
Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes 
Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 
Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved: 

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships); 
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and 
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. 

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A)) 
Data Source 
State selected data source. 
Measurement 
Outcomes: 

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships); 
B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and 
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. 

Progress categories for A, B and C: 
a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve 
functioning) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 
b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to 
same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning 
comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 
c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# 
of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by (# of 
preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 
d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of 
preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool 
children with IEPs assessed)] times 100. 
e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool 
children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with 
IEPs assessed)] times 100. 

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes: 
Summary Statement 1: Of those preschool children who entered the preschool program below age expectations in each Outcome, 
the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
Measurement for Summary Statement 1: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool 
children reported in category (d)) divided by (# of preschool children reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children 
reported in progress category (b) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported 
in progress category (d))] times 100. 
Summary Statement 2: The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the 
time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
Measurement for Summary Statement 2: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (d) plus # of preschool 
children reported in progress category (e)) divided by (the total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) 
+ (d) + (e))] times 100. 
Instructions 
Sampling of children for assessment is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology 
outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on 
sampling.) 
In the measurement include, in the numerator and denominator, only children who received special education and related services 
for at least six months during the age span of three through five years. 
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. States will use the progress categories for each of 
the three Outcomes to calculate and report the two Summary Statements. States have provided targets for the two Summary 
Statements for the three Outcomes (six numbers for targets for each FFY). 
Report progress data and calculate Summary Statements to compare against the six targets. Provide the actual numbers and 
percentages for the five reporting categories for each of the three outcomes. 
In presenting results, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.” If a State is using the Early Childhood 
Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS), then the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been 
defined as a child who has been assigned a score of 6 or 7 on the COS. 
In addition, list the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator, including if the State is using the ECO COS. 



7 - Indicator Data 
Not Applicable 
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 
NO 
 
Historical Data 

Pa
rt 

Baselin
e 

FFY 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

A1 2008 
Target 
>= 76.70% 76.80% 76.90% 77.00% 77.00% 

A1 61.40% Data 79.20% 80.65% 84.62% 76.19% 80.00% 

A2 2008 
Target 
>= 75.20% 75.30% 75.40% 75.50% 75.50% 

A2 59.20% Data 71.04% 77.50% 63.49% 64.43% 68.11% 

B1 2008 
Target 
>= 80.70% 80.80% 80.90% 81.00% 81.00% 

B1 70.30% Data 78.37% 84.00% 85.00% 85.23% 84.48% 

B2 2008 
Target 
>= 58.20% 58.30% 58.40% 58.50% 58.50% 

B2 31.60% Data 53.85% 55.83% 50.40% 50.52% 58.38% 

C1 2008 
Target 
>= 75.60% 75.70% 75.80% 75.90% 75.90% 

C1 58.10% Data 76.34% 80.95% 82.35% 76.23% 79.46% 

C2 2008 
Target 
>= 75.60% 75.70% 75.80% 75.90% 75.90% 

C2 64.10% Data 69.06% 80.00% 63.10% 64.43% 70.27% 

 
Targets 

FFY 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Target 
A1 >= 77.00% 77.10% 77.20% 77.30% 77.40% 77.50% 

Target 
A2 >= 75.50% 75.60% 75.70% 75.80% 75.90% 76.00% 

Target 
B1 >= 81.00% 81.10% 81.20% 81.30% 81.40% 81.50% 

Target 
B2 >= 58.50% 58.60% 58.70% 58.80% 58.90% 59.00% 

Target 
C1 >= 75.90% 76.00% 76.10% 76.20% 76.30% 76.40% 

Target 
C2 >= 75.90% 

76.00% 
 

76.10% 76.20% 76.30% 76.40% 

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input  
Discussions and Stakeholder input of the SPP, APR, SSIP, and Results Driven Accountability (RDA)/Results Based Accountability 
(RBA) began in 2013 with our State Special Education Advisory Panel. The Panel is fully vested and broadly representative of 
Montana. Additionally, many of the panel members as well as SEA staff serve in other agency or organization leadership positions 
or on advisory groups in the disability community. This enables MT to draw insight and advice from a broad group of stakeholders 
with an understanding of Montana's unique needs, strengths, and potential weaknesses.  
 
Other stakeholder groups we sponsor and/or engage include: 
 
• Our CSPD includes both regional and state councils that regularly meet to assess APR data and to evaluate professional 
development priorities and results. 
• The OPI School Mental Health coordinator worked collaboratively with the Children’s Mental Health Bureau at the Department of 
Public Health and Human Services (DPHHS) to facilitate the provision of mental health services in schools through Comprehensive 



School and Community Treatment services (CSCT). 
• The OPI staff has developed productive working relationships with other Montana Agencies that serve youth and adults with 
disabilities. OPI staff participate as members of advisory councils for early childhood, vocational rehabilitation, juvenile justice, 
developmental disabilities, the state independent living council and the mental health divisions of the DPHHS. These connections 
have allowed the OPI staff to build strong working relationships with other agencies, which has resulted in multiple collaborative 
projects that have strengthened the commitments of all involved to working with Montana’s youth to facilitate smooth transitions from 
birth to adulthood. 
• Working with staff from TAESE, the OPI has facilitated the MontanaHEC for nineteen years. The HEC continues to be a part of 
CSPD and brings together members of faculty from each of the colleges and universities teacher prep programs in Montana. 
Participation in the consortium is strong and includes faculty members from each of the public and private colleges in Montana. This 
group has worked to provide greater standardization of the teacher training programs in Montana and has worked together to 
improve pre-service training programs.  
•The OPI staff is involved in an additional coalition to engage in discussion and activity with our Parent Training Information center, 
Montana Empowerment Center and Disability Rights Montana (DRM). The MEC is available to assist Montana families in obtaining 
appropriate education for their children; improve education results for all children; train and inform parents and their professionals 
who work with their children; empower families to be the decision-makers for their children; and, develop collaboration with 
organizations and agencies that serve children and youth with disabilities.  
•The OPI staff is also highly engaged with the Schools Administrators of Montana (SAM) which include affiliates for 
Superintendents, Principals, Special Education Administrators, and Information Technology (IT) Directors. This partnership allows 
us to respond quickly to needs expressed in the field by school staff. We also provide SAM with a grant to help fund the Montana 
Recruitment Project. This program focuses on recruiting hard to fill positions such as speech/language pathologists, special 
education teachers, occupational therapists, and school psychologists for our districts throughout Montana.  
 
Annually, the SEA brings together representatives from these stakeholder groups for a joint meeting facilitated by TAESE. This 
meeting gathers over 80 front-line stakeholders together to share up-dates of issues and gather input from a comprehensive 
representation of the Montana disability community, families and parents of children and students with and without disabilities. . For 
the past six years, the topic has been Montana's SSIP and activities have been conducted to solicit both general and specific 
stakeholder input. During the spring 2021 meeting, the state presented on the new SPP/APR package to begin facilitating gathering 
feedback.  
 
The SEA internal stakeholder work continues particularly through the ESEA comprehensive and targeted schools taskforces. These 
taskforces were created to 1) provide cohesive supports for the development and implementation of a system wide continuous 
improvement plan across all areas of need for the identified comprehensive school and 2) Support schools identified as targeted by 
bringing together OPI staff with deep knowledge of struggling student groups to develop a range of improvement activities. These 
task forces include membership from all program divisions of the agency. Given that our LEAs on Native American reservations will 
comprise our lowest performing schools, the overall agency, the task force and the SSIP are aligned. 
 
The comprehensive task force identifies and examines barriers that exist in our professional relationships with Indian schools. 
Barriers in the districts, and in the agency, were identified and analyzed. This began an assessment of interagency collaboration 
and professional relationships. Common ground was found for improved methodologies in our approach to districts, our analysis of 
district data and community, tribal, and cultural conditions, district capacities, and how better to target and support improvement 
efforts. As a result, SSIP improvement activities are now supported and reinforced through cross-divisional coordinated efforts. The 
Student Support Services division has also been heavily involved in the development of Montana’s ESSA state plan.  
 
 
FFY 2020 SPP/APR Data 
Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed 
134 
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships) 

Outcome A Progress Category 
Number of 

children 
Percentage of 

Children 

a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 0 0.00% 

b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to 
functioning comparable to same-aged peers 11 8.21% 

c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers 
but did not reach it 27 20.15% 

d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-
aged peers 44 32.84% 

e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged 
peers 52 38.81% 

 



Outcome A 
Numerato

r 
Denominat

or 
FFY 2019 

Data 
FFY 2020 

Target 
FFY 2020 

Data Status Slippage 

A1. Of those children 
who entered or exited 
the program below age 
expectations in 
Outcome A, the percent 
who substantially 
increased their rate of 
growth by the time they 
turned 6 years of age or 
exited the program. 
Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+
c+d) 

71 82 80.00% 77.00% 86.59% Met target No 
Slippage 

A2. The percent of 
preschool children who 
were functioning within 
age expectations in 
Outcome A by the time 
they turned 6 years of 
age or exited the 
program. Calculation: 
(d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e) 

96 134 68.11% 75.50% 71.64% Did not 
meet target 

No 
Slippage 

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

Outcome B Progress Category 
Number of 
Children 

Percentage of 
Children 

a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 0 0.00% 

b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to 
functioning comparable to same-aged peers 23 17.16% 

c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers 
but did not reach it 36 26.87% 

d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-
aged peers 66 49.25% 

e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-
aged peers 9 6.72% 

 

Outcome B Numerator 
Denominat
or 

FFY  2019 
Data 

FFY 2020 
Target 

FFY 2020 
Data Status Slippage 

B1. Of those children 
who entered or exited 
the program below age 
expectations in 
Outcome B, the 
percent who 
substantially increased 
their rate of growth by 
the time they turned 6 
years of age or exited 
the program. 
Calculation: 
(c+d)/(a+b+c+d) 

102 125 84.48% 81.00% 81.60% Met 
target No Slippage 

B2. The percent of 
preschool children who 
were functioning within 
age expectations in 
Outcome B by the time 
they turned 6 years of 
age or exited the 
program. Calculation: 
(d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e) 

75 134 58.38% 58.50% 55.97% 
Did not 
meet 
target 

Slippage 



Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs 

Outcome C Progress Category 
Number of 
Children 

Percentage of 
Children 

a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 0 0.00% 

b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to 
functioning comparable to same-aged peers 13 9.70% 

c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers 
but did not reach it 29 21.64% 

d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-
aged peers 41 30.60% 

e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-
aged peers 51 38.06% 

 

Outcome C Numerator 
Denominat

or 
FFY 2019 

Data 
FFY 2020 

Target 
FFY 2020 

Data Status Slippage 

C1. Of those children 
who entered or exited 
the program below age 
expectations in 
Outcome C, the 
percent who 
substantially increased 
their rate of growth by 
the time they turned 6 
years of age or exited 
the program. 
Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b
+c+d)  

70 83 79.46% 75.90% 84.34% Met 
target No Slippage 

C2. The percent of 
preschool children who 
were functioning within 
age expectations in 
Outcome C by the time 
they turned 6 years of 
age or exited the 
program.  
Calculation: 
(d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e) 

92 134 70.27% 75.90% 68.66% 
Did not 
meet 
target 

Slippage 

 

Part Reasons for slippage, if applicable 

B2 
Montana has a very small n size for this indicator.  A change of just one or two children will cause a decrease in the 
overall percentage.  For FFY2019, there were 108 out 185 students who were functioning within age expectations by 
the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.  For FFY2020, that number was 75 out of 134.   

C2 
Montana has a very small n size for this indicator.  A change of just one or two children will cause a decrease in the 
overall percentage.  For FFY2019, there were 130 out 185 students who were functioning within age expectations by 
the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.  For FFY2020, that number was 92 out of 134.   

Does the State include in the numerator and denominator only children who received special education and related 
services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years? (yes/no) 
YES 

Sampling Question Yes / No 

Was sampling used?  NO 

Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no) 
YES 
List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator. 



Montana uses a standardized required editor-based reporting form to collect entering and exiting preschool outcomes data. The 
form is included in our state-wide student data system special education module along with all other special education required 
forms. The Part B data manager runs a report to collect the data. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional) 
 

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions 
None 
 
  

7 - OSEP Response 
The State provided targets for FFYs 2020 through 2025 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 

7 - Required Actions 
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