[image: image2.emf]The National Early Childhood T echnical Assistance Center


Executive Summary
Indicator # 1: Timeliness of Services

Prepared by NECTAC
Part C Indicator #1:  Percentage of infants and toddlers with IFSPs who receive the early intervention services on their IFSPs in a timely manner. 

Introduction

Indicator #1, Timely Receipt of Services, is a compliance indicator with a target of 100% with each state determining the definition of timely services. Regardless of the definition, the states were to report on actual number of days, not an average number, between parental consent, or the date specified on the IFSP for the initiation of services, and the provision of services.  This indicator includes the provision of services on the initial IFSP and any new services of subsequent IFSPs.   

NECTAC conducted a review and analysis of Part C Indicator #1 of the FFY 2007 Annual Performance Reports (APRs) for 56 states and jurisdictions. For the purpose of this report, the term “state” is used for both states and jurisdictions.
In responding to Indicator #1, states were asked to provide the criteria used to determine which infants and toddlers received IFSP services in a timely manner and which did not. States were also asked to account for the untimely receipt of services for infants and toddlers, (e.g., when the states’ criteria were not met, what were the causes for delay and which delays were due to exceptional family circumstances documented in the child’s record).
Defining Timely Services

Of the 56 states and jurisdictions in the analysis, most states defined timeliness of services to be within 30 days from parent consent.  Over the past two years, three states with shorter timeframes changed their definition.  For states whose requirements were shorter than 30 days, four out of five showed progress, although none of these programs were able to provide services to more than 85% of children in a timely manner.  Several states with stricter definitions are considering whether or not these strict definitions are hampering the ability of the state to reach the 100% target for this indicator. 

Table 1:  Number of States and Definition of Timeliness 

	Definition
	Number of States

	30 days
	33

	Less than 30 days
	5

	More than 30 days
	3

	Date specified on IFSP
	8

	Option of either IFSP specified or a number of days from the IFSP initiation date
	7


States were allowed to count as timely those delays due to family circumstances.  Not all states reported delays attributable to family circumstances. However, of the 38 states reporting this data, on average they added 11% (delayed for family reasons) to the total services reported as timely. States reported a range from zero to 43% of all children with delays due to family circumstances.  For some states, this accounted for a significant number of children. Yet only a few states mentioned the need to critically examine these numbers to assure the delays were coded appropriately or if program supports could shorten the timelines for these families.  

Improvement from Baseline to Actual Performance in FFY 05-06, FFY 06-07 and FFY 07-08
As reported in their FFY 07 APR reports, six states provided timely services to 100% of infants and toddlers with IFSPs compared to three states at baseline.  The number of states meeting the requirement for at least 90% of children has nearly doubled (from 18 to 32) since FY 2004.  Improvement from FFY 06-07 to FFY 07-08 was minimal, however the mean has risen nearly 10 percentage points over the four years of reports on this indicator.

Table 2 shows the distribution of baseline and actual performance for states reporting baseline and FFY 07 data for Indicator #1.  Baseline data is available for all but three states and actual data for FY 2007 is available for all but one state.

Table 2:
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States have been making steady progress in this indicator, from 33% of states at baseline to 80% of states in FFY 07 reporting timely services for at least 90% of children with IFSPs. Forty-five of 56 states provided services to at least 80% of all children in a timely manner.  Nine states did not show progress from last year, however, it is interesting to note that of the nine states that reflected no change; all had achieved a high level of performance (between 95% and 100% compliance) with this indicator.  
Explanation of Slippage 

The most frequently cited reason for slippage or lack of progress in providing services in a timely manner continued to be personnel shortages.  More than twenty states indicated that they were not able to provide services to children and families in a timely manner because of personnel shortages, staff turnover and a lack of therapists in rural areas of the state. 

Budget deficits in some states resulted in hiring freezes.  Additional funding issues were related to provider rates that are not competitive for the market and delays in billing and insurance authorization.  The lack of adequate funds combined with increases in the number of children in early intervention created stress on the system making it difficult to continue to meet timely services deadlines.  States also reported that they were struggling to find ways of paying for services in natural environments.

A few states (9) still reported issues with inadequate data. These included instances where there was either no documentation in child’s record regarding the cause of delay, the actual start date, or their data system was unable to capture the causes for delay.

Improvement Activities

States continued to provide technical assistance and/or training on the importance of timely provision of services, communicating definitions and changes to data collection and reporting.  States employed a more rigorous program of monitoring during the year to include requiring either corrective action plans or improvement plans for programs not incompliance with the state’s definition of timely services. Several indicated that engaging local program directors in review, oversight and analysis of data helped the local program to identify and eliminate barriers to timely services.  

In addition, states reported they are studying (formally and informally) the issues that they believe may be related to compliance with this indicator, including multiple approaches or methods of service delivery, data systems, tools, and procedures; current personnel use, shortages and projected personnel needs. (See full report).
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