills upon which to 
build age expected skills. 

• Behaviors and skills might be described as more like 
those of a younger child. 

• Some behaviors or conditions might be interfering 
with the child’s capability to achieve age-expected 
behavior and skills. 

 2 Between Emerging and Not Yet 

Not Yet 
means: 1 

Child does not yet show behaviors and skills expected of a 
child his or her age in any situation.  Child’s skills and 
behaviors also do not yet include any immediate 
foundational skills upon which to build age expected skills. 

• Child’s ways of forming and maintaining social 
relationships might be described as more like those of 
a much younger child. 

• Some behaviors or conditions might be seriously 
interfering with the child’s capability to achieve age-
expected behaviors and skills. 

 
 
 



CURRENT STATUS OF FUNCTIONING/LEVELS OF DEVELOPMENT 
 
Document the child’s percent of delay and/or age equivalent in months and provide a narrative description of the child’s level of functioning, including the child and 
family’s strengths, resources, priorities and concerns. 
 
1. What are the family’s strengths, resources, priorities and concerns related to enhancing the overall development of their child?  (Review the ASQ-SE and the 

routines and daily activities discussed during the intake interview) 
 
 
 
 

  
2. Overall Health and Medical Information (Including a statement regarding Hearing and Vision status) 

 
 
 

  
3. Adaptive Development:   

 
 
 

% Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 

  
4. Cognitive Development 

 
 
 

 

% Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 

  
5. Communication Development (Total, if applicable)  % Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 
  Expressive Communication  % Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 

  

Receptive Communication 
 
 
 

 

% Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 

  
6. Motor Development (Total, if applicable)  % Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 
  Fine Motor  % Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 

  

Gross Motor 
 
 
 

 % Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 

  
7. Social/Emotional Development 

 
 
 

 

% Delay  _____ Age Eq  _____ 

  

  
Eligibility Determined:   

 
Basis:   

 Primary Diagnosis:    Comments:    



 
CHILD OUTCOMES SUMMARY 
The overall goal of Early Intervention supports and services is for children to be able to successfully participate in their family and their community.  To that end, 
progress toward the following child outcomes is being measured.   

 
8. 

 
Positive Socio-Emotional Skills (Including Social Relationships)     

 

Children who achieve this outcome show a variety of behaviors related to making and maintaining positive social relationships in age-appropriate ways.  For 
example, they: 

• Demonstrate attachment with the significant caregivers in their lives. 
• Initiate and maintain social relationships with children and adults. 
• Behave in a way that allows them to participate in a variety of settings and situations. 
• Demonstrate trust in others. 
• Regulate sensory and emotional experiences. 
• Understand and follow rules. 
• Solve social problems. 

  
A. 

 
To what extent does this child show behaviors and skills related to this outcome appropriate for his or her age across a variety of settings and situations? 
 
COMPLETELY  SOMEWHAT  EMERGING  NOT YET RATING 

  
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 

 
 

  
B. 

 
(If question A. has been answered previously):  Has the child shown any new skills or behaviors related to this outcome since the last outcome summary? 

  Y / N 
If yes, describe progress; if no, describe special considerations (if any):  
 
 

 
9. 

 
Acquiring and Using Knowledge and Skills    

 

Children who achieve this outcome show a variety of behaviors related to acquiring and using knowledge and skills across a variety of everyday routines and 
activities.  For example, they: 

• Explore their environment. 
• Engage in daily learning opportunities through manipulating toys and other objects in an appropriate manner. 
• Use vocabulary through speaking, sign language or augmentative communication devices to communicate in an increasingly complex form. 
• Show imagination and creativity in play. 
• Obtain and maintain attention. 

 A. 
 
To what extent does this child show behaviors and skills related to this outcome appropriate for his or her age across a variety of settings and situations? 
 

  COMPLETELY  SOMEWHAT  EMERGING  NOT YET  RATING 
  7 6 5 4 3 2 1    

  
B. 

 
(If question A. has been answered previously):  Has the child shown any new skills or behaviors related to this outcome since the last outcome summary? 

  Y / N 
If yes, describe progress; if no, describe special considerations (if any):  
 
 

 



 
10. Taking Appropriate Action to Meet Needs 
 Children who take appropriate action to meet their needs show a variety of behaviors related to this outcome.  For example, they: 

• Use gestures, sounds, words, signs or other means to communicate wants and needs. 
• Meet their self care needs (feeding, dressing, etc.) so they can participate in everyday routines and activities. 
• Use object as tools in appropriate ways (for example, forks, sticks, pencils, crayons, switches). 
• Move from place to place to participate in everyday activities, play and routines. 
• Seek help when necessary to move from place to place or to assist with basic care or other needs. 
• Follow rules related to health and safety. 

 
A. 

 
To what extent does this child show behaviors and skills related to this outcome appropriate for his or her age across a variety of settings and situations? 
 

  COMPLETELY  SOMEWHAT  EMERGING  NOT YET  RATING  
  7 6 5 4 3 2 1    
  

B. 
 
(If question A. has been answered previously):  Has the child shown any new skills or behaviors related to this outcome since the last outcome summary? 

  
Y / N 

If yes, describe progress; if no, describe special considerations (if any):  
 
 

 
 
SOURCE OF INFORMATION (Select from Table A) ASSESSMENT INSTRUMENT, IF APPLICABLE  DATE INFORMATION WAS COLLECTED 

OR ASSESSMENT WAS COMPLETED 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
 
  
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table A 
 
01 Formal Assessment Instrument 
02 Formal Parent Interview/Rating 
03 Informal Parent Interview 
04 Existing Medical/Developmental Records 
05 Observation 
06 Clinical Opinion/Judgement 
07 Other 


