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FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan {SPPY¥Annual Performance Report (APR)
Introduction to the State Performance Plan (SPP)YAnnual Performance Report (APR)

The North Carolina Department of Public Instnuction {NCDIPT), Exceptional Children Division (ECDY) gathered and analyzed data for tha development of the Annual Performance Report (APR]. Throughout the year,
Exceptional Children Division stalf met periodically to review and analyze prograss made loward the development of the APR. Following discussions reviews and analyses, staff provided input for use in the conbnuing
development of the APR.

The Council on Educational Sarvicss for Exceplional Chikiren, the State Advisory Panel, serves as the Stakeholder Steering Committee. Exceptional Chuldren Division staff presented data and information, reviewed prograss
made,a\dsoidﬁadmermem'inpu.n.am.lmd_mmmduﬂRHMMmeminmmﬁ

By Juna 1, 2018, the NCDPI-ECD will report to the public on the progress and/or slippage in meeting the measurable and rigorous targets. The APR will be posted on the NCDP{ web page and disinbuted dinectly to the Local
Education Agencies (LEAS). in addition, it wil be made available 10 the media. The ECD will also report on the perfemance of each LEA on the targets by June 1, 2018. The reports will be posted on the Department's website,
will be sent to the LEAs, and distnbuted to local and regional media. The APR and LEA public reports will be postad at hitp #www.ncoecas ongf and the APR wil also be posted at Inttp:/fec. ncpublicschools.gov/

The FFY 2016 APR contains information specific to measuring progress or slippage against State targets for Indicators 1. 2, 3b<, 4a-b, 5a-<,Bab, 7a-¢. 8 9,10, 11, 12,13, 14,15, and 16 North Castlina uses
OSEP-approved sampling plans are used for Indicators 8 and 14. North Carolina onca again contracted with PEIDRA Services, inc. to collect and analy parent invoh 1t data for Inds 8. For the first ime each LEA. In
the approved Indicalor 14 sample, collected and submitied its data 1o the NCDPI-ECD. As a result. the number of responses to the survey increased significantly, from 336 responses in FFY 2015 to 979 responses in FFY
2016 for a response rate of 45.66% :

+

| Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Upicaded Date
No APR attachments found.

General Supervision System:

The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, € g.. moniloring dispute resolution, etc.

Under its general supervision authority, the NCDPI-EC Division is required to monitor the implementation of all special education
programs for all eligible students with disabilities in the state. The federal Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) monitors the
NCDPI-EC Division to ensure that processes and procedures are in place to meet the state’s general supervision requirements. To
comply with the requirements of this Act, the NCDPI-EC Division has reviewed the mechanisms for monitoring and developed a
comprehensive general supervision system. The system:

Supports practices that improve educational results and functional outcomes for children and youth with disabilities,

Uses multiple methods to identify and correct noncompliance as soon as possible but no later than one year after noncompliance is
identified; and

Utilizes mechanisms to encourage and support improvement and enforce compliance.
Components of North Carolina’s General Supervision System

There are eight components of the General Supervision System, including
1) State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR)
2) Policies, Practices, and Procedures

3) Dispute Resolution System

4) Data Collection

5) Monitoring Activities

8) Improvement, Correction, Incentives, and Sanctions

7) Targeted Technical Assistance

8) Fiscal Management

Each component, while separate in its description, connects to form a comprehensive system. Through the triangulation of these
activities the NCDPI-EC Division complies with federal regulations. Descriptions of the components are included in the attached, Norih
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Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date Remove
- i r 15 final. Nancy Johnson

Technical Assistance System:

The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality. evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAS

North Carolina has combined the information about its Technical Assistance/Support and Professional Development Systems.

The NCDPI-EC Division has provided technical assistance/support and professional development to LEAs in various ways through
multiple teams, committees, groups, and individuals. Certain technical assistance {e.g. responding with information to requests by
phone or on-site abd Regional EC Directors quarterly meetings) and professional development {semi-annual EC Directors’ Institutes,
Annual Conference on Exceptional Children for more than 3,000 participants, multi-day and weeklong Summer Institutes, by topic, and
other topical institutes have been consistently provided by the EC Division over the years

When the EC Division developed its Strategic Vision for the next several years, it reviewed its processes for technical assistance and
professional development. Through this process some specific needs were identified, including a need for;

- Common processes for TA requests, follow up, and impact assessment
- Refinement of systems of support to utilize/align tiered systems of support (technical assistance and professional development)

- Fidelity measures for all initiatives
- Need for stronger alignment with curriculum standards

- Additional support for developing and providing Specially Designed Instruction and progress monitoring {not only training, but
implementation, fidelity checks, evaluation of effectiveness)

- Professional Development aligned to identified curricular or program needs which includes provisions for high-fidelity
- Program implementation {including TA, coaching, and program evaluation)
- Relationships to State Board of Education Goals and the EC Division Strategic Vision

- Use of LEA Self Assessment data to drive customized support

The EC Division developed its tiered system of technical assistance/support and professional development by
including universal, tailored, and customized support for LEAs. The ECD also created an operational definition of its
universal work. With a clearly articulated and understood definition of universal supports to LEAs, the ECD can
effectively leverage the existing support system to the greatest extent possible.

The EC Division, with stakeholder involvement, defined critical features of an LEA’s EC program that were then
consolidated into six core elements of an LEA EC Program: Policy Compliance, Fiscal Management, IEP Development
and Implementation, Research-Based Instruction and Practices, Problem-Solving for Improvement, and
Communication and Collaboration. We realized that LEAs required support in the systematic process of problem-
solving their own data sources and that it would be necessary to measure implementation of the critical components
of an effective EC program. The EC Division knew this was going to require building the capability to provide outcome
data in accessible and actionable ways to the LEAs. In addition, a way to measure how each LEA worked would also
be needed. The LEA self-assessment process places an emphasis on data-driven decision making, and provides
information that is both useful to LEAs in supporting their own growth and providing the EC Division the information
needed to provide more customized support.

The LEA self-assessment process was built around the six core elements identified and the district's capacity for engaging in
systematic problem solving. More process and fidelity data would help the EC Division understand how LEAs were doing their work. Just
knowing what LEAs were doing did not provide the diagnostic information needed to design and provide customized, tiered support.
Through the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction’s (NCDP1) partnership with the National Implementation Research Network
(NIRN) and the State Implementation and Scaling-up of Evidence-based Practices Center (SISEP), there was an emphasis on ensuring
that implementation science informed the work of the entire agency. This included alignment of any new work with existing work and
building the knowledge and tools to best support all implementation efforts. To do so, it was critical to define the core components of
effgctive EC programming in a way that was knowable, teachable, and doable. This work was collaboratively completed by state and
district-level participants through the development of a practice profile. Subsequently, the document was further refined into a LEA
Self-Assessment tool. After several iterations (including 3 rounds of field testing) and a wealth of feedback from LEAs, EC Division staff
Curriculum & Instruction staff, and partners from 3 different TA centers (Mid-South RRC, SISEP, PBIS), the EC Division has a tool and
process that was piloted in each of the State's eight (8) regions during the 2014-15 school year and was rolled out for use at the
beginning of the 2015-16 school year. Quarterly Regional EC Directors' meeting during the 2015-16 school year were devoted to the
development of each LEA's Self-Assessment. The initial LEA Self-Assessments were submitted to NCDPI's EC Division by the end of

July 2016. Following implementation and a review of updated data, LEAs submit LEA Self-Assessment updates annually,
5/29/2018 Page 3 of 58
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The LEA Self-Assessment process provides more accessible and actionable data to LEAs; a tool for reviewing and assessing current

practice; and a structure for problem identification, priority setting, solution identification and selection, improvement planning, and
installation. Completed LEA Self-Assessments yield data for the ECD that have never been readily accessible befare. This information
describing how an LEA is working to implement evidence-based practices facilitated the EC Division's identification of the specific types
and levels of support an LEA requires. Information gleaned from EC Division reviews of the LEA Self-Assessment data and
improvement activities selected by the LEAs during the beginning of the 2016-17 school year helped drive how the EC Division allocates
time and resources to support LEAs through technical assistance and professional development. With the additional process
information, the EC Division built a continuum of support for LEAs -- providing universal support to all and tailered andfor customized
support to those LEAs in need of such support. Comprehensive professional development (e.g., training and coaching) and technical
assistance at the intensity level needed to address the LEAs compliance and/or implementation needs will ultimately improve outcomes
for students with disabilities.

With the implementation of the LEA Self-Assessment process, the EC Division has used the results to drive customized support for
each LEA. This necessitated refining an internal process flow for planning of professional development, coaching, and technical
assistance. The EC Division provides customized support through regional staff and team structures, so a common process for
comprehensive professional development and technical assistance requests, follow up, and impact assessment was necessary and
resuited in the development of an electronic professional developement catalog that includes all of the professional development
offered annually by the EC Division. We expect to refine our systems of both monitoring and support to align with and utilize a tiered
system model. Overall, the ECD expects these system refinements to resuit in improved provision of services for LEAs, strengthened
systems of support for students and families, and ultimately improved outcomes for students with disabilities.

Attachments

R S — —_— S— — —

Fite Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found

Professional Development System:

The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabiiities

Please see the Technical Assistance System Section for North Caroiina's combined information about its Technical Assistance/Support
and Professional Development Systems,

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Stakeholder Involvement: ¥ apply s bo i Part B results indicstors

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input con targets in the SPP, including revisions to targels.

The Council on Educaticnal Services for Exceptional Children, the federally required State Advisory Panel, serves as the Stakeholder
Steering Committee for the State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report. On December 13, 2017 at the Advisory Council's
quarterly meeting, Exceptional Children Division staff members presented data and information, reviewed targets and progress made,
and solicited members' input as required. Additional groups, that include representatives from the Counci, advise the North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI} on the development of Indicator 17 - State Systemic Improvement Plan {(SSIP}. A description of
these stakeholder groups and their work are described in Indicator 17,

Attachments |

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found

Reporting to the Public:

How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2015 performance of each LEA located in the State on the fargets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later
than 120 days following the State's submission of its FFY 2015 APR, as required by 34 CFR §300 602{b} 1}{i{A). and a description of where, on its Web site. a complete copy of
the State’s SPP, inciuding any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its FFY 2015 APR in 2017, Is available.

By June 1, 2018, the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI), Exceptional Children Division will report to the public on
the progress and/or slippage in meeting the measurable and rigorous targets of its Annual Performance Report (APR). The APR will be
posted on the NCDP| web page and distributed directly to the Local Education Agencies (LEAs). In addition, it will be made available to
the media. The Exceptional Children Division will aiso report on the performance of each LEA on the targets in the APR by June 1, 2018.

5/29/2018 Page 4 of 58
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The reports will be posted on the Department's website, will be sent to the LEAs, and distributed to local and regional media. The APR
and LEA public reports will be posted at hitp.//iwww.nccecas.org/ . Click on the LEA APRs 2016-17 tab at the top for the APR-2016B-NC

and its accompanying attachments. A fink to the APR will also be posted at http:/iec.ncpublicschools.gov/. Click on the State
Performance Plan on the left side of the page and then click on the links provided for the 2016-2017 school year.

Attachments

File Name i Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found

Actions required in FFY 2015 response
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FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan (SPPYAnnual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 1: Graduation

Moniloring Prionty. FAPE i the LRE

Results Indicator:
Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs {|EPs) graduating from high school with a regutar high school diploma.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a){IAN

Historical Data
Basaline Data: 2006

FFY 25
Target 2 50.00%
Data 67.30%

Key | _] Gray-DetaFmortoBaseioe || Yelow -Baseine  Bius—Deta Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Key

Targets: Description of Stakeholdar Input . Please see the Stakeholder Invoivement section of the jriroduction.
IS Erter actstionl inomasion about siskshckder rnctverment

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2015-16 Cohorts for Reguiaiory
Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate
(EDFacis file spec C151: Dala growp
595)

101272097 Numbar of with IEPS ing with a ar dipioma 8,041

SY 2015-16 Cohorts for Regulatory
Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate
{EDFacts file spac C151 Dala group
668)

w227 of with IEPs ehgible fo uate 11.665 nul

SY 2015-16 Reguiatory Adiusted Cohort
Gradustion Rate (EDFacs file spec 10122017 . ted uation rate table 86.50% cakcuate [
C150; Data group 695)

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth with IEPS In the current year's Number of youth with $EPs in the current
adjusted cohont graduating with a regular diploma year's adjusted cehort eligtble to graduate

EFY 2015 Data FFY 2016 Fargat FEY 206 Data

Graduation Conditions

Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using:  4year ACGR

Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, If different, the conditions that
youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma If there is a difference, explan.

Norih Carolina's 4-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rata is the ratio of youths with IEPS gradualing with a regular diploma in 2015-16 o earliar. to all youths with IEPS entering ninth grade in 2012-13 for the first ime.

Youths with IEPs enering ninth grade in 2012-13 & graduating with a regufar diploma in 2015-16 of eariier + All youths with IEPs entering ninth grade in 2012-13 for the first ime X 100 = Percent of youths with IEPs in the
state graduating from high scheol with a regular dipioma.

The 4-Year Adjusted Cobont Gradustion Rate used for youths with IEPs is the same graduation rate caiculation and timetine used for all students in North Carolina as established by the Department under tha ESEA.
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FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Are the conditions that youth with [EPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school dipioma different from the conditions noted above? WNe

v Provide additional information about this indicator (optional}
North Caroling aiso calculates a S-year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate and the 2016-17 §-year cohort data are as follows:

2012-13 entering youths with IEPs, who graduated with a reguiar diploma in 5 years of lass (Numerator) - 8,628
Number of youths, with IEPS, entesing Sth grade for the first time in 2012-13 {Dencminator) - 11,685
Parcer of youths. with JEPS, enering Sth grade in 2042-13 and graduating with a reguiar high school dipioma in 5 years or earlier - 73.1%

Change from pravious 5-year Adusted Cohort Graduation Rate: + 0.8 percentage points

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none
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FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 2: Drop Out

Monitaring Prionty. FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator:
Percent of youth with IEPs dropping cut of high schaol.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 {a){3HA)}

Historical Data
Basaline Data: 2005

FFY 2045
Targets 4.00%
Dala 465%

key [_] Gray—DataPriortoBassine [ Yefow - Baseine  fius - Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target s

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Please indicate whether you are reporting using Option 1 or Option 2.
e Cption 1
g Gption 2

Has your State made or proposes to make changes to the data source under Option 2 when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010
SPPIAPR submitted on February 1, 20127 No

FFY 2016 SPP/AFR Data

Number of youth with [EPS who exited speclal 2014 FirstMonth20DayMembership far youth with

education due to dropping out |IEPs + Numerater {see fornula in explanation of FFY 2015 Data FFY 2016 Target®  FFY 2036 Data

methodology)

¥ Use a ditferent calculation methodology
r Change rumerator description in data lable
F Change denominator description in data lable

Please explain the methodology used to calculate the numbers entered above.

In accordance with Option 2. North Carolina used the annual event school dropout rate for students leaving a schod in a single year detemmined in acoordance with the National Center for Education Statistic's Common Core
of Dala. Data for this indicator ane "lag” data.

Nerth Carcna uses the same calculabon, which is an event rate calculation, for dropout rate for youths with IEPs, as it does for all youth. The rate calculation is isted below using 2015.16 lag data. Rate = 100 * Numerator +
{Dencminator » Numerstor) 100 * 2,280 + (53,732 + 2,280} = 4.07% o 100 * 2.280 + 56,012 = 4.07%
Numerator Number of youth with IEPs who exited special aducation due to dropping out Denominator 2015 FirstMonth20DayMambership for youth with IEPs + Numerator

Provi%«: Ba narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth.
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The definiion for dropout in North Carcéing is an indmdual who: 1) was envollad in schooi at some time during the previous school year and 2) was not envolied 2t the baginning of the curment school year; and 3) has not
graxiuated from high school or compiated a Slate or district-approved educational program; and 4) does not meet any to the: following extlusionary conditions: a) transfer 10 another pubbic school district, private sehool, or State
or distict-approved educational program (including correctional or health facility programs); b} lemporary absence due 1o suspansion o school-excused liness; or ¢) daath

Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEP8? No

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

5/29/2018
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FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan (SPPYAnnual Performance Report (APR)
indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Monitoring Prionly. FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:

A. Indicator 3A - Reserved
B. Participation rate for children with iEPs.

GC. F y rate for

{20 U.5.C. 1418 (a}3)}A))

with IEPs

t grade |eve} and altemate academic achlevement standards.

Historical Data

Year

Baseline

9B.00%

25.00%

95004

95.00%

85.00%

9B 00%

95 00%

95.00%

95.00%

100%

9.80%

7580%

7040%

87 00%

Key DGray—DmaPriorloBaselim I:]Yeﬂm—Basaﬁne Biue— Data Update

& e
Group Name FFY 2015

A Targetz 95.00%

Grade 3 Data 9966%

B Targal 2 95 00%

L Data %069%

c Targat 2 95.00%

g Grade 5 Dala 9972%
5 D Targel 2 95.00%
Bade g Data 9926%

E Target 2 9500%

Grada 7 Data 9929%

£ Target 2 95.00%

SEE e Deta %905%

5/29/2018
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93.50%

94.90%

95.34%
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SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

& Target & 9500%
HS Data 96.50%
A Targetz 95.00%
Grade 3 Deiz 9967%
B Targetz 9500%
Grade 4 Deta o9e%
¢ Target z 95.00%
Grade 5 Deta 95.70%
™ Targetz 95.00%

i Grade 6 Data 9923%
E Target 95000
R Data 99.15%
F Target 2 9500%
Grade 8 Data 90 00%
a Targetz 9500%
HS Deta 95.92%

Key: [ Gray-Data Priorto Basetine || vetiow - Baseline  Biue - Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2016 2017 x18
Gl 96.00% 95,00% 95.00%
Grade 3 el | !
L 5,00% 95,00% 9500%
Grade 4 R : '
O 95.00% 95,00 95.00%
s . 00t ‘
L 5.00% 9,00% 95.00%
Grade 6 : : :
e 5.00% 9500% 95.00%
Grade 7 : 1
i $5.00% 95 00% 95.00%
Grade 8 . '
Gz
o 85.00% 95,00% 95.00%
L 95.00% 25.00% 95.00%
Grade 3 : s
L 95.00% 9500 95,00%
Grade 4 - P
ok a8 00% 95.00% 95.00%%
Grade & - .00%%
i o 85.00% 9500% 95000
Grade 6 : :
e 95.00% 95.00% 9500%
Grada 7 - .
i 5.00% 95.00% 5.00%
Grade 8 e
Gz
¢ 95.00% 5,00% 8500%
5
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder input

Would you like to use the assessment data below to automaticaily calculate the actuat data reported in your FFY 2013 APR by the grade groups you provided on the Reporting Group Selection page? yes
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FFY 2016 PartB State Parformanca Plan (SP R)lfAnnuaI Performance Report (APR)
Would you like the disaggreg yed [n your finzl AP|

Data Source: SY 2016-17 Assassmert Data Groups - Reading (EDF acts fie spec C188; Data Group: 589) Darbe: 127142017

Reading a pa pation d by grade

a Childrer with 1EPs 160094 16838 16902 15685 15094 15263

13770

b IEPs inragua:assessmenlwimm 4520 ey 2640 518 187 2474

& 1EPs in regular assessment with

10257 11663 11940 10682 10564 10365
accommodations

d IEPs in atemate assessment against
grade-evet standards

& [EPs in attemate assessment against modified
stardlards

f IEPs in sllemale assessment aganst dltemale

e B pradl 1236 1262 1158 1w 1268

Data Source: S 2018-17 Assessment Data Groups - Math [EDFadls fils spec C185; Data Group: 538) Date: 12142017

tath assessment participation data by grade

5 [ 7 8

a Children with IEPs 16084 16837 16802 15566 15063 15264 n 13594 n
b {EPs in regular assessment with no 71 % 2034 3008 2700 301 2806
accommodations
R [oular sesessment v ) 1228 12646 #1307 11052 10736 o7
accammodaten:
d. IEPs in altemate assessment againsl
grade-evel standards
e |EPs in altamate assessment against modfied 8
standards
f IEPs in sllemnale assessment agansl altemate

157 1 1
standards 1228 1237 1262 115! 188 267 048

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Number of Chitdren with

Number of Children with IEPs.

Group Name \EPs Participating FFY 2015 Data* FFY 2016 Target” FFY 2018 Data
s ra':” 16,04 16028 9966% 95.00% ©955%
c;c::e . 1658 16777 960% 95.00% 9964%
s 1.9 16842 97 95.00% %055%
et 15505 15.488 99204 8500% %31%
G;e ; 1500 14949 99.22% 95.00% 90 04%
Gr;a . 15263 15107 9905% 95.00% 9.98%
fs 13770 13304 96 50% 95.00% 983%
FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment
Erapiioms R °fié:P':""“" with ””’“be';’igi':i':;:’r‘t;"‘“ 7% FFY 2015 Data’ FFY 2016 Target* FFY 2016 Data
o a';e N 16,004 16081 675 9500% w61%
G’:,e . 16807 16772 99685 95,00% %61%
Gr;e ; 16900 16842 99.70% 9500 9965%
5/29/2018
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grorms & A
Number of Children with ker of Chiléren with IEPs

\EPs Participating FFY 2016 Data" FFY 2016 Target FFY 2016 Data
Gr:;e . 15,59 15480 99235 95.00% 20.31%
Gr:m 15,003 14950 % 15% 95 007 005%
Gra';a 15,264 16,104 %00t 9500% 9895%
'fs 13504 13,120 w.92% 95.00% %6 55%

Public Reporting information

Provide finks to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results.

For participation of students with disabiblies (SWD) on siate assessments tsaggregated by with and without accommodations, use the fink
hitp A blicschools. l I ncearchive/
Under Students with Disablibes Assessment Paripation YWith and Without Acoommeodations chick on the xisx file for 2016-2017 1o view andiar downiead the report

For participation of students with disabiives (SwWD) on altemate assessmants. use the link’

Under Raports of Supplemental Disaggragated State. School System (LEA) and Schoal Performance Data cick on Disaggregated Performance Data for 2016-17 ta wiew andfor download the report. that miciudes two
documents. One document provides a description of files and codes used. The other document contains the data for each LEA, schoal. and the State. In the type column, the Extend 1 altemiale assessment i denoted by X1 in
the subgroup column. students with disabiibes are denoted by SWD, and the number tested caiumn includes tha number of students tested wilh vaiid scores. In order 1o download andfor open the zip file, an updated version of
the wet browser used may be necassary, a diferent web browser may be used, or the webink may reed to be copied and pasted into the browser.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State’s 2017 deterrmination letter. the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2015, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with
disabiigers in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(). In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2016 SPP/APR, the State mustinclude a Web kink that demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300.160() for FFY 2016

Responses to actions required in FFY 2015 OSEP response

During the FFY 2015 clarification pencd, North Carolina's APR was updated to include the comect web links that demonstrate the State has reported, for FFY 2015, to the public, on the statewide assessmants of chikiren with
disabilities in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160(1), as follows.

For participation of studens with disabiities (SWD) on slate assessments disaggregated by with and withoul accommodations, use the tinkc hitp aww. republitschools orglaccountabilityireporting/leaperdiormancearchived
Under Students with Disabiliies Assessment Participation With and Without Accommodations click on the Msx file for 2015-2016 to view andior download the repart.

For panicipation of students with disabiliies (SWD) on atermate assessments. use the link: hitp www ncpublicscheols arg/accountabilityireportingAeaperfonmancearchivel

Under Reporis of Supplemental Disaggregated Stale, School System (LEA) and School Performance Data dlick on Disaggregated Performance Data for 2015-16 to view andor download the repoit, that includes two
doouments. One document provides a description of files and codes used. The other document containg the data for sach LEA. school, and the State. In the type column, the Extend 1 aternate assassment is denoted by X1, In
the subgroup column, siudents with disabilites ane denaled by SWD, and the number tested column inchudes the number of students tested with valid scores. In order to downioad andfor open the zip fite, an updated version of
the web browser used may be necessary, a diffarent web browser may be used, or the web link may need to be copied and pasted inte the browser
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Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Monitorng Prioaty. FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Participation and perf of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:

A. Indicator 3A — Reserved
8. Participation rate for children with IEPs.
C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academlc achi it

{20U.5.C. 1416 (a}{3KA))

Historical Data

Baseline
Year

Target 2

A o L 4930% 77 20% 7 20% 88.60% 59.90% 12.40% 2120% 3000%
Crade Data 49.30% 35.20% M00% 5130% 5390% 53.60% 53.30% 7.50% 7.48% 801%
. o L 4B.30% 7.20% 77.20% B3 60% 56.90% 12.40% 2120% 3000%
Grade 8 Data | se30% 6.40% 40.50% 53.30% 58.70% 50 20% 5020% 650% 635% 7.3%%
G o S 5560% 720% 68.40% 84.20% 51.10% Q70% 1870% 27 70%
i Data | 4360% 2750% 4230% 260% 5000% 47 90% 45,00% 9.90% 9.56% 10.9%%
Group Name FFY 2015
A Targetz 39.00%
Grade 3 Deta 18.36%
Target 2 39.00%
Grade Data 1562%
¢ Target 2 39.00%
%" Grade 5 Deta 14.28%
E D Targetz 3900%
Grade 6 Data 14.06%
€ Target z 3000%
Grede 7 Data 1260%
. Targelz 39.00%
Gk Deta 1029%

Key. DGﬂy—DataPriortoBaselins l:]\rslaw-Basaﬁne Blus - Cata Update

5/29/2018 Page 14 of 58



SPP)Annual Performance Report (APR)

= Data 1307%
A Target 2 368.80%
Grade 3 Data 22 04%
B Target = 3880
Ciade s Data 2038%
c Target = 38.680%
Grade & Data 1890%
D Taiget = 38.80%

i Cradel Data 1.36%
E Target = 3880%
Grade7 Data B6E%
F . Target = 3B.80P%
Ciades Data 7.37%
a Targel 2 36 70%
i Data 1095%

ke { ] Gray—DataProrioBaseine [ | Yetow-Baseine  Bue— Deta Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2018 2017 2018
Az
e 47 70% 56.40% 56.40%
Bz
. 47 70% 56.40% 56.40%
cz
Grade 5 A770% 56.40% 56.40%
oz
i Giada B a7T0% 56.40% 56.40%
Ez
e 47.70% 55 40% 56.401%
Fz
a8 a7 70% 56 40% 56.40%
Gz
e 48.40% 57.00% 57.00%
Az ;
Grade 3 4760% 56.40% £6 40%
B 4760%
e ‘ 56.40% 6.40%
i 47.60% 5 40%
Grade 5 : 04k
Dz
i e 47 60% 56 40% 6.40%
Ez
Grade 7 47.80% 56.40% 56.40%
Fa
Grada 8 47.60% 56.40% 56.40%
ﬁsz 4570% 54.70% 54.70%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Would you like to use tha assessment data below to automatically caltulate the actual data reported In your FFY 2013 APR by the grade groups you provided on the Reporting Group Selection page? yes
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Would you like the disaggregated data to be displayed In your final APR? yes

Data Source: Sy 2016-17 Assessment Data Groups - Reading {EDFacts fle spec C178; Dals Group: 584) Date: 121142017

Reading proficiency data by grade

6 T

a Chidren with 1EPS who neceived a valid score
and a proficiency was assigned

b. IEPs in regular assessment wath ne
accommodations scoeed at or above proficient 1515 107 a4 61 a78 584
againsl grade lavel

¢ |EPs in regular assessment with
accommodations soxed at or above proficient a1 889 806 €6 a35 535 08
against grade level

d IEPs in altemate assessment against
grade-level standards scored at or above
proficient against grade level

16028 16777 16842 15488 14949 15107 n 13334 n n n

€. IEPs In altenate assassment against modfied
standards sconed at or above proficient against n
orade level

1. [EPs in aitemate assessment against allemate
siandards scored ai or above proficient against | 617 488 708 435 488 52 491
grade level

Data Source: SY 2016-17 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec C175; Data Group: 583) Darte: 121142017

Math proficiency data by grade

6 7

a. Children with IEPs whe received a valid score
and a proficiency was assigned

b 1EPs in reguiar assessment with no
accommodations scored at or above proficient 1835 1337 122 691 449 a27 416
against grade lavel

16031 16772 16842 15489 14960 15104 n 13120 n n n

£. IEPs in regular assessment with
accommodations scored 2t or above proficent 1486 1504 1575 70 638 492 827
against grade level

d IEPs in aflemate assessment against
grade-level standards scored at or above
profiaernt against grade level

& |EPs in atemate assessment againsl modfied
standands scored at or above proficient against n
arade levet

f. 1EPs n allemate assessment agains! allemate
standards scored at or above proficient against k1| 459 408 348 67 23 376
grade level

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Chikdren with iEPs wha

Group Name received a vafid score and  Number of Children with IEPs Proficient FFY 2015 Data* FFY 2016 Target* FFY 2016 Data
& proficiency was assigned

e 16028 2073 18.38% a7 0% 18.55%
Gl:ie . w8777 2464 1562% 4770% 1469%
s 18842 230 14,28% AT T 1391%
G‘;e . 15,488 2225 1408% a770% 1437%
s 14949 1982 1260% 47.70% 13.26%
G 8 15107 153 1020% a7 70% 10 16%

r?s 13384 1784 1307% Ba0% 1336%
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FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR) '
FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Chikdren with IEPs who

Group Name received a valid score and  Number of Children with IEPs Proficient FFY 2015 Data" FFY 2016 Target* FFY 2016 Data
a proficiency was assigned

er;;a 3 w1 3641 204% 4760% 271%
GraEtl:le 4 w772 3.300 2038% 4760% 1966%
Gra%e 5 Ll 3105 1B a760% 18.44%
Gm[;e 6 15489 2,009 1.36% 47.60% 1297%
GraItE!e 7 iy 1282 868% a780% 837%
Gr;e 8 15.104 1.442 73715 47 60% 7.56%

SS 13129 1419 1095% 4570 1081%

Reasons for Group E Slippage

North Caroiina did not meet its targat for Group E Grade 7 Math Assessment and had slippage of 0.31 percentage point. For a small percentage (less than 10%), it is eonsiderad skppage if the worsening is mone than 0.1%.
fn 2016-17 the number of studants with disabilities in 7th grade who recéived a valid scoms and for whom a proficiency level was assigned decraasad by 3.14% (484 students) and the number of students with disabifities who
scored at or above proficient decreased by 6.57% (88 students). Although the data for this indicator are based on achievement standards for leveis 4 and 5 which are oollege and career ready proficiency, it's importart (o
identfy the data for level 3 that are students who performed at NC's grade level proficiency. In addition to the 8 37% students with disabiliies in 7th grade who scored at levels 4 and S/coliege and carser ready proficiency, an
addional 4.35% (B51) scored at level J/grade level proficiency. Historically, the grade 7 math assessment rate has been one of North Carolina's lowest levels of proficiency for students with disabiliiss. The increased rigoer in
academic achievemen standards has had mone of an impact in math on students with disabilities who were on the cusp of cut scores and acadernic achievement standards. EC Division staff will work NCDPI math cummiculum
coordinatons 1o review the data and determine other root causesiactors that contribuied te the slippage in order to identfy appropniate strategies for implamentationAmprovement.

Public Reporting Information

Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results.

For participation of students with disatwtibes {5WD} on siate assessments disaggregaled by with and without accommadations, use the hnk:
it twww: icschools ory/accountabili inglea ncearchive/
Urider Students with Disabiliies Assessment Participation With and Withoul Accommedations click on tha xsx file for 2016-2017 16 view andlor downinad the report.

For participation of students with disabiliies (SWD) on allemata assessments, use the hnk:

hittp:fwww. nepublicschools ong/accountabilityireportingleaperdformanceanchivef

Uinder Repons of Supplemental Disaggregated State, School System (LEA} and School Performance Data click on Disaggregated Performance Data for 201617 10 view andior downtoad the report, thal indudes two
documents. One document pravdes a description of files and codes used. The other document contains the data for each LEA. school, and the State. in the fype column, the Exlend 1 gllemate assessment is dencted by X1 In
the subgroup column, students with disabitties ana denoted by SWD. and the number lested column mdudes the number of students kested with vaid scones. In order to downioad andfor open he zip file. an updated version of
the web browser used may be necessary a differen web browser may beused, of the wet ik may need 10 be copied a1 pasted nto the browser:

~ Provide additional information about this indicator {optional)

As requirad, largats for this indicator ane based on achievement standards for levels 4 and 5 which are college and career ready proficiency. However, its important Lo identify the data for level 3 that are students who
performed at grade lovel proficiency and with the continuing use of evidence-based strategies may achieve at level 4 or 5 in the futune,

FFY 2016 Level ¥Grade Level Proficiency: Reading A

Children with IEPs who received avalid ~ Number of Children with IEPS at Level 3 FFY 2013 Data for Lavel 3Grade Level

Group Name scora and a proficiency was assigned Grade Level Profidency Proficiency
A
16028 074 8T
Grada 3
B
16777 & =) B
Grada 4
[
165842 L5 T %
Grade 5
D
15488 T T15%
Grade &
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iR By
Geada T
F
15007 =
Grade 8
G
fkx<T] B
H5
FFY 2016 Level 3Grade Level P y: Math A
Group N Chitdren with [EPs wha received avalid  Number of Children with IEPS at Level 3/
scove and a proficiency was assigned Grade Level Proficiency
LY
W0 1458
Grada 3
B
ETTE 0
Grmain 4
16342 a8
G &
(¥}
15489 ~
Grade &
E
Im L]
Grate T
E
504 d
Grada 8
G
=il 08
HS5

5/20/2018

S54%,

S

GATH

FFY 2013 Data for Level ¥Grade Level
Proficiency

AP

& R

5 4%

= 5%

< 5%

« 5%
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FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Actions required in FFY 2015 response

Withen 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2017 determinahon leter e State must provide o OSEP a Web ink thal demonsirates that it has reported, for FFY 2015, 1o the public, on the statewide assessments of children with
disablifes in accordancs with 34 CFR §300. 160{f). In addition. OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2018 SPR/APR. the State must inciude a Web link Tiatl demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300. 160() for FFY 2016,

Responses to actions required in FFY 2015 OSEP response

During the FFY 2015 clarification period, North Carolina's APR was updated to inchude the cormect web inks that demonsirate the State has reported, for FFY 2015, to the public. on the siatewide assessments of children with
disabiliies in accordance with 34 CFR §300.160{f), as follows:

For participation of students with disabiliies (SWD) on state assessments disaggregated by with and without accommeadations, use the link: hitip:#www nepublicschaols ong/accountabilityireportingleaperformancearchive/
Under Students with Disabities Assessment Participation With and Without Accommodations chick on the xisx file for 2015-2016 1o view and/or downioad the report N

For participation of shudents with disabilities (SWD) on altemale assessments, use the link. hitp#www ncpublicschools onyaccountabitylreporingdeaperformarcearchive

Under Reponts of Supplemental Disaggregated State, School System (LEA) and School Performance Data click on Disaggregated Performance Data for 2015-16 1o view andior download the report, that includes two
documents. One document provides a description of files and codes used. The other documert contzins 1he data for each LEA, school. and the State. In the type colurmn, the Extend 1 aitemate assessment is dencted by X1 In
the subgroup column, students with disabilities am denoted by SWD, and the number tested eotumn includes the number of studants tested with valid scores. In order to downioad andior apen the zip file, an updated version of
the wab browser usad may be necessary, a different web browser may be used, or the web link may nead 1o be copied and pasted into the browser
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FFY 2016 Part B State Parformance Plan (SPP)Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Monitoring Priodly FAPE inthe LRE

Results indi 1 Rates of suspension and exp
A. Percant of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of susp and expuls! of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and
B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, In the rate of suspensl and expulsions of greater than 10 days In a school year for children with IEPs; and (b}

palicies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the de
behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguarda.

{20 U.S.C. 1416(a}{3}A); 1412(a){22))

p and impt lon of IEPs, the use of positive

Historical Data

Bassalina Data. 2005

Target 3

260% 520% 230% 23 4.70% 1.90% 230% 090% G.a4% %
FFY 2015

Targets 250%

Dala 0.40%

Key [] Gray-DotaPriortoBasekne | | Yeow - Baseine  Giue - Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target s

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input -Piease see the Stakeholder Involvernent secbon of the infroduction
I™ Erer adtionsl information about siakencider valvement

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Has the Stale Established a minimum n-size reguinsrment? rYes ¢ No

FFY 2015 FFY 2016
Number of distrcts that have a significant discrepancy Number of districts in the State Data* Target*

Chooae ong of the following companson methodolagles to determine whether significant discrepancies ara occurring (34 CFR §300.170{(a))
(&' Compare the rales of suspensions and exput of grealer than 10 days in a schook year for chidren with |EPs among LEAs in the State

{™ The rates of suspensions and expuisions of greater than 10 days in a schook yaar for children with IEPS in each LEA companed 1o the rates for nondisabled children in the same LEA

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

North Carolina‘s definition of "significant discrepancy” with regard to suspensions/expulsions for student with IEPs is greater than/equal
to twice the State average rate of suspensionsfexpulsions of students with IEPs.

Significant discrepancy = # of students with IEPs with suspensions/expulsions >10 days in school year/# of students with IEPs X 100 = State Average Rate X 2

Suspension and expulsion rzles are computed for LEAS with a munimum call size of 10 students with IEPs suspended/expetied, but a minimum “n” size is not used. Raw data are reviewad saparately for LEAS with less than the
rminimurn cell size to detenming if 3 significant discrepancy exsts. If detarmined that a significant discrepancy exists for an LEA with less than the memsmum cefl size. the LEA is included in the calculation's numerator Since
data are reviewad for all LEAS in the State and accordingly a delermination s made about whather or not a sgnificant discrepancy exisls for each LEA, 2l LEAs are inchuded in the calculation’s denominator.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response
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FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

In reporting the FFY 2018 data in the FFY 2016 SPPIAFR. the State must report the number of districts exdtuded from numerator of the calculation because they did not meet the State established minimum " size
requirement.

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance™ page of this indicator. If your State’s only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance. a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

Responses to actions required in FFY 2015 response, not including correction of findings

Although suspension and expulsion raes are computed for LEAs with a minimum cefl size of 10 students with IEPs suspendediexpefied, a minmum “r” size is not used, and raw data are reviewed separately for LEAS with less
than the minimum call size 1o detenming if a significant discrepancy exists. If delermined thal a significant discrepancy exists for an LEA with kess than the miniruam cell size, the LEA is inchuded in the calculation's numerator,
Since data are reviewed for all LEAS in the State and accondingly a determination is made about whether or not a significant discrepancy exists for each LEA, 2N LEAS are included in the calculation’s denominator Therefore,
no LEAS are exduded from the numerator because they did not meet a meumum n* size,

FFY 2015 Identification of Noncompliance

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2016 using 2015-2016 data)
Provide & description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices ralating to the dewelopment and implameniation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supparts, and prooedural safeguards,

No LEA had a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for childeen with IEPS, thernefore no LEA had 1 vevienw ils policies, procediures or practices that
contributed & a significant discrepancy and didn't comply with requwements relating to the development ank implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports. and procedural safeguards.
However, if an LEA had a significant disorepancy in the rete of suspensions and expulsions of grezter than 10 days in @ school year for chedren with IEPs, with ils LEA Sef-Assessrnent submitied to the NCDPI's EC Division
in May 2017, the LEA would have been required 1o submit a mview of ils policies, procedures, and practicas pertzining to the suspension and discipiing of studerits with disabilities i the school district, with a particular
ermphasis on those policies, procedures and practioss which involved devetopment and implementation of IEPs. the use of positive: behavioral interventions and supports, and procadural safeguands. If such a review were
submitted with an LEA's annual LEA Self-Assessment update. EC Division stail woukl review the documentation and make a determination aboul whether 1) the policies, procedures and praciicas wene compliant; and 2) if
revisions 1o ensure compliance with IDEA requirements were required. When an LEA is required to revise ils policies, procedures, and practicas, the NCDPI -EC Division also requires the LEA (o report the revisions
Ppublicty.

[ The State DID NOT dentfy noncompliance with Pant B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b}

{™  The State DID identify noncompbiance with Part B requirements as a resull of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). If YES, select one of the falowing

Corraction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2015

Findi . . ’ .
Findings of Noncompllance Identified md'“g:r‘::,;zgc\zmﬁ:ag:: Y;‘:;:'IEU a3 AmETHIER G Nnng;r:sgaer:jce Subsequently Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Manitoring Pronty. FAPE in the LRE
Compliance indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days In a school year for children with IEPs; and

B. Parcent of districts that have; {a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, In the rate of suspensians and exy of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b}
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the signiicant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and suppaorts, and procedural safeguards.

(20 U.5.C. 1418{al3NA); 1412(aN22))

Historical Data

Baseline Dala: 2009

FFY 2015
Target ¥
Data 0%

Kay. [[] Gray - Data Prior 1o Baseiine || Yellow - Baseiine

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data
Has the State Eslablished 8 minimum n-size requirement? PYes g No
Number of those districts that have

pelictes, procedures, or practices
Number of districts that have a that contribute to the significant

significant discrepancy, by race or  discrepancy and do not comply with FFY 2015 FFY 2016
ethnicity requirements Number of districts in the State Data® Target* Data

FFY 2016

v All races and ethnicities were included in the review

State's definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

North Carolina's definition of “significant discrepancy” with regard to suspensions/expulsions for student with IEPs is greater than/equal
to twice the State average rate of suspensions/expulsions of students with IEPs.

Significant discrepancy = # of students with IEPs with suspensionsiexpulsions >10 days in school year/# of students with [EPs X 100 = Stale Average Rate X 2

Suspension and expulsion rates, by race or ethnicity, are computed for LEAs with a minimum cell size of 10 students with IEPs
suspended/expelled, and a minimum "n" size is not used. Data are reviewed separately for LEAs with less than the minimum cell size to
determine if a significant discrepancy exists. If determined that a significant discrepancy exists for an LEA with less than the minimum
cell size the LEA is included in the calculation's numerator. Since data are reviewed for all LEAs in the State and accordingly a

determination is made about whether or not a significant discrepancy exists for each LEA, all LEAs are included in the calculation's
denominatar.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

In reporbng the FFY 2016 data in the FFY 2016 SPPIAPR. the State must report the number of districts excludad from numerator of the calculation because they did nol meet the State established minimum T sze
nequirernant.
Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Nencompliance® page of this indicator, If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
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not be displayed on this page.
Responses to actions required in FFY 2015 response, not including correction of findings

Although suspension and axpulsion rates are computed for LEAS with a minimum cefl size of 10 students with IEPs suspendediexpelied, a minimum "n" size is not used, and raw data an reviewed separately for LEAS withless
than the miramum cel size to determine if a significant discrepancy exists. If delermined that a significant discrepancy exsts for an LEA with less than the minirmum cefl size, the LEA is includad in the calculation's numerater
Since data are reviewed for all LEAS in the State and accordingly @ detemination is made abolt whether or ok 8 sigrifican discrepancy exists for each LEA, all LEAs are included in the calculaion's denomenator and no LEAS

are excduded from the numerator because they did not meet & Mmifkimum “n” size.

FFY 2015 Identification of Noncompliance

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2016 using 2015-2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedungs, and practices nelating to the devetopment and implementation of [EPs, the use of positive behavioral interverntions and supports, and procedural sateguards.

No LEA had a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with 1EPs; therefore no LEA had to neview its policies. pracedures of
pracices that contributed to a significani discrepancy and didn't comply with requirerneris relating to the devek and impl tation of IEPS, the use of positive behavioral imerventions and supports, and procadural
safeguards. However, if an LEA had a significam discrepancy lnlheratedmpmmmaxmsuomufgmm\an 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs. with its LEA Self-Assessment submitted to the NCOPY's
EC Dwvision in May 2017, the LEA would have baen required to submit a review of its policies, procedures, and practices pertaining to the suspension and discipline of studants with disabikties in the school district, with &
particular emphasis on those palicies, procedures and practices which involved development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. If such a review
wera submitted with an LEA's annual LEA Self-Assessment update, EC Division staff woukd review the documentation and make a determination about whether 1) the poiicies, procedures and practices were compiiant; and 2)
if revisions to ensure compliance with IDEA requirements wene required. When an LEA is requred to revise its policies. procedures, and practices, the NCDPL -EC Division also requires the LEA to report the revisions

publicly

(¢ TheSlate DID NOT identfy noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review requined by 34 CFR §300.17((b}
{T  The State DD identity noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). If YES. selact one of the following:

Corraction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2015

. . e Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subseguently . .
Findings of Noncempliance Identified Corrected Within One Year E——— Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected
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Indicator 5: Education Environments {children 6-21)

Monitoring Pnonty FAPE in the LRE

Resuits Indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged & through 21 served:

A. inside the regular class B0% or more of the day;
8. Inslde the regular class less than 40% of the day; and
C. In separate schools, resldential fachiities, or homebound/hospital placements,

(20 U.5.C. 1418{a}34A))

Historical Data

Baseline

FFY 2015

Target = 85.40%
" Data 66.78%
Target s 152080
: Data 13874
Target s 200%
¢ Data 1.8%%

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FEY

Key DGray-DaaPriortoBaseine DYelmvnﬂaseﬁne Biue ~ Data Update

2016 2017 2018
Targel A 6530% 85.20% 85.00%
TargetBs 1620% 15.10% 15.00%
Target C s 200% 2.00% | 200%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder input

Prepopulated Data

Description

Overwrite Data

SY 2016-17 Chitd Court/Educational
Emvronment Data Groups (EDFacts file
spac CO02; Data group 74)

2017

Total nurnber of children with IEPs. ] h21

180,301

rull

SY 20156-17 Chitd CountEducational
Ervironment Dala Groups (EDFacts fle
spec C002. Data group 744

THI20M7

120438

nuit

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Emvirorment Data Geoups (EOFacts fle
spec COD2: Data group 74)

2017

oy

B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 mswde the requiar class less than 40% of the

25.198

nul

SY 201617 Chikd CounvEducational
Emaronment Data Groups (EDFacts fite
spec COO2. Data group 74)

MI2017

c1. Number of children with |EPs

-] 21in te schools

1839

null
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Overwrite Cata

spec CO02: Data group 74)

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (ECFacts file Ty2017 e null
spec CO02: Data group 74)
SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups {EDFacts file THa2017 1123 il

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with IEPs

homeboundhospital placaments
{c1+c2+c3)

Tetal number of children with IEPs FFY 2015 FFY 2018 FFY 2016
aged & through 21 served aged & through 21 Data* Target* Data
A. Number of children with IEPs aged 8
through 21 inside the regular class B0% 120,438 180,301 65.78%. €5.30% 86.80%
or more of the day
B. Nurmber of chitdren with IEPS aged 6
through 21 inside the regular dass less 25198 180.301 13.87% 1520% 13.66%
than 40% of the day
C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6
through 21 inside separate schoals,
residential facilities, or 3298 180,301 1.89% 200% 183%

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

5/29/2018
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Indicator 6: Preschool Environments

Monitaring Priorty. FAPE in the LRE

Resulis Indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 attending a:

A. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular earty chitdhood program; and
B. Separate special education class, separate schoo! or residential faclity.

{20 U.S.C. 1416{a}3XA)

Historical Data

Targat s

B 204
2100% 21.20% 21.96% 21.60%
Targat = 37.00%
A
Data 3IB91%
Target < 21.30%
B
Dala 2164%
Key [} Grey-DataPriovioBaseine || Yetow-Baseine  Buue - Data Update
FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2016 2017 208
Target Az 3% 3760% 3B.00%
Target 8 < 20000 1970% 19.40°%
Key.
Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
Prepopulated Data
Source Date Description Data Overwrite ata
SY 201617 Crad CounvEducationat
Emaronment Data Groups (EDFacts file THI2017 Tonal number of chvldren wilh IEPs 3 through 5 19211 null
spec CO89. Datagroup 613)
Ef\: m‘s':gfgmm;‘e Han01 a1, Nurmber of chidren attending a reguiar eagy childneod program and receiving the majoiity of 6890 ol
spec CORD, Data group 613) Speciat education and related servces in the requiar earty childhood program
SY 2016-17 Child CounWEducalional
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts fe THI27 1 N r ildren atiend | ass 3949 Ut
spec C089; Dala group 513)
Sy 2016-17 Child CourtEducational
Ervaronment Data Groups (EDFacts file Tham? b2 Number of children attending separate school 208 null
spec CO89, Data group 813)
SY 2016-17 Chird Count/Educational
Emvironment Data Groups {EDF acts file TN¥2017 b3. Number of children attending residential facility 1t nut

spec C089; Dala group 613)

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with IEPs Total rumbaer of chiidren with |EPs FFY 2015 FEY 2016

aged 3 through 5 attending aged 3 through 5 Data* Target™

FFY 2018
Cata

5/29/2018
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At kL Ahnua Akl al-leiv]d

Number of children with 3EPs aged Totat number of children with {EPs FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016 Data
3 through § attending aged 3 through 5 Pata* Target®

A Areqular early childhood program and
receiving the majority of special education
and related services in the regular eary 689 1821 BAN% 37.30% 36.86%
childhood program

B. Separate special educaton dass,

separate school of residential faciity 4174 19211 2164% 2000% 21 73%

Use a different calculation methodology

Reasons for A Slippage

North Caroling's rate the number of children atlending a regutar early childhcod program and receiving the ajority of special education and refaled servicas in the reguiar sarly cheidhood program slipped by 1.05 percentage
pointsin FFY 2016. LEAS are struggling 10 create new preschool classes due to factors such as limitations on space and constraints around chikdcare licensing, which necassiate addiional fiscal investments to upgrade
existing classroom spaces to meet the kcensure building codes. Additional challenges include the legislative change in requirements for eligibility in the state’s NC Pre-K program for four-year olds, whereby elgibikty for
inclusion into that program is mone dependent upon family income level than need based on disability. The state does not provide furding for the regular education component of a program for a child who is thiee though five
years of age and has a disability. Program administratens lirst atiempl to make sune these chikdren apply for regular education funding through the Tile | Preschool and Head Stant programs. as well as the state's NC Pre-K.
program. Funding for the regular education companent of a program for 3-year-olds is mone problematic than for 4-year-lds with a disabitity.

V¥ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The NC Department of Public nstruction (NCDPY) provided districts with profiessional davelopment and technical assistarnca via webinars addressing idicator 6 data to help disticts understand and usa the data for program
planning (http #nceln fpg unc. eduinode/2100). Preschool LRE dala were disaggregated by age groups, since the challenges of prowding inclusive opportunities for praschool aged children are greater than for kindergartan
children. Individual LEA dala displays were also prowded (R ffncein ipg unc. eduw'state-data) so that distnct coordinators could prasent their data 10 their local leadership leams during program improvement discussions.

During the February 2017 Praschool LRE data webnar, the newly released OSEP Dear Colleague Letter on Preschool Educational Environments ¢hilp-inceln fpg une. edu/sitesinceln fpg unc. edufMesiresources

MemoE adyChichoodt REOSEPLelier0217. pdfy was highlighted and the data in Table 2 were discussed. The calculations for summary statements A and B were applied to the four age bands. These data indicate a significant
rumber of placements in the most resinctive settings for three-year olds, as compared 1 the other age bands. Guidance from the Dear Cofleague Letier on making LRE decisions was discussed. Possible options ior
developing inclusive classroom opportunities for 3-year-olds included increased collaboration with Head Start and fee for servica programs for typically developing peers that do not quality for funding from state and federal
at-nisk progeams.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none
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indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

Monitoring Prioty FAPE in the LRE

Resutts ind} Percent of preschoo!

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 US.C. 1418 {a}{3HA))

Historical Data

Baseline
Year

FFY 2015

Targel 2 8250%
A

Data 85.34%

Target 2 35.20%
A2

Data 34.53%

Targel 2 8252%
B1

Data B267%

Targetz 34 46%
82

Data 33.38%

Target 2 8200%
c1

Data 8294%

Targel 2 5217%
cz

Data 5068%

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Kay: DGray—DdaPriurlnBassﬁne DYelaw-Baseline Biue — Data Update

FFY 2016 2017 2018
Target A1 2 82.50% 82.50% 82.55%
TagetAZ 2 35200 35.20% 3540%
Targel B2 82.52% E8252% a260%
Target B2 = 34.48% 34 46% 34.50%
Tanget C12 8200% 82.00% B220%
Target C2 2 8217% 52 17% 52.20%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
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FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool ¢hildren aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

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

Number of Percentage of
Children Children
8 Preschoal children whe did nolimprove funclioning 4700 0 75%
b. Preschool chidren who improved functioning but act sufficient to move nearer to functioring comparabie to same-aged peers 82200 1317
¢. Preschool chikinen who improved functioning 1o a level nearer to same-aged peers but did nol reach it 05,00 5135%
d Preschogl chitdren who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 1653.00 26.64%
e. Preschool chikiren who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 505.00 8.
" FEY 2018 FFY 2015 FFY 20t6
Numerator Denominator Data* Target: TEE
Al Of those preschodl children who entered or exited the preschool
program below age expeciations in Outcome A, the percent who
substantially increased therr rale of growth by the me they tumed 6 naide LIETA s L R
years of age or exiled the program. (c+di{a+brcrd)
A2 The percert of preschool chitdnen who were functioning within
age expectations. in Outcome A by the tmae they tumed 6 yaars of age 2188.00 624200 34.53% 35.20% 34 73%
or exited the program. {d+eM(a+b+crdrel
Outcome B: Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills {including early language/communication}
Number of Percentage of
Lhildren Children
a Prgschool children who did not improve funcioning 44.00 0.70%
b. Preschool chidren who smproved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to funciioning comparable 1o same-aged peers 960.00 16.38%
<. Preschool children wha improved functioning to a level nearer lo same-aged peers but did nol reach it 3107.00 49.78%
a. Praschool children who inproved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 1781.00 2853%
&, Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 350.00 561%
Mumerator Denominator PP A1) IFIPY? 28R IFFY 5573
Data* Target* Data
B1 Of thase preschool children who entered or exted the preschool
program below age expeciations in Outoome B. the percent wha -
substantialy ncreased their rate of growth by the me they lumed & B Gy 267% Lo i
years of age or exited the program. (c+d}f{a+b+e+d)
B2. Tha percent of preschool children who were lunctioning within
age expeciations in Outcome B by the time they tumed & years of age 213800 624200 33.28% 34 48% 34.14%
or exiled the program. (d+e)i{a+bc+d+g)
Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
Number af Percentage of
Children Children
a. Preschool chitdren who did not improve functioning 5100 082%
b. Preschool chidren who improved functioning but not suificient to move nearer to funchoning comparabile (0 same-aged peers a0 12.45%
<. Praschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but tid not reach it 225000 36 05%
d. Prescheol chidren who smproved functioning to reach a level comparabie to same-aged peers 209200 3363%
&, Preschool children who mainiained functionng ot a level cormparsble to same-aged peers 108500 17.06%
) FEY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2015
Numerator Denominator Gata* Target* Data
C1. Of those preschoal children who enterad or exited the preschool
program below age expactations in Quicome C. the percent wha
caly i cod their rate of by the tme they tumed & 434900 5177.00 8284% 82.00% 8401%
yaars of age or exited the program. (c+d)i(@a+b+c+d)
C2. The percent of preschool chitdren who were functioning within
age expectations in Outcome C by the time they tumed 6 years of age 3600 624200 5098% 52.17% 506%%
or exited the program. (d+e){a+b+c+d+ae)

5292018
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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

Was sampling used? o

Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS} process? Yes

List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.

LEAS used the Child Quicomas Summary Form (COSF) to coltect “antry” and “exit’ dala regarding cutcomes for preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs. An NCDPI memorandum was issued May 10, 2017 1o LEAs
regarding the data submission dua dates for cenain Indicators, including Indicator 7 (August 15, 2017) and how 1o acoess the Indicalor 7 spreadsheet for data submission, LEAs then submitted dala for indicator 7 thmugh
NCDPI's Comprehensive Excaptional Children Accountability System {CECAS). The Indicator 7 spreadsheet for submitting the dala was posted to the CECAS communication site on the Reporting Users

tab hity:ifwww nocecas orgieporinguserireportinguser himl . The Indicator B Spreadsheet includes an algorithm to ensure that anly chidren who received special education and related services for at least six months during

the: age span of three theough five years ba nduded in the measurement. The Indicator 7 spreadsheel has also been updated with aoturns to notify LEAS if shudents have gained of lost more than three poinis progress. This is
only a vahdation waming. so that LEAs can verify that the data is cormect.

~ Provide additional information about this indicator {optional)

The state maintains a state and local data dashboard to provide LEA leaders with data displays and guidance documents on “Undesstanding Your LEA Data” (see NC data dashboard at hiip. fincein fpq unc edwinorth-carlina-
state-data-child-outoomes)

North Canolina continues to provide professional development to LEA admenistrators, especially lo new Preschocl Coerdinalors, as @ means of improving overall child outcomes. Training materals can be found at 1)
understanding the Chitd Qutcome System hitpfimeduies reein.fpg unc. edwoutcomes/moduleqntro , 2} effiective teaching practices to support tha NC Earty Leaming and Development Standards for Sooial-Emotional
Development as a means of improving child outtamias hiip:/imodules neeln fpg unc edufoundations/medideniro and 3) Daveloping High Quality Fundtional IEPs for PreK hitpinodules.neeln.fpg.une edufiepimodule.intro  In
addition, preschoo coontinators and directors ware provided with state developed training and technical assistance on understanding the child autcomes data, and how 1o use hose data for program improvenment

In December, 2017, the Slate released the North Camiina Leaming and Development Progressions hitp #ncedn. fpg unc.eduinode/27T2 . In onder for teachers Lo do valid and refiable child outcome ratings. they must have an
whing of the progt of child davelopment. These Progressions are an expansion of the North Carolina Foundations for Earty Leaming and Development (2013). The Progressions braak down the sequence in
children leam skills for emotional and scaial. health and physical, language and comenunication, and cognitive development. Skil descriplions at two. three, or six-month intervals allow leachers and families to observe and

document a child's cumend level of o pment and to track i changes over time. Observation guidelines provide situations for obrservation of skils. strategies for eliciting the skift, if needed. what observed behavior
indicates achisvement of the skil. and routines-based intervention or embaddad instruction.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none
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Indicator 8: Parent involvement

Monitoring Prionty' FAFE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with
disabilties,

(20 U.S.C. 1416{a}{3HA})

Do you use a separate data coltection methodology for preschool chitdren? No
Historical Data
Baseiine Data: 2006

FFY 2015
Target 2 5000
Data 45.2F5%

Key. [_] Gray-DataPriortoBaseine || Yeiow - Baseine  Biue - Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of respandenrt parents whao report schesis

facllitated parent involvement as a means cof Total number of respondent parents of children with FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016
Improving services and results for children with disablifties Data® Target* Data
disabilities
75300 173400 46 2% £0.00% 4243%
The number of parents to whom the surveys wera distriouted 997% | 17392 00

The percentage shown is the number of respondent parents dividad by the number of parents to whom the survey was distributed

Reasons for Slippage

The North Camina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPY) did not meet it's tanget of 50% and had slippage of 2.79 percentage points. A total of 17,392 surveys {3,695 - prescheol: 13,697 school-aged) were sent to parents
in forty-thwee (43) LEAs and 1,734 surveys were completad and retumed for a response rate of § 97%. This was a decraase in the number (367] of surveys completed and retumed from the previous year This represents the
lowest response rate experienced and maiches the low FFY 2014 response rate when there were issues with distnbution of surveys. The FFY 2014 rate (43.83%) for the number of respondant parenis who reported schools
facilitated parent involvernant as a means of improving senvices and resulls for children with disabiliies was also similar to the FFY 216 rate {43 43%). In FFY 2016, the NCDPl moved the tmeline for distnbution to earker in
Spring 2016 1o facilitate conflicts with other events near the end of the school year. Afier distributing the surveys, it was determined that the deadline for returning surveys conflicted with most LEAS spring break. To address
this concenm, after the fact the imedine for the retum of surveys was exiendad; however the extension only facilitated the receipt of a small number of additional surveys. The slippage in the rate of parents who reported schaols
facifitated parent involverment as a maans of improving senvices and results for children with disabilities is at least partially a result of the low responsa ata. During the next year, with input from stakeholders, the NCOP| is
reviewing ils process for collecting the data to determine if revisions are needed in order to improve the response rate and the overall data.

Since the State did not report preschool children separately, discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool surveys ina
manner that is valid and reliable.

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) used a 25-item survey with a rating scale the Schools’ Efforts to Partner
with Parents Scale (SEPPS), developed and validated previously by the National Center for Special Education Accountability (NCSEAM),
For parents of children ages 5-21, NCDPI uses the NCSEAM 25-item Part B Survey Form 2.0 that addresses family invoivement. For
parents of preschool children, NCDPI uses the NCSEAM 25-item Preschool 619 Survey. Each family selected to participate in the annual
sample receives a survey printed on an optical scan form accompanied by a cover letter explaining the importance of the survey and
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guaranteeing the confidentiality of the parent’s responses. The packet also includes a pre-addressed, postage-prepaid envelope for the
return of the survey. Data from the surveys of families of children ages 3-21 are scanned into an electronic database. The database is
then sent to PEIDRA Data Services which analyzes the data and produces reports at both the state and LEA level. North Carclina
adheres to the standard recommended by NCSEAM's national stakeholder group in calculating the percentage of parents with

measures at or above a level indicating their perception that schools facilitated their involvement.

Two versions of the SEPPS rating scale were used: one for parents of children with disabilities in grades K-12 and one for parents of
preschool children with disabilities. The items on each scale were fully equated in the development phases so that the measures on the

two scales have the same meaning. the same standard applies, and measures from the two scales can be aggregated. NCDPI
aggregated the measures from the two scales.

The demographics of the parents responding are rapresentative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. No
Describa the strategias the Stale will use to ensure that in the future the response data are represeniative of Irosa demographics.

Strategies the NCDPI will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representalive of those demographics, inctude:

1} continuing to oversample for parents of students that were under-represertted in the response data, induding parents of students with specific keaming disabilities. speech-language impainments, and other disabilities and
parents of students who are African American.

2) reviewing the timedine for disseminating the surveys to ensune an optimal response rate.

3ywith input from stakehokisrs, completing its raview of the process for collecting the dala to determing if revisions ane needed in onder to improve the response rate, its representativeness. and the overall data. llems cumently
being considerad inchxle streamlining the survey (input from participants indicate the survay is too long) and induding the survey in the Every Child's Accountabiity & Tracking System (ECATS 0 the NCDPI can work
dinectly with LEAS to collect the data rather than contracting with a vendor to do so.

Include the State's analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children
receiving special education services.

A total of 17,392 surveys {school-age and preschool) were shipped to forty-three (43) LEAs sampled across the state of North Carglina.

A total of 1,734 surveys were completed and returned for a response rate of 9.97%. This was a decrease of 2.26 percentage points from
the previous year's response rate.

A comparison of the respondents in the annual sample to the representative survey distribution, suggests that the following response
groups did not match the representative sample surveyed. To offset the underrepresentation in the response group, the NCDPI
oversampled in the survey distribution. Although, the oversampling would normally impact the response rates of under-represented
groups, as identified below, the overall response rate was impacted by issues identified in the reasons for slippage section.

a) The FFY 2018 data suggest that African-American students were under-represented (25.0%) while white students were

over-represented (56.0%) and other races were slightly over-represented (19%]) in the survey results as compared to surveys
distributed. This was similar to previous years.

Distribution by Race
Surveys LS White Cther
American
Distributed 30.8% 52.0% 17.2%
Returned 25.0% 56.0% 19.0%

b) In FFY 2016, preschool children were slightly over-represented (23.0%). while students in grades K-12 were slightly under-
represented (77.0%) as compared to surveys distributed. This gap decreased from previous years.

Distribution by Grade
Surveys Preschool School-Age
Distributed 21.0% 78.0%
Returned 23.0% 77.0%

¢} In FFY 2016, students with autism (14.0%) and developmental delays (16.0%) were over-represented while students with specific
learning disabilities {24.0%), speech-language impairments (18.0%), and other disability categories (2.1%) were under-represented

and students with intellectual disabilities (7.4%) were slightly under-represented as compared to surveys distributed.

Distribution by Disability
Other |Specific Speech-
Developmental|intellectual| Health [Learning | Language
Surveys  [Autism Delay Disability [Impairment|Disability |Impairment|Other|[Missing|
Distributed| 7.3% 12.2% 9.3% 14.1% 28:9% 21.6% 6.6% | 0.0%
Returned |14.0% 16.0% 7.4% 14.0% 24.0% 18.0% 21% | 0.0%

Was sampling used? Yes
Has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? Nc

5/29/2018
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Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design wil! yield valid and reliable estimates.

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDP1) used a 25-item survey with a rating scale, the Schools” Efforts lo Partner with Parents Scala (SEPPS), developad and validated previously by the National Center
for Special Education Accountability (NCSEAM). For parents of children ages 5-21. NCDP! uses the NCSEAM 25-tam Part B Survey Form 2.0 that addresses family involvernent. For parents of preschool chikdren, NCDPI
uses the NCSEAM zs-ﬂemPtasd\odNQSuve)tFiW(S)LoﬂEdcmﬁonAgsrdes(LEAs]wimmavemgammmmso.mOsmtsmmeaahmdedhmmuﬂmpimpImMMn approximately

onefifth of the remaining districts balanced by size and location with consideration for racedethnycity, grade level and disabitity category are inciuded in the sample sach year

Was a survey used? ‘Yes
is it 2 new or revised survey? No

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

5/29/2018
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

Monitoning Prciity. Dispropationale Representation
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of raclal and ethnic g

ps Irt speclal education and related services that is the rasult of Inappropriate identification.

{20 U.S.C. 1418{aN3HCYH

Historical Data
Bascline Dela: 2005

FFY 2015
Targel 0%
Data 0%

Key. [] Grey - Data Priorto Basetina ] Vetiow - Baseline

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Has the State Established a minimum n.size requirement?

Tha State may only indude, int both the numerator and tha denominator districts that met the State-astablished n andior cell size. Report tha number of districts totally exduded from the calcuiation as a result of the requirement
becausa the district did not rmeet the minmum n andior ool size 2

Number of districts with
disproporicnate representation of
Number of districts with racial and ethnic groups in special
disproportionate representation of  education and related services that

racial and ethnic groups in special is the result of Inappropriate Number of districts that met the FFY 2015 FFY 2018 FFY 2016
edycation and related services ic¢entificaticn State’s minimum n-size Data* Target* Data

Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? (:Yes c No

Define “disproportionate representation,” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio,
e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation s identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data
used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or h-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator).

In Morth Carolina, disproportionate representation of racial and ethrec groups in special education is defined as a nsk ratio of & 3.0°
Ta determine the number of LEAS with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification. the North Carplina Department of Public Instruction

1 Identifies LEASs with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related senvices, by annually using the First Month Race and Gender Ervoliment data and the December 1 Periodic
Child Count data in Westat's Disproportionality Excel Spreadsheet Application;

Twenty-three (23] LEAS had disproportionate representation in 2016-17, which is determined by a sk ratic of 2 307

The NCDPI completed steps 2 and 3 for the 23 LEAs identfied with disproportionate representation Steps 2 and 3 are described in the section: Describe how the State made its annual determination as 1o whather the
disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriste identfication.

* Risk ralios ane computed for LEAS with a miniznum of 30 students of the parbicular racedsthwiity ideritified in special education and related serices

Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in
special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.

T determine whether the disproporticnate representation the State identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and refated sesvicas was the fesul of inappropriate identification, the NCDPI:

2 requires LEAS with disproportionale representation of racial and ethmic groups in special education and refated services, Lo include in its annual LEA Set-Assessment update an updated description of an examination of
local policies, procedures and practices under §18(d). and

3 reviews the results of the updated description of an examination of local policies, procedunes and practices urider 518(d)incuded in the the LEA Seil-Assessment along with other factors such as rend data and student
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recond reviews. available through on-site Program Compliance Reviews or otherwise delermined necessary, lo make a about whether or not the disproportionate represenitation was a result of inappropriate
=

Using thesa steps to examine the data and informration for each of the twenty-three (23) LEAs with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related senvices,, zero (0) LEAS in
2018-17, or 0% had disproportionate representation in racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that was a resull of inappropriate identification. The twenty-three (23} LEAs indluding twenty (20) pubiic
Charter schools and three (3) raditional LEAS, that ane small in size, have been identified with disproproptionate representation for the first time: In a review of records for the public charter schoois, the majority of students had
bean identifiad in another LEA prior to enroling in the charter school

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

In reporting the FFY 2016 data in the FFY 2016 SPP/APR. the State must repord the mumiber of districts excluded from numerator of the calculation because they did not meet the State estabished minimum n” size
requiement.

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State’s only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page

Responses to actions required in FFY 2015 response, not including correction of findings

North Cankna mported that two () disinets wene exciuded from the calculation becausa they did not meet the State established minimum ™" size requirement.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2015

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompiiance Subsequently S .
Corrected Within One Year Corrected IFFREFED 150 Vel Whaniiise] e armmalied]

Findings of Noncompliance identified
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories

Monitoring Priorty Disproportionaie Representation
Compllance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of raclal and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the resutt of inappropriate identification.

{20 U.5.C. 1416{aN3)C)

Historical Data
Basstine Dala. 2005

FEY 2015
Targel 0
Data 0%

Key [_] Gray - Data Prior toBaseine [ | Yellow - Bassline

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2016 7 2018

Targel W ] 5%

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Has the State Established a minimumn n-size fequirement? (:Yes rNo

The State may only inciude, in bolh the numerator and the denominator. districts that met the Siale-established n andior cef size. Repont the number of districts (otally exduded from the calcutation 23 a result of the requirement
because the district did not meet the minimum n andfor ool size. 2

Number of districts with
dgisproportionale representation of
Number of districts with racial and ethnic groups in specific
disproportionate representation of disability categones that is the

raclat and ethnic groups in specific result of inappropriate Number of districts that met the FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 216
disabllity calegories identification State's minlmum n-size Data® Target* Data

Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 5‘Yes c No

Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, a-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which
disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3} the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum ceil
and/or n-gizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator).

In North Carolina, disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories is defined as a risk ratio of
23.0

To determine the number of districts with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification, the North
Carolina Department of Public Instruction:

1. Identifies districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories annually, by using
the First Month Race and Gender Enroliment data and the December 1 Periodic Child Count data in Westat's Disproportionality Excel
Spreadsheet Application;

Thirty-eight {38) LEAs had dispropertionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories in 2016-17 which
is determined by a risk ratio of = 3.0* of a racial/ethnic group in a specific disability category. For the districts identified with
disproportionate representation, the NCDPI completed steps 2 and 3. Steps 2 and 3 are described in the section: Describe how the
State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special
education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.

* Rigk ratics are computed for LEAs with a minimum of 30 students of the particular race/ethnicity identified in the disability category.
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Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in
specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.

To determine whather the disproportionate overmepresentation the State ientified of racial and athmic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification, the NCDPI;

2. requires LEAS with disproportionata reprasentation of racial and ethric groups in specific digability categones, to include in its annual LEA Self-Assessment updats an updated description of an examination of local
policies, procedures and practices under 618(d); and

3. renviews the results of the updated desaription of an examination of local polices. procedures and practices under 618{d)induded in the the LEA Seif-Assassmant slong with other factors such as frend data and student
recond reviews, available through on-site Program Compliance Reviews or otherwisa determined necessary, o make a determination about whether of not the disproportionate representation was a result of inappropriate
dentification.

Using these steps 1o examine the data and information for @ach of the thirty-eight |38} LEAs with disproportionate representation, zero i) LEAS i1 2016-17, or 0% had disproportionate representation in racial and ethnic
groups in specific disability categories that was a result of inappropriate identification. Additionally, twenty-eight (28 of the thirty-sight {38) LEAs including two (2) public charter schools and twenty-six (26) raditional LEAs,
that are mostty small in size. have been identified with dispmproptionate represantation of ricial and ethiniz groups in a specific disabikty category for the first time. The ten {10) LEAs that had disproportionate representation of
racial and ethnic groups in a specific disability category the previous year have made progress in reducing their risk ratio in the given racial and ethnic group and specific disability category.

Actionsg required in FFY 2015 response

In reporting the FFY 2016 data in the FFY 2016 SPPIAPR, the State mwst report the number of districts excluded irom numerator of the calculation because they did not meet the State established minimum “n” size
requirement

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the “Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance” page of this indicator. if your State's only actions required in last year's response are related 1o findings of noncomptliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page

Responses to actions required in FFY 2015 response, not including correction of findings

Nerth Carolina reported that two (2) districts were excluded from the calculation because thay did not meet the State establshed minmum " sze requirement.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2015

Findings of Noncompliance Vetified as Findings of Norncomptiance Subsequently

Findings of Noncompliance Identified Corrected Within One Year Corrected

Findings Mot Yet Verified as Corrected
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Indicator 11: Child Find

Monitonng Priosity. Effective Gensral Supervision Par B /7 Cied Fud

Comp < Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of recelving parental consant for inftial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be
conducted, within that timeframe.

(20 U.S.C. 1418{a}{3)B))

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2005

FEY 2ns
Target 100
Dala 9156%

Key [_] Gray- DataPriorioBaseline [ ] Yetiow - Basetne

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

{b} Number of children whose evaluations were
{a) Number of children for whora parental consent te completed within 60 days {or State-established FEY 2015 FFY 2016

evaluate was teceived timeline) Data® Target*

Number of children included In (a}, but not included in (b} (a-b] 3an

Account for children inciuded in {a) but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any
reasons for the delays.

Range of days beyond 90 days -
1-5days - 514

6-15 days - 674

16-25 days - 436
26-35days - 320

36-45 days - 235

46 days or mone - 1062

Total - 3.371

R for delay Tals that went bay the 90 day timeline -
Rafecral paparwork not processed in a imely manner - 1885
Excessive student sbsences - 96

Wweather delays - 138

Dealay in getting parent consent for evalation - 309

Qther - 943

Total - 3.371
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indicate the evaluation timeline used
The State used the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted.
* The State established a timeline within which the evaluation must be conducted.

L)
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
5 State monitoring
& State database that includes data for the entire reporting year

Describe the method used to coliect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data.

The 2016-17 data were collected for all LEAs through the Comprehensive Exceptional Children Accountability System (CECAS).
Allowable exceptions, that were removed from the number of referrals received, were included in CECAS as follows: children who
transferred in or out of the LEA, dropped out, or died within 90 days of receipt of referral; children who transferred into the LEA after the 90
day timeline expired, and children whose parent(s) repeatedly failed or refused to produce them for the evaluation.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response
nong
Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings

of Noncompliance” page of this indicator. if your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a texi field wil
not be displayed on this page.

Carrection of Findings of Noncompliance ldentified in FFY 2015

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompllance Subsequently

Findings of Noncompliance Identified Corected Within One Year Corrected

Findings Not Yet Verifiet as Comrected

FFY 2015 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Deserite how the State verified that the source of noncomplianca is comeclly implementing the regulaiory requmements

The 146 LEAs with findings of non-complance were required (o access the reports todl in the Comprehansive Exceptional Children Accountabiity Systern (CECAS), or another elactronic system for the few LEAS only using
CECAS to report data, and update their data, &t a minimum on a quarterly basis in order for the EC Division to review new data/student records lo verify that aach LEA with non-compliance was comectly implernenting the
reguiatory requirements. Any LEA whose data wene non-compliant in the first quarter was reviewad on a quarterly basis of sooner, and was required to submit dalafevidence to NCDP!'s EC Division of any changes made 1o
improve processes as part of comecting non-compliance prior 10 the EC Division raviewing additional new records in a subsequent quarterly review. Duiing this ime, the EC Division provided additional technical assistance
prior o the review of new datafstudent records, to LEAS that had low compliance rates. Lipon review of the new data/student necornds for the 146 LEAS with findings of non-compliance, the EC Division has verified that 142 LEAs
were comacly implementing the regulatory requirements.

Descrbe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corecled

The 146 LEAs with non-compliant findings had 3,577 child-speaific findings of non-compliance in 2015-16. Al the time of the intial determination of compkanca for Indicater 11. the EC Division verified that the LEAS with
noncompliance also submitted/updated datalevidence through the Comprehensive Excaplional Chikdren Accountabilty System (CECAS) that 2,321 child-specific instances of non-compliance had been corected. LEAS were
also required lo submit data/avidenca through CECAS to the NCOPI, as soon as possible and ne later than cne year from notification of the non-compliant findings, that the remaining 1,256 child-specific instancas of
non-compliance had been comected. EC Division staff reviewed the submitied datafevidence thraugh CECAS and venfied that the requined delemminations had been completad for all child-specific instances of
non-compliance.

FFY 2015 Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions taken if noncompliance not comacted

Although all child-specific findings of non-cempliance were corrected, following the review of new data/student records, four (4) LEAS exhibited continued low compliance rates and
the £C Divislon could not verify within one year or subsequently that the LEAs were correctly implementing the regulatory timelines. As a result, the NCDPI Is requiring the LEAS to
take the following steps to correct the non-compliance and ensure the regulatory timelines are correctly implemented:

1} within 30 days of notiflcation that the LEA did not correct or subsequentiy correct the non-compliant finding, the LEA is required to submit to NCDPI the root cause(s) for failure to
meet the 90-day referral to placement timellne (root causes must further clarify the reasons for delay provided in the original submission of data);

2) within 30 days of notification that the LEA did not correct or subsequently correct the nan-compliant finding, the LEA is required to submit to the NCDPI information documenting
revisions to systems for monitoring the referral process and timelines that address the root cavse(s) for failure to meet the 90-day timeline and any revisions to pollcies, procedures,
andjor other practices that contributed to or resulted in the noncompliance; and

3) within 90 days of notification that the LEA did not correct or subsequently correct the non-compliant finding, the LEA is required to submit to the NCDPI new data/student records to
ensure the LEA is correctly Implementing the specific regulatory requirements. NCDPI staff will review the data/records submitted to verify compliance. In the event compliance is not
achieved, the NCDP1 will identify additional carrective and/or enforcement acticn(s) to be issued.
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

Monitonng Prionly. Effective General Supenvision Pant 8 / Effective Transition
Compilance indicator: Percent of chlldren referved by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an |EP ¢

ped and imp by thefr third birthdays.

{20 U.S.C. 1416(a)3)B))

Historical Data
Basefine Dala: 2005

FEY 2015
Target 100%
Data o7 7d'%:

Key. [_] Gray - Data Priorto Baseine || ellow - Baseline

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

a_NumofmudrenwnohavebeenservednPanCWrefwedtoPmeorPanBehgnbmtydetenmamn - S o a 6,535

b. Number of those refemed determined ta be NOT eligible a-r;d.;v.l;oseehgnbdny was deterrined pnor to thas third buthdays 1 ]
-;Eb;ﬁ;s_a?ou_n;‘leiglblemmanIEF'deMeiopedamlrrplememadbyMFWd birthdays P I 3046 _4
d Nm\befofdukrmfu'whomparemrefusalsmewdeconserlcauseddelaysmevsuahonommalset;oasorlnwhomexceptonsmderMCFR §300.301(m applied 2808 I
[ Numberof;:-m_d'm_d.e.te.r_wmto;e}qblef;;any witenvention servces under Part C less than 80 days before their third binhdays 140
INumberoimdamwrmaparemsmosetomhmwynhwmn-;;t;esmommdaus.ﬁrdumma SlalespdaququFRMZH ofasmlarStateopuon 0

Dencminator FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 216

Numerator {c) {a-b-d-e-f} Data* Targat* Data

Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for
Part B, and who have an |IEP developed and implementad by their third 3046 RRET) 97 74% W% 96.48%
birthdays. [eXa-b-d-e-f)x 100

Numberof chlldren who have been served in Part C and mferred to Part B for eligibllity deter ion that are not Includedinb, ¢, d, e, or§ | " |

Reasons for Slippage

North Carglina's rate for eady chiighood transition slipped 1.26 percentage points in FFY 2016 1o 96.48%:. The total number of children transitioning from the Part C system (6635) remained stable from FFY 2015 (6639).
Ninety-sight (96) of 115 LEAs (85.22%) demonstrated 100% compliance for FFY 2016. Of the ninety-eight {98} compliant LEAS, 11 raised their performancs frorm non-compliant to compliant. Of the seventeen (17}
non-compliant LEAs, nine (9) demonstratad compliance between 90.9% and 99.9% and exght (8) demonsirated compliance of < 907

LEAs continued to report that limited staffing for evaluation teams impedes their ability lo reschedule missed appointments for the entry evaluations and initial IEP meetings when a family issue or child issue, such as ilness,
causes the family to miss a scheduled appoiniment. However, the primary cause for the slippage resulted from one LEA having an increase of aimost 100 children transitioning from Part C and a cormasponging drop in of
16.28% in their data. The state intiated indnadual technical assistance and support 10 assist this LEA to bulkd more capacity for entry level assessments.

Account for children included in (a}, but not included in b, ¢, d, e, or {. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined
and the IEP developed, and the reasons for the delays.

Number of students delayed beyond 3rd birthday the following number of days -

110 5days- 18
6o 15days- 34

16 10 25 days - 15
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3Biod5days T
46 days or mong - 28
Total - 11

Total number of students defayed due to the g -

a. Family Circumslance (e.g. éiness/desth in family, change w custody, efc.) - 29

b. Child Circumstance {e.g. childwas sickj - 11

¢, Part B Cirournstanca (delays refated Lo completion of evaluations, holding timety meeling, amangingtransportation, school envoliment paperwork, elc.} - 70

d. Part C Circumstance (delays relating to Part C failing to notify or issue transition planning meeting invitation to Part B in a imely manner when child was in Part C system prior to 2 years, 9 months of age) - 1

Total - 111

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
r State monitoring
¥ State database that includes data for the entire reporting year

Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data ara from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data.

The data used to report on this indicator includes statewide data that are inclusive of every school district in the state that provides
special education and related services to the preschool-age population. Data were not obtained by sampling. The Department created
Excel spreadsheets with the required data collection fields which automatically calculated the percentage of timely transitions. Each LEA
was required to have its Exceptional Children Director sign an assurance as to the accuracy of the data. Spreadsheets were submitted
electronically to the Department. The Department also created an optional spreadsheet to assist LEAs in tracking the referral and
placement dates for each student. The Part C system begins notifying Part B of children starting at 2 years, 3 months of age. The
transition process is outlined in a Guiding Practices Document and local interagency plans; and additional technical assistance is

provided by numerous supporting documents (http:/inceln.fpg. unc edu/node/315).

~ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
Tha NC Depanment of Public instuction {NCDPI) provides lechnical assisiance and professional developmenl on transition via a new preschool coondinator's onentation process { Mip incein.fpg unc.edwevents/2046-

new-ac-praschool-coordinalors-orentation), regional coordinator's meetings | Dt #incein fpg une eduinode/2386) and individual LEA data displays via a data dashboard (hip #ncein.fpg une.edunorth-carnoling.state-
data-transition)

The NCDP| began participating in a data sharing conhort with the Pait C agency in 2015, facilitated by the Center for IDEA Earty Childhood Data Sysiems (DaSy). The projact is raw compleling an amendment 1o the existing
Interagency Agreement, with a chart that outlines the dala sharing process. In addition, the Part B system 1s now implementing a new data system |ty 2018 start date} in which individual child trangition notifications will be
enterad at the state level, The goal is to ease the burden placed on the local Part C and B agencies and ensure reliable and valid chitd nofification data.

During FFY 2016. NCOPI staff mel with the Part C leadership {incuding the Directors of the Part C local agencies) to discuss the need lo rewse and amend local interagency agreements called the “Catchment Area
Transition Plans.” In a few cases, the NCDP! assisted with the developmert of new plans; although all ane nol updated. They are postedhere: hiip iinceln fpg unc eduwicatchment-plans.

Thea NCDP conti 1o provide p jonal development for LEA eany childhocd diagnostc teams on developmentally and cuthurally appropriate diagnostic practices for comprehensive evaluations, evaluations spedific to
early childhcod autism. and in conducting early childhood vision screening. An established Praschool Assessment Demonstration Team program provdes lechcal assistance and opportunities to observe best praclices in
diagnostics. The professional development and demonstration project is facilitated through the 619-funded professional development and techiical assistance system, the NC Early Leaming Network (nipuincedn fog.unc edu/
1 The NCDPI contracts with NC Pravent Blindness for vision screening training and the TEAACH program at LINC-Chapel Hil for training in assessment of autism

Actions required in FFY 2015 response
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response lable that are related to correction of findings should be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance® page of this indicator If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to findings of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2015

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently
Corrected Within One Year Comected

Findings of Noncempliance Identified

Findings Not Yet Verified as Cerrecied

FFY 2015 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verifed that the source of noncompliance is comectly implementing the reguiatory requirements
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All ifteen (15) LEAs with non-compliant findings submitted the following documentation thal they are comectly

p ing the specific reg y requirements: 1) the signed local inleragency agresment
Transition Pan”; 2) Indant Toddler to Preschool Program Notification Spreadshest for children refermed from August 1o March 2018, and ) new indicalor 12 data for the first quarter of 2017, £C Division consultants reviewad
thiy new data and information and verified that the LEAs ane comectly implementing the specific regulatory requirements.

"Catchment Area
Desciibe how the State verfied that sach individual case of noncompikance was comecled

The fiteen (15) LEAS with non-compiiant findings had seventy (70) child-specific findings of nor-complianca in 2015-16. At the bme of the intial determination of compliance for Indicaler 12, the EC Division verified that the
LEAs with ncr-comgpliance also submitiadiupdated data/evidence that fifty-eight (58) child-specific instances of nan-compliance had been comected. Seven (7) LEAS were also required 1o submit datafevidence to the NCDPI

as 500N as possible and no Later than ane year from notification of the non-compliant findings, that the remaining tweive (12) child-specific instances of non-compliance had been cormected. EC Division staff reviewed the
submitied datalevidence and verified that the rmquined determinations had been completed for all child-spefic instarces of non-compliance.
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

Monitonng Priarty. Effective General Supendsion Par 8 / Effective Trarsifion

Compliance Indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an [EP that Includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate
transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition
services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was Invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, If appropriate, a representative of any
participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.

{20 U.5.C. 1416{a}3)(B)}

Historical Data
Baseling Data: 2009

FFY 2015
Target 100%
Dala 8214%

xey [ Gray - Data Priorio Basetine || Yellow — Bassiine

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth aged 16 and above with IEPs that
centain each of the required components for FFY 2015 FFY 2018 FFY 2016

secondary fransition Number of youth with {[EPs aged 16 and above Data* Target* Data

Reasons for Slippage

Nocth Carolina did not meet the target of 100%, and the FFY 2016 rate represented slippage of 2.79 percentage points from the previous year Data for this indicator are coliacted thyough monitonng. The NCOPI increased
the cel size for masking data in public reports from < 5 to < 10 As & result, the EC Division increased the number of recerds il reviews when monitoning to ensure, when possible. enaugh reconds have been included in orer
10 report the data publicly In FFY 2016, 850 necords wene reviewed 10 ine compl with secondary ransition components in the IEP 489 more necornds were reviewed for secondary transiion than in FFY 2045 (371
recors reviewed). Addiionally, the NCOPI conducted on-site Program Reviews in forty-four (44) LEAS as compared to thiry-three (33} LEAS the previous year. Reviewing more than twice as many reconds for secondary
transition in had an impact on the number of compliant IEPs. LEAS were in campliance with all required components related 1o secondary ransition except for post-secondary godls. In the 126 student-specific findings. the
goals developad were not clear that they were post-secondary goals rather than secondary geals.

In sxidition to technical assistance andior professional development provided specifically to address the concem abaut post-secondary goals, NCDPI stafl have provided training through a training of trainars in each of the

State's eighl regions on its transition toolkit (an efectronic ive binder) which can be found at hitp.iwww livebinders complay/play %d=1986892. Training includes access to secondary transition resources thal fecus on IEP and
post-sscondary geals. AN LEAS had the opportunity to send a representativa to participale in training 1o become a trainer in the use of the loolkit. Trainers are expected to train siaff within their districts. Bacause of staff tumover
in LEAs, additional trainings are being provided throughaut the year. The EC Division is also evaluating the use of the toolkit and it's impact on transition outeomes and to make any needed revisions to the toolkit andfor trainng

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
g State monitoring

State database that includes data for the entire reporting year

Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data.

During the 2016-17 school year, data for this indicator were gathered through on-site Program Compliance Reviews conducted in
forty-four (44) LEAs, including thirty-seven (37) traditional LEAs, six (6) charter schools, and one (1) State-Operated Program {SOP) with
students age 16 and above. Monitoring consultants and other EC Division staff members conducted the Program Compliance Reviews
When reviewing records to determine compliance with Indicator 13, staff used the EC Division’s Special Education Student Record

Review Protocal with compliance items based on The Indicator 13 Checklist, developed by the National Secondary Transition and
Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC).

Do the State's policies and procedurss provide thal public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 167
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Yes T Mo

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

nong

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings shouid be responded to on the "Correction of Previous Findings
of Noncompliance" page of this indicator. If your State's only actions required in last year's response are related to find ngs of noncompliance, a text field will
not be displayed on this page

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2015

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

Findings of Noncemptiance ldentified

Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

FFY 2015 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State venifed ihat the source of noncompliance is comectly implementing the reguiatory requirements
Nineteen (18) of the thirty-wee (33) LEAS with Program Compliance Reviews and students with disabilites, ages 16 and older. had fingings of non-compliance in one or mone student reconds. NCDPI staff reviewed additional

{new) student records for each of the nineteen {19) LEAs whene non-compliance was identified and verified that all of the non-compliance had been systemcally comected in each LEA. NCDP| reviewed the new student records
while on-site in the LEA or alectronically through CECAS.

Descnbe how the Stale verified that each indiidual case of noncompiiance was comected
Nineteen (19) of thaty-three (33) LEAS with Program Compiance Reviews and students with disabilities. ages 16 and older. had findings of non-compliana in one or more student racords. The LEAs that had idertified
non-compliance were required Lo submit a copy of each studenit's IEP that documenied the comection of student specific noncompirance 144 individual student records) for NCDP review and verification, If an IEP{s} could be

accessed alectronically through CECAS, the NCDPI Monitoring Consultants veified comection using the electronic submissionversion ¢f the IEP(s). NCDPI verified the comection of the 44 IEPs that had ron-compliant
findings related to the transition requiremants.
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

Monilanng Pronty. Effective General Supervsion Part 8/ Efleclve Transition
Resutts indicator: Percent of youth who are no longer In secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:

A. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.
B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high schaol.

C. Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training prog or

{20 U.S.C. 1416(aN3HB)}

Historical Data

Baseline

Year

petltively

pioyed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

Targetz 3800% 3900% 3950°% 13 50% 9 50%
A 2009
39.00% 34.00% 2900% 31.00% 22977% 31.88%
6200% 82.00% 82.50% 62.50% 62.50%
B 2009
62007 53 00% &7 00% 57 00% 54 45% 6111%
Target z 7300% 73.00% T3.50% 73.50% 73.50%
c 2009
73.00% 70.00% 66.00°% 63.00% £8.96% T271%
FFY x5
Targetz 39.50%
A
Data 38.3%%
Target z B2.50%
8
Data T73%
Targel = 7350%
c
Data 7798%
xey [[] Gray-DaiaPriortoBaseline [ | Yelow-Basehne  Blue - Dot Update
FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2016 2047 2018
TargetA 39.50% 3975% 40:00%
Target B2 62.50% 62 75% B83.00%
TargetC 2 Ti50% 7375% Pl Les
Key
Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data
Number of respondent youth whe are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in affect at the time they left schook 97900
1. Mumber of respondent youth who envofied in higher aducation wilhin one year of feaving high school 26700
2. Number of respondent youth who competrively empioyad within one year of lsaving high school 34500
3. Number of respandent youth encolled in some othar postsecondary education or lraining prograrm within one year of leaving high school (but ot envoiied in higher education or companitively emplayed) 6000
4. Number of respondent youth who are in some oiher employment within one year of leaving high schoal (but not envolled in higher education, some siher postsecondary education or raining program. w00
of compebtively employed). )

5/29/2018
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GLIONINANCE NReDOT
Numkber of
respondent youth

er i
Number of who are no lenger in

respandent youth

FEY 2016 FFY 2016

secendary scheol and A
had {EPs in cffect at Data Target
the time they left
achool

FFY 2016 Datz

A. Enrolled in higher education (1) 267.00 97900 38.3%% 39 50% 2727
B Enncited in higher education or competitively employed withén one
year of lsaving high schoct {1 +2) 61200 97900 7173% &250% 6251%

C. Enrollad in hegher education. or in some other postsecondary
educaticn or training program; or competitively employed or in some 78500 97900 77 98% 7350%

78 14%
ather employment (1+243+4)

Please select the reporting option your State is using:

= Oplion 1. Use the same definition as used 1o repart in the FFY 2015 SPPAPR. i.e., competiive means that youth havig worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a seting with othess whi ane nondisabled
for a penod of 20 hours 8 week for &t least 90 days ai any time in the yéar since leaving high school. This includes military enmployriernt.
OpﬁmzReponhmimmhemm‘mrnpeﬁﬁmimgmedwwwmmﬁvﬁm,insecﬁm?(ﬁ)dhaRehabiﬁhmmaschdelmmﬁmaﬁOpp«hﬂyAet(\MOAj_and:uCFR

§361.5(cK8). For the purpasa of defining the rate of comp for students working on a “par-time basis” under this calegory, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 80 days at arry time in the year since
{saving high school. This definition applies to military ermployrnent.
Reasons for A Slippage

North Caroling's FFY 2016 rate for A. Enfolled in higher education was 27.27%. The 27.27% rale represents 267 of 979 respondant youth who envolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school. The State did
not meet it's target of 39.50% and had slippage of 11 12 percentage points.

The State changed its data collection process for FFY 2016 i address concems about low response rates, including low response rates from students who had dropped out and provida LEAS with batter, more useful data. The
State no longer contracted with an outside agency to conduct the survey interviews/collect and analyze the data. For the first time each LEA, in the approved indicator 14 sample, conducted the survey inlerviewsfcollected and
submitted its data o the NCDPI-EC Dvision. As a result, the number of responses Lo the suivey increased significantly, from 336 respansas in FFY 2015 to 979 responses in FFY 2016, Because of low response rates in
previous years, the rate of respandent youth who enrolied in igher education within cne year of leaving high school may have been inflated. Also, acconding to data from Novh Caroina's Institutes of Higher Education an
inu'aasedmmberofﬁrslﬁmesmclernsammtmeﬂnghigheraducaﬁonﬁmcﬂymtighsdmoaLAnincreaseummbero‘l51uden|sateanlasingaﬂeﬁnghamgtriedamzseataCmmmilyOolegeorengagedinawm
experimcaOmfar-yea'univarsilyi'ucetedmswaslrueford?%ornsFallenmlaa.Addlionﬂy.ommnnmotaloommmianFYzmﬁsuveydalaodleaedndmﬁﬁedaoonoemdtlwoostdanemmoollege 2
or d-year programs, lack of funds 1o do 50, and needing to work first to save monay for cosls associatad with atiending school,

Was a survey used? Yes
Is it a new or revised survey? No

Was sampling used? ‘es
Has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? No

Describe the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates.

North Caroling conducts a sampling of local edutation agencies (LEAs). charter schools and Slate-Operated Programs (SOPs), A sampling calculator developed by the Mational Post-achonl Qutcomes Center was used to
astablish representative samples through fiscal year 2020-21 District levet information was enterad inlo the Sampling Calculator and a sampling of districls, based on a muli-way dusler model, was produced, Samples were
equivalent for size of district, percontage of females, students with disabiliies, and minority race. AN LEAs are sampled at least once every five years. The five LEAS with an Average Dafy Membership (ADM) of 50,000 or
moda are sampled each year Students in the sample indude ail shudents with IEPs who graduated with a reguiar diplorma, aged out, mosived a certificate. dropped oul or were expectad 1o retlm but did rot.

A total of 2,144 Exiters were included in the 2017 follow-up survey of tha 2015-18 school Exdters. A total of 979 surveys were completed for an overal response rate of 45 684, representir a rate increase of more than 30
percentage points from the previous year

Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? o
Desaibe the stralegies that the State will use 1o ensure that in the futune the response data are represeniative of those demagraphics.

To examine potential nonresponse bias, a comparison of the known characteristics of all 2015-16 Exiters to the characteristics of those who completed the
survey was conducted and noted in the following table.

Percentages of Total School Exiters, Survey Completers, and Differences between Percentages

Difference*

School Leaver Characteristics Total school Exiters (%) Completed survey (%)  (percentage
points)

Gander
Female 32 34 2
Male 68 6B -2
Race
5/29/2018
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African American 37 34 -3
Hispanic 1 10 1
White 47 50 +3
Other Races 5 & +1
Disability

Autism 7 8 +1
intellectual Disability 14 18 *2
Other Health Impaired 24 22 -2
Serious Emotional Disability 5 3 -2
Specific Learning Disability 48 46 2
Other Disabilities 3 5 +2
Type of exit

Graduated 73 838 +10.8
Certificate & 5 1

Dropped Out 20 10.2 -98

Reached Maximum Age 1 1 0

*Difference between the percentage of school Exiters and the percentage of Exiters in the sample who completed the survey The acceptable range of
over/under-representation is typically +/-3 percentage points. Some percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

The response rate was representative about gender, race, and disability categories. The sample of Exiters who completed the survey is over-represented by
those who graduated and under-represented by those who dropped out. Students who had dropped out represented approximately 20% of the students in the
sample, and only 10.2% of the respondents This potential nonresponse bias, regarding those who graduated and those who dropped out, is similar to previous
years' discrepancies between the population and sample.

The State changed its data collection process for FFY 2016 to address concerns about low response rates and the under-representation of drop-outs in the
response rate to provide LEAs with better, more useful data. The State no longer contracted with an cutside agency to conduct the survey interviews/collect
and analyze the data. For the first time each LEA, in the approved Indicator 14 sample, conducted the survey interviews/collecled and submitted its data to
the NCOPI-EC Division As a result, the number of responses to the survey increased significantly. from 336 responses in FFY 2015 to 979 responses in FFY
2016 for a response rate of 45.66%. This represents a response rate increase of more than 30 percentage points. LEAs attempted to contact all students in the
sample and when telephone numbers andior email addresses didn't work, they employed methods such as finding students through social media, refatives and
friends. Even with these methods, LEAs were unable to contact some former students. Also, some former students who the LEAs were able to contact chose not
to participate in the survey.

Actions reguired in FFY 2015 response
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nthe FFY 2016 SPPIAPR, the Stata must report whether tha FF 2018 data are from a group representative of the population, and, if not. the actions the State is taking to addness this issue.

Responses to actions required in FFY 2015 OSEP response

North Carolina’s response rate was representative about gender, race, and and disability categories. The sampte of Exiters who completed the survey was
over-represented by those who graduated and under-represented by those who dropped out, Students who dropped out represented approximately 20% of the
students in the sample, and those who dropped out represented only 10.2% of the respondents. A comparison of the known characteristics of all 2015-16
Exiters to the characteristics of those who completed the survey was conducted and noted in the following table

Percentages of Total School Exiters, Survey Completers, and Differences hetween Percentages

Difference*

School Leaver Characteristics  Total school Exiters(%) Completed survey (%) (percentage
points)

Gender
Female 3% 34% +2
Male 8% BE% -2
Race
African American 3% 34% -3
Hispanic 1% 10% -1
White 47% 50% +3
Other Races 5% &% +1
Disability
Autism 7% B% +1
intellectual Disability 14% 16% +2
Other Health Impaired 24% 22% -2
Serious Emotional Disability 5% 3% -2
Specific Learning Disability 48% 46% -2
Other Disabilities 3% 5% 7
Type of Exit
Graduated T3% 83 8% +10.8
Certificate 6% 5% -1
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Dropped Out 20% 10 2% -9.8

Reached Maximum Age 1% 1% 1]

*Difference between the percentage of school Exiters and the percentage of Exiters in the sample who completed the survey. The acceptable range of
overlunder-representation is typically +/-3 percentage points. Some percentages may not add to 100 due to rounding.

The State changed its data collection process for FFY 20186 to address concerns about low response rates and the under-representation of drop-outs in the
response rate to provide LEAs with better. more useful data. The State no longer contracted with an outside agency to conduct the survey interviews/coliect
and analyze the data. For the first time each LEA, in the approved Indicator 14 sample, conducted the survey interviews/collected and submitted its data to
the NCDPI-ECD. As a result, the number of responses to the survey increased significantly, from 336 responses in FFY 2015 to 8979 responses in FFY 2016 for a
response rate of 46.55%, representing a response rate increase of more than 30 percentage points LEAs attempted to contact all students in the sample and
when telephone numbers and/or email addresses didn't work, they employed methods such as finding students through social media, relatives and friends
Even with these methods, LEAS were unable to contact some former students. Also, some former students who the LEAs were able to contact chose not to
participate in the survey.
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

Morlzning Proity, Effeckve General Supervision Part B/ Ganeral Supervision
Results indicator: Percent of hearing requests that want to resol that were ved through resoluti lon settlement agreements.

{20 U.S.C. 1416(a}3(B))

Historical Data
Baseline Deta: 2005

Data 5000% 16:67% 48 pa

Key. [] Gray - Data PrortoBaseine | Yeow - Baseline  Blue - Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Targets: Description of Stakeholder input - Please see the Stakeholder involvement section of the jntroduction

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2016-17 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resofution Survey, Section C: Due "7 3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved h settlemont agreements W nul
Process Complaints.

SY 2016-17 EMAPS IDEA Parl B Dispute

Resolution Survey; Section C: Due 1nhee7 3.1 Mumber of resoluion sessions P} il
Pracess Complants

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

J.#{a} Number resolution sessions resolved 3.1 Number of resofution sessions FFY 20.15
through settlement agreements Cata

FFY 2016 Terget'

Reasons for Slippage

Daia indicaled that the rumber of resclution sessions decreased substantialty in 2016-17 and fewer resolution sessions wene resolved through settiement agreemants. Feedback from participants invoived in resol tion
sessions, as well as other anecdolal information gathered duing various stakeholder mestings throughout the year. indicated that in several instances there was a lack of inferest to resolve disagresments. during resolution
se580ns, and the intent was only to complete the process in onder 10 go to dué pracess heanngs and/or collact attomey fees. The NCDPI-EC Division continues to analyze its data more dlosely regarding various aspecls of
the dispute resolution process, including: acoess 10 high quality attomeys for tamilies with low-income if attomeys' fees were not available; training and qualifications of mediators and individuals conducting faciitated IEP
meetings; and other means of commurnication o encourage the contnued and increasad use of early resolution processes.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response
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nona
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Indicator 16: Mediation

Monilanng Fronty. Effective General Supervision Paa B / General Supervision
Results indicator: Percent of mediations held that resulted In mediation agreements,

(20 U.S.C. 1416{a}3B)

Historical Data
Baseline Data: 2005

Targel

Target 7500% - 85.00% 7500% - B500% 75.00% - 85.00%

Data 77 2% 85.71% 61.54%

Key [ ] Gray- DataPriortoBaseiine [ | Yelow -Baseline  Bue - DaraUpdale

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Targat 75.00% . 85.00% 75.00% f - E 85.00% 7500% y 86.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2016-17 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resokution Survery: Section B Mediation NA20M7
Requests

15 it

SY 2016-17 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resoution Survey; Section B: Mediabon nH2017 2 1.bi Medgiations agreemenis not related 19 due process complaims ] il
Requests

SY 201617 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survay, Section B: Mediabion 1WA207 2.1 Mediations held 8 il
Requasls

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

2.1.atMediations agreements  2.1.b.i Mediations agreements FFY 2015
related to due process not related ta due process 2.1 Mediations held FFY 2016 Target®
complaints comptiaints

Data®

15 15 8 61 54%, 75.00% - 85.00% 7895%

v Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

The NCDPI-EC Divisions confinues 1o analyze its dala more closely regarding various aspects of the dispule eseluion process, including: access to high quatity attomeys for families with low-income if atiomeys' fees were
not avalable; training and qualifications of mediators and individuals conducting facilitated IEP meetings; and other means of communication to ancourage the continued and increatad use of eary mesolution processes.
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Actions required in FFY 2015 response

nong
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan

Mondoring Prionity: General Supervision
Results indicator: The State's SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Reported Data
Baseline Data. 2013

Key. [[] Gray-DataPriortoBaseine || vellow - Basetine
Bive — Data Updale

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Description of Measure

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Overview

Data Anaiysis

A description of how the Stete antified and analyzed key data, inckxding data from SPP/APR indicators. 518 data collections, and other available data as applicable, to: (1) select the State-dentified Measurable Resuit(s) for
Children with Disshililies. and (2) dentify root causes contributing (o low performance, The descriplion must inciude information about how the data were disaggregated by muttiple vaniables {e.g., LEA, region, racedethnicity,
gender, disabiity category, placement, efc.|. As part of its data analysis, the State should alsa consider compliance data and whether thosa data present potential barriers ta improvement. In addition, if the Stata identifies any
concems aboud the quality of the data, the description must include how the State will address these concems, Finally, if addiional data ane needed T descnption should include the methods and timelines to coledt and analyze
ther addibonal data.

Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity

A desciption of how the State analyzed the capacity of its cment infrastnucture to support improvement and bulld capacity in LEAS to implement, scale up, and sustain the use of evidence-based practices b improve results for
chilcren with disabifiies. Siate systemms that make up its inirastnuiune include, at @ minimun. govemance, fiscal, quakly standards, profassional deveiopment. data. techical assistance, and accourtability/monitoring. The
description must include curent strengths of the systems, the xtert the systems are coordinated, and areas for improvement of functioning within and across the systems. The State must aiso identify curmen State-evel
improvernent plans and intiatives, incdluding special and general education improvement plans and initiatives. and describe the extent that these initiatives are aigned. and how they are, or could be, integrated with, the SSIP
Finally, the State should denlify representatives (&.g.. officas, agencies, posifons. individuals, and other slakehciders) that wene involved in devaloping Phase | of the SSIP and that will be involved in developing and implementing
Phasa Hl of the SSIP

State-identified Measurable Result{s) for Children with Disabilities
A statement of the resLit{s) he State irdends ko achisve through the implementation of the SSIP The Slate-identified resufi(s) must be aligned 1o an SPPAPR indicator or @ component of an SPP/APR irlicator. The State-
identified resuit(s; musl be clearly based on the Dala and State Infrastructure Analyses and must be a chiki-avel cutoome in contrast to a process cutcome. The State may select a single result {e.g., increasing the graduation
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rate for children with disabilities) or & cluster of related results (e.q., increasing The graduation rate and decreasing the: dropout rale for chidren with disabilitias)

Seaternent

Description

Selection of Cohearent Improvement Strategies

Memmﬁondmmmmmmmmsdeued.mmymmswm.me.mﬂlmmammemwmhmsmmmmus) The improvement strategies should
includa the strategies, idendifiad through the Data and State Infrasiructiure Analyses, that are needad to improve the Stale infrastructure and 10 suppart LEA implementation of evidence-basad practices to improve the State-
identified Measurable Result{s) for Chiidren with Disabilites. The Stats must describe how implemanitation of the improvemernt strategies will address identified root causes for low perfommance and uitimatety build LEA capacity
to achigve the Stats-identified Measurable Restit(s) for Children with Disabiities

Theory of Action

Agrapticillwralionmshuwsmarﬂimdedhwimplmnenﬁngmewheremmdhuwamsmegiessdeﬁedml.|meseheState'sapaaryioleadmirwmm LEAs, and achiave improvement in the Stats-
identified Measurable Resull{s) for Children with Disabilities.

Submitted Theory of Action: No Theory of Action Submitted

'— Provide a description of the provided graphic illustration {optional}

Infrastructure Development

{a) Spedify improvements thal will ba made 1o the State infrasiructure 10 better support EIS programs and providers toimplement and scale up EBPS o improve results for infants and toddiers with disabilities and their families
{b) identsy the steps the Stats will take 1o further akon and leverage curent improvemant plans and other early leaming initiatives and programs in the State. including Race to the Tep-Early Leamung Challenge, Home Visiting
Program, Early Head Start and others which impact infants and toddlers with disabiities and thair famikes.

(¢} dentify who will ba in charge of implementing the changes to infrastruchune, rescurcas needed, expetied oL anct timelines for completing improvement efforts

(d) Speciy how the State will involve mutiiple offices within (he State Lead Agancy, as well as other State agencies and stakenciders in the improvernent of its infrastructure.

Support for EiS programs and providers Implementation of Evidence-Based Practices

(8) Specify how the Stale wi support EIS providers in implementing the evidence-based practices that will result in changes in Lead Agency. EIS program. and EIS provider practices to achieve the SIMR(s} for infants and
toddlers with disabilities and their familes.

{b) Ientify sleps and specific actiwlies needed to impiement the coherent improvement strategies, including communication strategies and stakeholder involvement. how idertified baniers will be addressed, who will be in charge
Uim;mmmmﬂmwwmﬂy:mmmwﬁbeusadtoimplenmmm'andﬁ'nehesforconmleﬁon.

{c) Specity how the State wil invoive multiple offices within the Lead Agency (and olher Slate agendies such as the SEA) to support EIS providers in scaling up and sustaining the implementation of the evidence-basad practices
once they have been implemertded with fidoity.

Evaluation

(a}Speﬁyhuun-usevauaﬁmis&gnadImhelmuryolacﬁmmmmwmd&asswa'ﬁmeemntloMilmmsssmm:wadbm%nnoqeﬁiveswmemimplemema‘liondﬂ'leSSIPandilsimpaclon
achieving measurabla improvemant in SIMR({s) for infanls and toddlers with disabiliies and ther families.

(b} Specify how the evaluabion indudes stakeholders and how information from the evaluation will be disseminaled o stakeholders
(c]Sped‘lylmmemdsmmeSlﬁawilmmwlwwmmwmmmmmdmﬁww the progress toward achieving intended improvements in the SIMR(s).

(d) Spedify how the State wil usa the evaluation daia fo axamine the effectiveness of the implernentalion; assess the State's progress loward achisving inended improvaments; and to maka modifications (0 the SSIP as necassary

Technical Assistance and Support

Descrie the support the State needs 1 develop and implement an effsctive SSIP Areas o consider include: Infrastructure development, Support for EIS programs and providers implarnantation of EBP: Evaluation; and
Stakeholder invothvament in Phasa Il
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Phase Ill submissions should include:

= Dala-basad justifications for any changas in implementation activites.
= Data to suppart that the Stata is on the right path, if no adjustments are being proposad
= Descriptions of how siakeholders have been involved, including in detiscnumaking

A. Summary of Phase 3

1. Theory of action or logic model for the SSIP. including the SIMR.

2. The coherent nprovernent stralegies of principha activities employed during the year, including infrastruciure improvement strategies
3. The specific evidence-based pracices that have been implementad o data.

4. Briet overview of the year's evaluation activities, measures. and outcomes.

5 Highlighls of changes i implementation and improvemen strategies.

See sttachment - NC SSIP Phase Thiee, Year Two

B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP

1 Description of the State's $SIP implementation progress. (a] Description of extent to which the Stata has camied cut its planned aclivities wth fidelity—what has been accomphshed, what milestones have been met, and
whether the intended imeiine has been followed and (b) Intended outputs that have been accomplished as a result of the implenentation activities.

2 Stakeholder imvolvernent in SSIP implementation: (a) How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of the SSIP and (b) How stakeholders have had a voice and Deen ivolved in dacision-malong
regarding the ongoing implementation of the SSIP

See attachmert - NC SSIP Phase Three, Year Two

C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes

1. How the State monitored and measured outputs 10 assess the effectiveness of the mplementation plan: (8} How evaluation measures align with the theary of action, (b) Data sources for @ach key measure, (c)Desmpumol
baselina data for key measures, (d) Dala collection procedures and associated imetines, -'a-{lfapplmble]smgn'ooemm () {if appropriate] Plarwed data companisons, and (g} How data manag and data analy
procedures aliow for assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvermnents

2. How the: State has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the SSIP as necessary: (a) How the State has reviewed kay data that provide avidence mgarding progress toward achieving intended improvements 10
mirastructure and the SiMR, (D) Evidenca of change to baseline data for key measunes, (c] How data suppon changes thal have: been made to implementation and improvement strategies, (d) How data ere informing next steps
n the SSIP implamentation, and {8) How data support planned moddications to intended outeomes (including the SIMR}—rationate or justification for the changes or how data support thal the SSIP is on the right path

3. Stakeholder yvohwement in the SSIP evaluation: (a} How stakeholders hava been informed of the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP and (b) How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decisior-making reganding the:
ongong evaluaton of the SSIP

See atachment - NC SSIP Phase Three, Year Two

D. Data Quality lssues: Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP and achieving the SIMR

1. Concem or limiations related te the quality or quantity of the dala used to report progness of resulls
2. Imglications for assessing progress of results
3. Pans for improving data quality

See atlachment - NC SSIP Phase Three, Year Two

E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

1. Infrastruchure changes that support SSIP inifiatives_ including how system changes support achievernent of the SIMR, sustainability, and scale-up
2. Evidence thal SSIP's evidence-based practices are being camied out with fidelity and having the desired effects

3. Outcomes regarding progress toward shoct-term and long-lerm objectives that are necessary steps toward achieving the SIMR

4, Measurable improvements in the SIMR in relation (o targets

See atachment - NC SSIP Phase Thiee, Year Two

F. Plans for Next Year

1, Additional aciviies to be implemented next year. with timeting

2. Plannad evaluation activities including data collection, measures, and expectsd outcomes
3. Antioipaled baniers and sleps to address those barmiers.

4, The State describas any neads for addtionat suppaort andior technical assistance

See atachment - NC SSIP Phase Three. Year Two

5/29/2018 Page 57 of 58



FFY 2016 Part B State Parformance Plan (SPP)YAnnual Performance Report (APR}
Certify and Submit your SPP/APR

| certify that | am the Chiefl State School Officer of the State, or his or her designee, and that the State’s submission of its IDEA Part 8 Stale Performance PlanfAnnual
Parformance Reporl is accurate,

Selected: Designaled by the Chief Stale School Officer to cerlify

Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Perfermance Plan/Annual Performance Reporl
Wamar  Nancy T. Johnson

Tithe: Slate Performance Plan Coordinalor

Emal:  rijoherso@unce.edu

Phone:  704-576-2T60
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NORTH CAROLINA DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN DIVISION

General Supervision Position Paper

In 1975, Congress passed PL 94-142, the Education of the Handicapped Act, which said that alt
students with disabilities are entitled to a free appropriate public education (FAPE). The Education of
the Handicapped Act has been reauthorized six times since its inception, in 1983, 1986, 1990, 1992,
1997, and in 2004. The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction Exceptional Children
Division (NCDPI - ECD) has the responsibility to ensure that all students with disabilities in this
state receive a FAPE. Section 616 of the 2004 amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act (IDEA) states, “ The primary focus of the Federal and State Monitoring
activities described in paragraph (1) shall be on— (A) improving educational results and functional
outcomes for all children with disabilities; and (B) ensuring that States meet the requirements under
this part, with a particular emphasis on the requirements that are most closely related to improving
educational results for children with disabilities. NCDPI-EC Division under its general supervision
authority is required to monitor the implementation of all special education programs for all eligible
students with disabilities in the state. The federal Office of Special Education Program (OSEP)
monitors NCDPI-EC Division to ensure that processes and procedures are in place to meet the state’s
general supervision requirements. To comply with the requirements of this Act, the NCDPI - EC
Division has reviewed the mechanisms for monitoring and developed a comprehensive general
supervision system. The system:

1. Supports practices that improve educational results and functional outcomes for children and
youth with disabilities;

2. Uses multiple methods to identify and correct noncompliance as soon as possible but no later
than one year after noncompliance is identified; and

3. Utilizes mechanisms to encourage and support improvement and enforce compliance.

Components of North Carolina’s General Supervision System

There are eight components of the General supervision system:

State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR)
Policies, Practices, and Procedures

Dispute Resolution System

Data Collection

Monitoring Activities

Improvement, Correction, Incentives, and Sanctions

Targeted Technical Assistance

Fiscal Management

N R e
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Each component, while separate in its description, connects to form a comprehensive system.
Through the triangulation of these activities NCDPI — EC Division complies with federal regulations.

1. State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR)

IDEA 2004 required all states to submit a State Performance Plan (SPP) that evaluates the State’s
efforts to implement the requirements and purposes of Part B of the Act. The State Performance Plan
(SPP) serves as an accountability mechanism for states and local education agencies (LEA). Each of
the SPP indicators has been purposely written to provide a measurable indication of a state’s
performance in specific statutory priority areas under Part B — Free Appropriate Public Education
(FAPE) in the Least Restrictive Environment (LRE), Disproportionality, and Effective General
Supervision, including Child Find and Effective Transitions. The SPP contains 17 prescribed
indicators that are clustered in three priority areas. For the areas of General Supervision and
Disproportionality, measurable and rigorous targets were established by the Office of Special
Education Programs (OSEP). North Carolina, through stakeholders, established the measurable and
rigorous targets for some of the FAPE indicators. Data are used to establish baselines, to set targets,
and to measure progress and slippage towards reaching the target. Certain FAPE indicators were
aligned with the targets set by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The SPP is a living
document that is revised as needed and used as the mechanism for guiding improvement efforts at the
state and local levels. The analysis of the progress and slippage, including compliance and
performance, is used to prioritize the Division’s activities for each upcoming year. Improvement
activities relate to the targets and are based on the analysis and interpretation of the data gathered.
North Carolina evaluates LEAs’ performance against the targets. Resources and technical assistance
to facilitate improved results are allocated to LEAs.

Annually, performance on the SPP indicators is submitted in the Annual Performance Report (APR).
This document must be submitted February 1 of each year through 2014. North Carolina is required
to report publicly on the performance of each LEA against the SPP targets. The public reports can be
found at www.ncpublicschools.org/ec.

Authority: 34 CFR 300.169(c) and (d); 300.361(a) (3); 300.602(b) (1) (i) (A); 300.602(b) (1) (i) (BY)

2. Policies, Procedures, and Effective Implementation

North Carolina is required to have policies and procedures that are aligned to support the
implementation of IDEA. Article 9 of the state statutes governing special education was revised to
align with the requirements of the IDEA. The revised Article 9 was signed into law and became
effective July 1, 2006.

Policies Governing Services for Children with Disabilities was revised to comply with IDEA 2004.
The State Board of Education approved those revisions on November 1, 2007, with the most recent
amendment in July 2014: The procedural safeguards notice, Handbook on Parents’ Rights has
undergone revisions to comply with IDEA. LEAs to include charter schools, State Operated
Programs, and Psychiatric Residential Treatment Facilities (PRTFs) are provided ongoing training
and technical assistance or the implementation of the requirements. Additionally, the NCDPI-ECD
provides model forms to facilitate implementations of the regulations.
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Authority: 34 CFR 300.100; 34 CFR 76.700; 20 U.S.C 12324 (b) (1); 34CFR 300.600(a); 34CFR
80.40(a) and 80.43; U.S.C. 12324; 34 CFR 300.200-300.201; U.S.C. 1232(b) (1) and 1232 € (b) (1);
34CFR 300.156(a) and 300.201; CFR 300.156; 34 CFR 300.100 and 300.200; 34CFR 300.154

3. Dispute Resolution — Mediations, Complaints, and Due Process,

The NCDPI-EC Division provides offers the formal means for dispute resolution required by federal
and state law. Mediation, formal written complaints, and due process hearings are all components of
the system. The timely resolution of complaints, mediations, and due process actions is required for
compliant dispute resolutions. Effective dispute resolutions also track the issues identified to
determine whether patterns or trends exist. Additionally, through the tracking of the issues over
time, it is possible to evaluate the resolutions’ effectiveness and determine whether resolution was
maintained in future situations. It is important to determine the extent to which parents, families, and
students understand their rights related to dispute resolution. In addition to the formal processes, the
system also includes informal inquiries and the facilitation IEP process. Dispute Resolution
Consultant as well as other consultants within the EC Division responses to numerous inquiries from
a variety of customers. This information is considered with decisions.

Mediation

Under IDEA, special education mediation must be made available to parents of children with
disabilities. Mediation is an informal meeting of parents and school representatives led by a neutral
third party, the mediator. Mediation is a voluntary process, which the parties themselves control.
The mediator helps the parents and school system resolve disagreements concerning the child’s
identification, evaluation, program or placement. Mediation is a confidential process.

IDEA requires the NCDPI-EC Division to provide the option of mediation whenever a due process
hearing is requested and as a stand alone (w/o a due process petition).

Mediation may be requested by the parent, guardian, or surrogate parent of a student with a
disability, the district and/or the student who has reached the age of majority. A request for
mediation is sent to the Exceptional Children Division and then a staff person from DPI contacts the
other party to the dispute to determine whether they agree to mediate. If both parties agree, the DPI
contact assigns a case number and a mediator.

Formal Complaints

IDEA and the Education Department General Administrative Regulations (EDGAR) require the
NCDPI-EC Division to investigate and resolve complaints alleging the Department, LEA or
participating public agency has violated a provision (statute or regulation) of Part B of the IDEA, the
EDGAR ( 34CFR parts 74 and 76) or Article 9 of Chapter 115C of North Carolina General Statutes.
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Due Process

The NCDPI-ECD is required to administer requests for due process hearings regarding the
identification, evaluation, and educational placement of the student or the provision of FAPE to a
student with a disability. A parent or adult student or an LEA may request a due process hearing
regarding the school district’s proposal or refusal to initiate or change the identification, evaluation,
educational placement and /or provision of FAPE to the student. A request for a due process hearing
may be initiated by filing a petition with the OAH and the superintendent of the local school system.

Facilitated IEP Meeting

In 2005 North Carolina developed a Facilitated Individualized Education Program (IEP) Team
Meeting Program. When parents or school representatives are apprehensive about the IEP
meeting, or it is a complex meeting with numerous participants, or communication between
home and school is becoming tense, an impartial facilitator can be requested to assist the IEP
team members in communicating more effectively, keeping the focus on student outcomes, and
developing compliant IEPs. There is a cadre of trained facilitators and one can be assigned when
a request is made.

Authority: 34 CFR 300.152(2); 300.506(b)(5); 300.508; 300510; 300.511(e) and 300.515;
CFR500.152; 300.506(b)(6) and(7); 300.510(d)(2); 300.513; 300.514; and 300.537;
300.506(b)(1)(iii) and 300511(c); NC1504-1

4, Data Collection

As 2 part of the state’s general supervision responsibilities the following actions are undertaken when
data are used for decision making about program management and improvement. The following
actions occur:

Collection and verification of data;
Examination and analysis of data;
Reporting of data;

Status determination; and
Improvement.

sl b L e

Collection and Verification of Data

Data are collected from LEAs through such means as the 618 State-reported data collection. To
effectively use these data, LEAs regularly update the data and NCDPI-ECD routinely examines and
verify the collected data.

NCDPI-ECD uses the 618 data and information from other sources, such as state collected data,
patterns and trends in dispute resolution data, and previous monitoring findings to evaluate the
performance of the state and LEAs on the SPP indicators. These data are also useful in selecting
LEAs for monitoring based on performance, especially when these data are compared across
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indicators.

Another important consideration is the extent to which NCDPI-ECD can ensure the data collected
from LEAs are accurate, as well as submitted in a timely manner. Accuracy has multiple levels
including that the data follow rules of entry or submission and that they reflect actual practice at the
program level.

Examination and Analyses
Data must be examined in a variety of ways to identify and determine patterns and trends. SPP
indicators are clustered to identify connections among the indicators. These connections are

considered when developing improvement activities,

Reporting of Data

The 618 data are required submissions to the federal government. These data are a part of the annual
report to Congress and must be valid, reliable and timely. Additionally, the NCDPI - EC must
annually report on the performance of each LEA on the SPP indicators compared to the state targets.
Each LEAs performance is publicly accessible. The LEA reports are reported to the public and are
publicly accessible.

Status Determinations

Data on the performance of each LEA on the SPP indicators, as well as from other sources (e.g. fiscal
audits, timely submissions) are used to make determinations of the status of each LEA. LEAs are
categorized as meets requirements, needs assistance, needs intervention, or needs substantial
interventions.

Improvement

Through the NCDPI-ECD improvement activities in the SPP and from the examination of the LEAs
performance, data are used for program improvement as well as progress measurement. Technical
assistance activities, designed to address the needs of each individual LEA, are based on data that are
collected and analyzed. The NCPI-ECD analyze the data for each LEA and determine the LEAs that
are in the greatest need of program improvement.

Authority: 334 CFR 300.640-300.646; 34CFR 300.601(b); 34CFR 300.602(b) (1) (B); 34 CFR
300.602(b); 34CFR 300. 600(a); 1505-3

5. Monitoring Activities

The North Carolina Continuous Improvement Focused Monitoring System (CIFMS) includes the
following:

A. LEA Self-Assessment and Improvement Plan
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B. Targeted on-site visits;
C. Focused Monitoring; and
D. Program/Compliance on-site visits.

A)) LEA Self-Assessment and Improvement Plan - The LEAs, charter schools, and state operated
programs (SOPs) conduct a self-assessment and develop an improvement plan. This process
supports problem-solving; drives decision-making and technical assistance at the LEA, regional, and
state levels; and bridges improvement efforts across the agency. The five-step process includes data
collection, summary and analysis, improvement planning, implementation, and evaluation. The SEA
provides a data profile which includes indicator and other relevant data as well as the LEAs status on
policy and fiscal compliance. The LEA then completes a practice profile to assess how the LEA
develops and implements IEPs, uses problem-solving for improvement, selects and implements
research-based instructional practices and programs, and communicates and collaborates with
stakeholders (including the SEA). Data from all of these sources are summarized and analyzed to
identify a focus for improvement. LEAs then design, implement, and evaluate a three year
improvement plan with support from the NCDPI-ECD.

B.) Targeted On-site Visits

Targeted on-site visits target a particular area where the data suggest that there is a systematic
problem. Examples of targeted on-site visits include review of students placed on homebound;
Intellectually Disabled (ID) and Serious Emotional Disabled (SED) record reviews to address
disproportionate representation, verification of CIPP indicators, and verification of child counts. In
addition to selecting districts for targeted on-site visits based on data, districts may also be selected
due to a pattern of issues identified through the IDEA complaint process.

C.) Focused Monitoring

Focused monitoring is a process that purposefully selects state priority areas to examine for
compliance and results while not specifically examining other areas for compliance. Focused
monitoring is intended to maximize resources, emphasize important variables and increase the
probability of improved results. The primary goal of focused monitoring is to positively impact
educational results and functional outcomes for all children with disabilities while ensuring that
districts meet state and federal requirements under IDEA 2004. It draws attention to those
requirements that are most closely related to improving educational results for children with
disabilities. This goal is addressed by the department through focused monitoring activities that
include:

* Verifying the accuracy of data reported by districts;

* Helping districts identify why students with disabilities are not achieving desired outcomes;

+ Helping identify research-based strategies to address needs;

» Helping identify district and state resources; and

» Providing technical assistance.
These activities occur at various stages in the focused monitoring process.

Stakeholder Involvement
A key principle of an effective focused monitoring system is input and feedback from a diverse
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group of stakeholders. The NCDPI-EC Division worked with the National Center for Special
Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) on the development of the CIFMS and the
stakeholder process. NCDPI-EC Division in collaboration with NCSEAM brought together a group
of diverse stakeholders. A stakeholder meeting was held in August 2006 with representation from
across the state. The Stakeholders selected four indicators in need of attention through the focused
monitoring system.

They were:
¢ Increase the number of students with disabilities graduating with a regular diploma;
e Decrease the number of students with disabilities dropping out of high school;
e Improve transition services; and
e Improve post school outcomes.

District Selection

NCDPI uses student outcome data to identify districts that are in need of improvement in the priority
areas. In 2004, the CIFMS stakeholder group identified four student enrollment groups within the
state from which a select number of school districts are identified for focused monitoring. NCDPI
ranks districts within the enrollment groups using data related to each priority area. NCDPI uses
trend data to identify districts for focused monitoring. Data are also used to determine which school
buildings within a district the NCDPI on-site team visits. In addition to group size, trend data and
geographic location are considered.

Authority: 34 CFR 300.600; 300.600(b), (¢), and (d); 1505-1.1-1.3

D. Program/Compliance On-site visits

Program/compliance on-site visits are conducted once every five years in each LEA, charter school, and
State Operated Program (SOP) in the state. Each entity is monitored by the Exceptional Children
Division for compliance with IDEA procedures and regulations at the individual and district level.
During the on-site visit a sampling of exceptional children records are reviewed using the revised North
Carolina Monitoring Protocol. The data gathered from the on-site visits are reported in the SPP/APR for
Indicators 13 and 15. A written report is sent to the LEAs, charter schools, and SOPs identifying any
noncompliance that has been identified. Upon receipt of that letter, all noncompliance must be corrected
as soon as possible, but in no case later than one year from notification.

E. LEA Program Assessment

The LEA Program Assessment is a comprehensive monitoring activity where data are collected in
multiple areas to determine the effectiveness of the Exceptional Children Program. This monitoring
activity will be conducted for the following:

1. Charter schools in the first year of operation, and
2. LEAs that failed to meet the targets set for student outcomes indicators over multiple years.

Data Analysis - Prior to the on-site visit the LEA provides the following information, as applicable:

1. Policies, Procedures, and Practices pertaining to attendance, discipline, and
7
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dropout prevention;

2. Suspension data;

3. LRE data;

4. Demographic data for each school;

5. Graduation/drop out data for each school (as applicable);

6. Copies of Licensure of all EC personnel;

7. Schoo! District Improvement Plan;

8. List of EC staff;

9. School bell schedules;

10. Master schedules;

11. Schedules of EC staff and related service provider;

12. Class size enroliment;

13. Caseload schedule;

14. Student perfermance on statewide assessments;

15. Student/Staff handbook;

16. Student Code of Conduct; and

17. For charter schools, a copy of the Charter and student enrollment & application
forms.

On-site Activities

Activities conducted during the on-site Program Assessment visit are based on the review of all relevant
data sources. Activities for each Program Assessment visit may include but are not limited to the
following:

1. Interviews with LEA administrators, teachers, and other school personnel;
2. Interviews with parents;

3. Student Record Review;

4, Classroom Observations; and

5. Review schedules and licensure of EC staff and related service providers.

For virtual charter schools, online access to classes will be required. DPI-ECD staff will need to be able to
log-on, observe instruction, and view any student and teacher interaction, as part of the monitoring
process.

F. Data Base Review
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10

Annually the State data base collects data from all LEAS, charter schools, and SOPs that are used to
calculate discrepancies in suspensions by race/ethnicity and disproportionate representation by
race/ethnicity in the exceptional children population of LEAs, charter schools, and SOPs that have 40 or
more students in the subgroup. If LEAs, charter schools, and SOPs do not meet the state criteria, the
second step of the process is to review the practices, policies and procedures in each agency to determine
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if there is noncompliance. Targeted on-site visits can be scheduled based the review of the practices,
policies and procedures. If noncompliance is identified, the LEA will be notified of the finding and must
correct the noncompliance within a year.

Virtual charter schools should plan for NCDPI-EC staff to log-on to activities that may include
professional development for staff; consultation and collaboration between general education, special
education and coaches; IEP Team meetings; and implementation of IEPs.

Indicator 11

The data for Indicator 11 are collected annually through the Comprehensive Exceptional Children
Accountability System (CECAS). All LEAs, charter schools, and SOPs enter data annually into CECAS.
LEAs, charter schools, and SOPs with findings of noncompliance are required to submit data/evidence of
correction as soon as possible and no later than one year from notification, that the referral, evaluation,
eligibility and placement determinations have been completed for all child specific findings for whom the
90 day timeline was not met. Additional data are reviewed through CECAS to document correct
implementation of the regulatory requirement(s) for all students.

Virtual charter schools should clearly outline Child Find procedures to include a network of evaluators
across all catchment areas that includes face-to-face interaction between the evaluator and the student.

Indicator 12

Annually each LEA that provides special education and related services to the pre-school population
submits data electronically utilizing a Department created excel spreadsheet which automatically
calculates the percentage of timely transitions. Each LEA is directed to have the Exceptional Children
Director sign a letter of assurance as to the accuracy of the data. LEAs with findings of noncompliance
are required to submit data‘evidence of correction as soon as possible and no later than one year from
notification that the transition of students from Part C to Part B has been completed. LEAs are required
to submit additional data for review to document correct implementation of the regulatory requirement(s)
for all students.

6. Improvement, Correction, Incentives, and Sanctions

The enforcement of regulations, policies, and procedures are required by the IDEA and state statutes.
Successful completion of corrective actions and improvement activities means the LEA has corrected
the noncompliance and made progress towards meeting the targets on the performance indicators.
The strategy to reward and recognize high performing and the most improved school districts and to
provide consequences to low performing and substantially noncompliant schools districts centers on
public reporting. Its foci are to (1) identify and recognize those school districts that achieve or
exceed targets and indicators of the SPP that demonstrate significant improvement over time; (2)
provide the consequences to low performing school districts that are substantially noncompliant with
statutory and regulatory requirements.
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The system must be based on a continuurn of consequences and sanctions that are efficient and
effective and result in timely compliance and improvement. An efficient and effective system of
recognition and sanctions for school districts to improve results for students with disabilities must
consider our own resources and be based on building public support, creating partnerships and
promoting effective practices. The proposed system of recognition and rewards had been designed to
serve as an incentive for school districts to be high performers and to lead to the identification and
replication of best practices. An incentive for change occurs when there is public notice about
results.

The following incentives may be used to acknowledge districts performance or improvement:

e Letter of commendation/acknowledgement to superintendent and/or local board of
education from the State Superintendent and the Chairman of the State Board of
Education;

» Commendation on the NCDPI website;

Identification as a exemplary school district; and/or
e Allocation of grant funds, as available, for replication of commended strategies.

The following are the determinations that could be assigned to an agency after an analysis of data,
documentation of evidence of change, or documentation of correction of noncompliance.

Level One: Meets Requirements
Level Two: Needs Assistance (Noncompliance not corrected within two years)

In the instance when the SEA determines that an LEA, charter school or SOP needs assistance in
implementing the requirements of the IDEA requirements and the CIFMS, the SEA shall take one or
more of the following actions:

e The SEA will direct the LEA, charter school, or SOP to allocate additional time and
resources for technical assistance and guidance related to areas of noncompliance.
Technical assistance may include assistance from NCDPI, distinguished
superintendents, principals, special education administrators, staff at institutions of
higher education, special education teachers, and other teachers to provide
recommendations, technical assistance and support.

The SEA will impose special conditions on the LEA’s application for IDEA funds.
The SEA will direct how the LEA utilizes IDEA funds to address the remaining
findings of noncompliance. The LEA must track the use of these funds to show the
SEA how the funds are targeted to address areas of noncompliance.

Level Three: Needs Intervention (Noncompliance not corrected within three years)

If the SEA determines for three consecutive years that an LEA needs assistance in implementing the
requirements of IDEA and the CIFMS, the following shall apply:

e The SEA may take any of the actions described in Level One;
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e The SEA shall withhold in whole or in part, any further payments of IDEA funds to
the LEA; and

e The SEA shall require the LEA enter into a compliance agreement if the SEA
believes that the LEA cannot correct the problem within one year.

Level Four: Needs Substantial Intervention

In addition to the sanctions described in Levels One and Two, at any time the SEA determines that an
LEA needs substantial intervention in implementing the requirements of the IDEA and the CIFMS,
or that there is substantial failure to comply, the SEA shall take one or more of the following actions:

» The SEA will direct the LEA’s implementation of a Compliance Agreement, billed to
the LEA;
Recover IDEA funds; or
Refer the LEA for appropriate enforcement under State or Federal law.

Authority: 20 U.S.C. 1232(b)(3)(A) and(E); 20U.S.C. 1232d(b)(3)(B); 34 CFR 300.222, 300.603-
300.604 and 300.608; 34 CFR 80.12; 20 U.S.C. 1232(b)(3)(C) and (D); 20U.S.C. 1232d(b)(4); 34
CFR 300.608(a); 300.608(b); 1505-1.4-1.10 Article 9

7. Technical Assistance and Professional Development

Technical assistance is directly linked to the SPP indicators and to the improvement activities. The
NCDPI- EC Division provides LEAs with a variety of assistance to improve performance of students
with disabilities across the state and to ensure ongoing compliance with the federal and state
regulations governing students with disabilities. The data on each of the indicators of the SPP are
reviewed to make decisions related to LEAs in most need of improvement. Those LEAs in the most
need of improvement are offered assistance.

8. Fiscal Monitoring

NCDPI-EC Division has three tiers that make up the fiscal monitoring process. Each tier is described
below:

Tier 1:

¢ Review of Budget vs. Expenditure Reports for PRC 49 and PRC 60. All LEAs are reviewed
annually to ensure that the LEAs are spending funds in agreement with their approved
budgets.

¢ Review of Budget vs. Expenditure Reports for PRC 114 - Risk Pool. All LEAs receiving
these funds are reviewed annually to ensure that the LEAs are spending funds in agreement
with their approved budgets.

e Direct contact is made with any LEA whose overspent lines total more than 10% of the
approved budget, to require that the budget be revised to bring them in line with the standard
in EDGAR 80.30.
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Tier 1I:

e An IDEA Fiscal Desk Review is completed by all LEAs, charter schools and state-operated
programs every five years. Approximately fifty five* (55) IDEA Fiscal Desk Reviews are
annually submitted by October 1 and reviewed by December 31 . The IDEA Fiscal Desk
Review addresses Time and Effort, Equipment (purchase and inventory), Maintenance of
Fiscal Effort and Proportionate Share.

¢ A copy of the IDEA Fiscal Desk Review is mailed to the LEA, charter school and state-
operated program within ninety (90) days of receipt of audit documentation.

* A random sample of LEAs and charter schools and state-operated programs from each of the
eight State Board of Education regions participate annually.

Tier III:
e At least 15 IDEA Fiscal Monitoring On-site or Virtual on-site visits are completed annually.
The following Risk-based criteria are used to determine on-site or virtual on-site visit sites:
o Findings from the IDEA Fiscal Desk Review
o Annual LEA Single Audit Findings
o LEA Special Education Administrator tum-over
o SEA identified potential fiscal issues

A summary report with any required actions is mailed to the LEA, charter school, state-operated
program within sixty (60) business days after the on-site.

Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS)- Monitoring

1. Budget vs. Expenditure reports reviewed quarterly for all providers.

2. Program Compliance Reviews include a review of documentation of a student tracking process
for LEAs providing CEIS.

3. An on-site or virtual on-site CEIS monitoring is completed for all “mandatory LEAs™
with Significant Disproportionality. The monitoring includes:

Review of the CEIS Plan in the Grant Application;

Comparison of the CEIS Plan with budget transactions;

Review of payroll at Time & Effort documentation (if applicable};
Review of the process for tracking students receiving CEIS; and
Visits or virtual visits to site(s) of CEIS.

4. CEIS monitoring (see above) is completed for any LEA (providing CEIS) scheduled for
on-site or virtual on-site fiscal monitoring visit.
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APPENDIX D: SAMPLE K-12 SURVEY

ﬂm Public Schools of North Carolina
ap Parent Survey - Special Education

This is a survey for parents of students receiving speacial education services. Your fresponses will help giede efforts o
improve services and resiAts for chiliren and famikes. For each staternent below, plense select one of the following
response choices: very strongly disagree, strongly disagree, disagree, agree, strohgly agree, very strongly ogree. In
responding fo each staternent, think abowt your experience ardd your child’s experience with specsal education over the

post year. You may skip any fem thot you feel does nat apply t0 you or your chikd.

Fill In T Compd
mww\ Incomect: g ;

¥ o Pa ith P.

1. 1 am considered an equal partner with teachers ard other professionals in planming
my ehikd's program.

2. f was offered special assistance (such as child care) so that | could participate in

N
“‘w\ N

Ll o g 4 B o Y =

the Individualized Educational Program (FEP) meeting. @ SS OO0
3. Al the |IEP meeting, we discussed how my child would participate in statewide oo o
assessments.
accommodations
43!:;9!EPMIQ we discussed and modifications that my o000 OO0
§. Alt of my concems and recommendations were documented on the IEP (=N~ 0 « I = BN« IR
6. Written justification was given for the extent that my child would not receive cCoo o000
services in the regular classroom.
7. | was given information about organizations that offer supporl for parents ol
students with disabilities. Coeocoo
B.M&mmmmmmmmmm‘ educalion services are oo oo 00
my needs
9. My child's evaiuation report is written in terms | understand. OO0 Q00O
10. Wiitten information | receive is written in an understandable way. [= 2= B = B~ I - N =
11. Teachers are available to speak with me. OO0 OO0
12. Teachers traat me as a team member. SO0 000
13. - seek out parent input. 0O 00000
14. - show sensitivity to the needs of students with disabiiities and their families 00000
15. - encowrage me to participate in the decision-making process. 000 OO0
16. - respect my cuttural heritage. QDO 0O OO0
17. - ensure that | have fully understood the Procedural Safeguards fthe rules in co 0000
federal law that protect the rights of parents].
The school:
18 - has a person on staff who is available to answer parents’ questions 000000
19. - communicates reguiarly with me regarding my chik’'s progress on IEP goals. cCooQOo0Q
20. - gives me choices with regard fo services that address my child’s needs OO0 0000
21. - offers parents training about special education issues. OO0 000
22, - offers parents a variely of ways to communicate with teachers o0 0 0C OO0
23. - gives parents the help they may need to play an active role in their child's ccoo0o0oo
educabion.
24. - provides information on agencies that can assist my child i the transition from S S e =
25. - explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decisionoftheschool. © © © © © ©
—Thank you for your participation.
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. P3¢ 10f 1 ACTOUTa0IEY MONROHTg .




2016-17 Parent Survey Part B Indicator #8 Resuits

APPENDIX E: SAMPLE PRESCHOOL SURVEY

— . =
T IE Public Schools of North Carolina
mp Parent Survey - Preschool Special Education
This is a survey for parents of children receiving pregchoof special education services. Your responses witl heip gude
elforts 1o improve services and results for children and famifies. For each staternent beiow, please sefect one of the
following response choices: very strongly disagree, strongly disagree, disagree. agree, Strongly agree, very strongly
agree In responding lo each statement, think about your experience and your child's experience with preschool
speciol education over the past year. You may Skip any item that you feel does not apply 1o you of your chifd.
&
LY &
9
I N - aaa ¥ SNy
1IampanotmelEPllFSPdeaswnmmgproo&s o0 0000
2. My recomenendations are included on the IEPAFSP COoOO0Oo OO
3. My child's IEP/IFSP goals are wiitten in a way that | can work on them at home
during daily rowtines =2 (e (=) ()T
4. My chiki's evahsation report was waitien using words | understand. 00000
5.Tmmmwmmﬁmmmmlnmesmsnmmmmmo coo 0o
preschool special education is effective.
6. | have been asked for ry opinion about how well preschoot special education oo o oiolc
services are meeding my child's needs
7-pmwdemew:thnfomabmonhowtogetothersemces(eg childcare, parent = (= &) = =) =
support, respite, regular preschool program, WIC, food stamps)
8. -are available 10 speak with me. COoOO0O0CO
9, reat me as an equal team member. o0 o000
10. -encourage me to pariicipate in the decision-making process oo CcCOoCoO
11. -respect my culture (=R B B I o I o}
12. -value my ideas. O 0000
13. -ensure that | have fully understood my rights related to preschool specialeducation © © © © © ©
14 communicate regularty with me regarding my child’s progress on IEP/IFSPgoals. © © © © © ©
15 -give me options conceming my child's services and supports OO0 00 OO0
16. -provide me with strategies to deal with my child's behavior. o0 0000
17. give me enough information to know i my child is making progress. OO0 000
18, -give me information about the approaches they use to help my child leam. OO OO0
19, -give me information about organizations that offer support for parents (for example,
Parent Training and Information Centers. Family Resource Centers, O 0000
disability groups).
20, -offer parents training about preschool special education. COoO 0000
21. -offer parents different ways of communicating with people from preschool special ecEcicc e
education (e 9., face-lo-face meetings. phone calls, e-mail).
22 -axplain what options parents have if they disagree with a decision made by the coocooo
preschoot special educabion program.
23 -give parents the help they may need. such as transportation, to play an active role e
in their chiid’s leaming and develapment
24. -affer supports for parents 1o participate in training workshops 000000
25 -connect famiies with one another for muhual support. o0 00O 0
~Thank you for your participation.—
ftems provided by e o]
Center for S|
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Least Restrictive Environment {LRE) Rates for School-Age {6-21) Students (Indicator 5}
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NC 2004 - 15 Drop Out Rates for Students with IEPs Grades 9 - 12
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Commonly Used Acronyms

CGR Cohort Graduation Rate

CoT Continuum of Transitions

DAC Director’s Advisory Council

ECD Exceptional Children Division

ECATS Every Child Accountability Tracking System
ESSA Every Student Succeeds Act

IHE Institutes of Higher Education

LEA Local Education Agency (this term is inclusive of charter schools)
LEASA Local Education Agency Self-Assessment

MTSS Multi-Tiered System of Support

NCDPFI North Carolina Department of Public Instruction
NC SIP North Carolina State Improvement Project

PBIS Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports
PDSA Plan, Do, Study, Act

SCI Standards, Curriculum, and Instruction

SDI Specially Designed Instruction

SEA State Education Agency

SEFEL Social Emotional Foundations for Early Learning
SET School-Wide Evaluation Tool

SIMR State Identified Measurable Result

SIT State Implementation Teamn

SPDG State Personnel Development Grant

SSIP State Systemic Improvement Plan

SWD Students with Disabilities

TPOT Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool
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Summary of Phase Three, Year Two

Description of State Identified Measurable Result

The North Carolina State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) is the five-year adjusted cohort

graduation rate for students with disabilities. The baseline percentage was determined by using the ratio of

youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating with a regular high school diploma in
2013-14, or earlier, to all youths with IEPs entering ninth grade in 2009-10 for the first ime. The cohort is

“adjusted” by adding any students who transferred into the cohort and by subtracting any students who

transferred out, emigrated to another county, or died during the years covered by the rate.

Table 1

Progress toward SIMR Targets
FFY 2013
Five-Year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate for Students with Disabilities 67.82%

Table 2

FFY 2013 — FFY 2018 Targets and Results
FFY 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
Target 69.32% 71.02% 72.72% 74.42% 76.12%
Results 69.65% 72.3% 73.10%

Figure 1

FFY 2013 — FFY 2018 Targets and Results Graph
NC PROGRESS TOWARD SIMR

77.00%

2014

=~ Targer

2015

il Brciilis

2016 2017

2018
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Students with Disabilities and Non-Disabled Students

In Phase One, SIMR targets were determined from longitudinal trends and forecasting of graduation
rates for students with disabilities and all students. At the time, the SIMR targets were predicted to close
graduation gaps between students with disabilities and their non-disabled peets. To assess progress related
to the closing of this gap, Table 3 and Figure 2 display the five-year adjusted cohort graduation rates for
students with disabilities and non-disabled students from FFY 2013 to FFY 2016.
Table 3
Five-Year Adjusted Cobort Graduation Rates for Students with Disabilities and Non-Disabled S tudents

‘FFY 2013 (Baseline) | 2014 2015 2016
Non-Disabled Students 86.80% 88.00% 89.30% 89.10%
Students with Disabilites | 67.82% 69.65% 72.30% 73.10%
Difference 18.98 18.35 17.00 16.00
Figure 2

Five-Year Adjusted Cobort Graduation Rates for Students with Disabilities and Non-Disabled Students

FIVE-YEAR ADJUSTED COHORT
GRADUATION RATES

w—p— 50D == Non-Disabled Students

95.0%

0%
90.0% - il o
85.0%
80.0%6
75.04
70.00/0 k_—/_—*__——_‘
65.0%
60.0%

2013 2014 2015 2016

From the baseline year of 2013 to the present, there has been modest narrowing of the five-year adjusted
cohort graduation between students with disabilities and non-disabled students. From FFY 2013 through
FFY 2015, students with disabilities and non-disabled students both showed annual increases, however,
increases for students with disabilities were slightly larger. From FFY 2015 to FFY 2016, non-disabled

students experienced a slight decrease in five-year adjusted cohort graduation rates while students with
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disabilities experienced a slight increase. From the baseline year of FFY 2013 to FFY 2016, the gap between
five-year adjusted cohort graduation rates for students with disabilities and non-disabled students has
decreased by 15.7%. More detail concerning the meaning and relative size of these changes is described in

the “Progress Toward Achieving Intended Outcomes” section of this report.

Theory of action and logic model

Conceptually, the theory of action has remained consistent and guides implementation, including
communication and evaluation, of SSIP activities. The theory of action is based on conclusions from Phase
One indicating that root cause analysis for an outcome as complex as graduation must occur at the local

level (for an in-depth narrative explanation of the theory of action, please see the Phase Three, Year One

report). To briefly summarize, Local Education Agencies (LEAs) must be equipped with skills, tools, and
resources to identify local root cause(s) associated with lower graduation rates for students with disabilities,
systematically select and communicate these interventions to the NC Department of Public Instruction
(NCDPI), who must then align infrastructure and provision of comprehensive professional development
and technical assistance to support implementation in local contexts. The primary process and tool driving
the theory of action is the LEA Self-Assessment (LEASA) and Improvement Planning Process. During the
current year, stage-based analysis suggests that North Carolina is progressing from the “awkward” stage of
inital implementation, to a stage of fully integrating the LEASA and Improvement Planning Process into
common practitioner and organizational practices and policies, at the Local Education Agency (LEA) and
State Education Agency (SEA) levels. For example, submission of the LEASA was included in the most
recent NC Policies Governing Services for Students with Disabilities. Furthermore, the Exceptional Children
Division’s alignment of professional learning to LEASA submissions (and identified local root causes) now
occurs through a formalized review process. This process includes systematic linking of LEA need to a
catalog of NCDPI supported professional learning, gap analysis to inform creation of new professional
learning, and development and implementation of a tiered Professional Learning Plan at the state level.
These established practices can now be replicated and communicated on an annual basis with adjustments
made through feedback from stakeholders within Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) improvement cycles.
During the current year, North Carolina has also worked to more closely align evaluation activitics to the
theory of action. Two years of data now exist from LEASA submissions, which provide evidence for how
LEAs are identifying and communicating root cause, their general capacity for implementation, and how
SSIP interventions are resulting in changes at the systems (that support educators), practices (that support

students), and outcomes levels. These data serve as important indicators of the first two ovals (red and
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green) represented in the graphical depiction of the theory of action below (see Figure 3). Modifications to
the LEASA during FFY 2016 also allowed evaluation to more closely link SSIP activities to outputs and
outcomes by explicitly requiring LEAs to identfy priofity areas (within academics, behavior, and transition).
Finally, availability of the LEASA data over the current year resulted in opportunities to evaluate the
measurernent characteristics of the tool itself and the reliability of NCDPI’s review process.

The third oval (purple) is predominantly measured through data sources that are aligned to
implementation of the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG), Positive Behavior Intervention and
Support (PBIS), Social Emotional Foundations of Early Learning (SEFEL), and Continuum of Transition
(CoT) activities. These represent predominant state supported evidence-based practices that LEAs select
and implement based on the LEASA and Improvement Planning process. These state-supported
interventions are aligned to local root causes associated with academics, behaviot, and transition,

respectively.

Figure 3
Graphical Depiction of the NC SSIP Theory of Action

ECD provides tools and customized support
for LEAS to address tower SWD graduation
rate that promote:

* data-driven, effective problem-sclving
+ implementation of state-supported
interventions known to be effective

Graduation rate
for SWD

LEAs work with schoals:

» to identify root cause for low SWD increases, CEOSing

graduation rates in their LEA/school the gap in the
s to determine which elements of the

package of interventions they need to overall state
Implement/srengthen S, graduation rate

With support from the £CD, LEAs:
* imptement identified interventions
with fidelity
* evaluate outcome data
¢ monitor and modify as needed
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While the theory of action provides a series of broad “if-then” statements that lead to the SIMR, the NC
SSIP Logic Model (Figure 4) provides more refined detail on how the NCDPI is implementing the SSIP and
how those activities are linked to increased graduation rates for students with disabilities through a series of
inputs, strategies, outputs, and outcomes. The logic model has been modified slightly from Phase Three,
Year One to improve clarity and to reflect additional outputs and outcomes that have been identified.
Following the logic model, Table 4 describes the data sources and measurement strategies aligned to each

component of the logic model.
‘The NC SSIP Logic Model is organized in the following fashion:
ROW ONE: Coherent Improvement Strategy

The first row of the logic model represents the coherent improvement strategy that involves the LEASA
and Improvement Planning process. As indicated, this has historically and continues to be supported
through comprehensive tiered professional development and technical assistance. Based on LEA’s
identification of root cause, there is systematic selection and implementation of NCDPI supported
interventions within academic, behavioral, ot transition domains. Through enhanced local problem solving
and improvement planning and aligned DPI infrastructute and professional development, LEAs increase
capacity to implement evidence-based interventions described in the following three rows of the logic
model. The primary metrics for evaluating these changes are derived from the LEASA and include

summarized data from the submissions and from the NCDPI review process.
ROW TWO: Academic Supports

The second row of the logic model represents the primary academic supports that are leveraged through the
SSIP activities. The State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) supported Reading Research to
Classroom Practice (RRtCP, formetly Reading Foundations) and Foundations of Mathematics (FoM)
professional development courses support the implementation of evidence-based practices that correspond
to improved outcomes for students with persistent problems with reading and mathematics. According to
the logic model, based on participation in these courses and job-embedded follow up, teachers improve
their knowledge, skills, dispositions, and behaviors related to reading and mathematics instruction and
improve the fidelity in which they deliver evidence-based practices. Subsequently, the impact on students is

observed through improved proficiency on summative assessments. The impact of these courses is
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measured through pre-post assessments of knowledge and skills, fidelity observatons of evidence-based

programs, and student proficiency on the Notth Carolina End-of-Grade (EOG) assessments.
ROW THREE: Behavior Supports

The third row of the logic model represents the primary behavioral-emotional supports that are leveraged
through SSIP activities. Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (PBIS) and Social and Emotional
Foundations for Eatly Learning (SEFEL) are comprised of school-wide preventive and responsive practices
delivered within core, supplemental, and intensive levels of support. According to the logic model, as a
result of local training and coaching schools build systems supportive of PBIS and SEFEL implementation
and increase the fidelity in which they implement these evidence-based practices for behavior. The
subsequent impact on students is increased attendance and decreased disciplinary events (including short-
and long-term suspensions). The primary metrics for evaluation include the School-Wide Evaluation Tool
(SET), the Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT), attendance, and disciplinary data.

ROW FOUR: Transition Supports

The fourth row of the logic model represents the Continuum of Transition (CoT) supports that are
leveraged through SSIP activities. This includes the provision of professional development for a transition
tool kit and web-based resources to be used for middle and high school transitions. In addition, specific
professional development on promising practice self-determination activities (Bell Ringers) has occurred
within the context of usability testing in four LEAs across the state. According to the logic model,
professional development with online transition tesources and activities result in improved transition,
assessment planning, and student self-determination, The ptimaty strategies for evaluation include the AIR
Self-Determination Scale and Indicators 7, 8,12, 13, and 14.
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Figure 4
NC SSIP Logic Model

NC State Systemic Improvement Plan Logic Model
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Table 4
Goals, Evaluation Questions, and Evaluation Strategies

of transitions and
student self-
determination

¢ Transition network
o Representatives from
across NC

about next-level academic
expectations

e Community of practice
sharing transition resources
and strategies

* Self-Determination Activities

13,14

Increase AIR Self-
Determination scores
Increase in student / family
engagement — Indicator 8

Summative Evaluation Summative Evaluation
Goals Strategies / Activities Qutputs Strategies Questions
1. Increase capacity e LEA Self-Assessment and | ® Comprehensive professional | ® Policy changes to support ¢ To what extent are LEAs better able to
for problem solving Improvement Planning development on the LEASA LEASA and Improvement engage in systematic problem
and effective & NCDPI Professional and Improvement Planning Planning identification and implementation
implementation Learning Catalog o NCDPI ticred Professional ¢ Increased LEASA ratings using local data?
Learning Plan aligned to LEA | e Increased ratings on NCDPI
root cause and reviews of submitted LEASAs
implementation plans
2. Increase student ¢ Professional Development | # Increased Math / Reading * Increased academic To what extent do students exhibit an
performance in o0 Math/Reading Content Knowledge proficiency on End of Grade increase in academic achievement
reading and math Foundations * Increased fidelity observation tests because of shorter-term outcomes
o Coaching Practices scores in use of research- being achieved (e.g. better teacher
o Effecdve Leadership based instructional practices content knowledge, increased fidelity)?
3. Decrease student e PBIS ¢ Increase in % of schools ¢ Decreased suspensions To what extent has the incidence of
behavioral issues, o Increase NC saturation meeting PBIS e Increased attendance student suspensions decreased and
including / fidelity implementation criteria attendance increased (across ume)?
absenteeism and * SEFEL ¢ Increase in school-levei PBIS
suspensions ¢ Increase saturation / fidelity ratings (SET)
fidelity to early ® Increase in % of schools
childhood communites D.__nnmbm .H.ﬂn.ﬁE».—W mvu\.-_.u.g.—n—
Observation Tool (TPOT)
4. Improve continuum | ¢ Develop Transition Toolkit | * Informed students/parents ¢ Increased Indicators 7,11, 12, | ® To what extent have LEA Indicator 7,

11, 12, 13, 14 levels increased?

¢ To what extent have levels of student

/ parent engagement, measured by
Indicator 8, increased (across time)?
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Coherent Improvement Strategies

The coherent improvement strategy at the foundation of the NC SSIP is the LEA Self-Assessment
(LEASA) and Improvement Planning process. All LEAs (including charter schools) are required to
complete the comprehensive self-assessment annually and update their improvement plan based on a Plan,
Do, Study, Act improvement (PDSA) cycle. Broadly, the LEASA and Improvement Planning process
serves several key purposes yielding value to both LEAs and the State Education Agency (SEA).

Specific to LEAs, the LEASA and Improvement Planning process enhances an ability to:

* identify root cause(s) associated with the SIMR

¢ select aligned evidence-based practices that are supported by NCDPI and demonstrate a contextual
fit

¢ engage in a deliberate process of active implementation (including PDSA improvement cycles)

At the SEA level, analysis of LEASA data enhances an ability to:

¢ align SEA infrastructure to local need

¢ develop and implement an aligned, tiered, regionally supported framework of professional
development and technical assistance (delivered through a tiered Professional Learning Plan)

¢ engage in annual gap analysis of the tiered Professional Learning Plan
® engage in systematic improvement cycles (Plan, Do, Study, Act)

Consequently, the intent of this coherent improvement strategy is to maximize the benefit of the

implementation of the specific evidence-based practices described in the next section.
Specific Evidence-Based Practices Implemented to Date

The coherent improvement strategy maximizes benefit by enhancing LEA ability to select and implement
evidence-based practices that are aligned to their identified root causes associated with the SIMR.
Moreover, NCDPI’s LEASA review process and subsequent alignment of infrastructure and delivery of an
annual tiered Professional Learning Plan supports implementation drivers at the local level (e.g., systems
interventions, selection, training, and coaching). This section briefly highlights broad details of each
evidence-based practice. Key implementation activities (including outputs) that have occurred since the

2017 Phase 111, Year One report are included in the “Intended ontputs that have been accomplished as a result off the

implementation activities” section of the report.
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Academics: The North Carolina State Improvement Project

The North Carolina State Improvement Project (NC SIP) offers comprehensive professional learning for
evidence-based practices for reading and mathematics. Due to evidence of effectiveness and general
capacity at the SEA and LEA levels, NC SIP has been the primary evidence-based practice to support LEAs
that identified academics as the root cause impacting the SIMR. NC SIP is supported by the State
Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) and includes professional development and systematic regionally-
based coaching related to reading, mathematics, effective leadership, and a continuum of coaching.
Throughout the SSIP process, the SSIP and SPDG planning teams have collaborated (with ovetlapping
membership) to ensure the work of the SPDG was leveraged to impact the SIMR.

Behavior: Positive Behavior Intervention and Support (PBIS)

State-wide support for PBIS implementation has been the primary evidence-based practice to support
LEAS that identified behavior as the root cause impacting the SIMR. Notably, PBIS has recently merged
with the Integrated Academics and Behavior Supports (IABS) division, which is the division that supports
Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) implementation. This integration occurred to leverage state-wide
implementation frameworks installed through MTSS and enhance general and special education
collaboration to promote core (for all students), supplemental, and tiered behavioral-emotional supports.

‘Thus, academic and behavioral supports are now being implemented under a single framework for MTSS at

the SEA and LEA levels.

Behavior: NC Social Emotional Foundations for Early Learning (SEFEL)

The NC SEFEL project has also been an evidence-based practice to support districts that identified
behavior as the root cause impacting the SIMR. The Pytamid Model for Supporting Social Emotional
Competence in Infants and Young Children is a positive behavioral intervention and support framework
early educators can use to promote young children’s emotonal and social development and prevent and
address challenging behavior. Pyramid teaching practices provide teachers with strategies to intentionally
build positive relationships with and among children. They do this by creating suppottive learning
environments and teaching children to understand and express their emotions and use problem solving
skills. As such, the preschool pyramid model aligns with school age Positive Behavior Intervention and

Suppotts (PBIS) and the Multi-Tiered System of Support (MTSS) initiatives in NC. The preschool pyramid
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model is made of three ters of intexvention practices: universal promotion for all children, secondary
preventons to address the intervention needs for children at risk of social emotional delays, and tertiary

interventions needed for children with persistent challenges.

Transition: Development of a Continuum of Transitions Support

A team of stakeholders has been engaged with the development and implementation of practices to
suppott a continuum of transitions (from pre-k through high school). To date, the team has developed and
provided professional learning support for a transition tool kit to be used for middle and high school
transitions, developed a tool to assist schools in the documentation of transition activities and selection of
evidenice-based transition practices actoss all grade levels, and developed training and resources for

promising practice activities associated with the development of self-determination.

Brief Overview of Evaluation Activities, Measures, and Outcomes

The second year of evaluation activities has continued to focus on the review and summnary analysis of
data aligned with the logic model and summative evaluation questions represented by Figure 4 and Table 4
above. In partnership with the Center for Educational Measurement and Evaluation (CEME) at the
University of North Carolina at Charlotte (UNCC), the primary evaluation methodology includes examining
and understanding longitudinal trends in data, aligned with the evaluation questions. Examining
longitudinal changes associated with SSIP implementation was deemed the strongest evaluation method
because statewide implementation of the SSIP precluded the possibility of a compatison group-based
design. For evaluation of the SSIP, the focus has been on monitoring the change (improvement) of outputs
and outcomes for LEAs across time, patticularly focused on trends prior to and following implementation

of SSIP actvides.
When examining the analysis of longitudinal data, there are several key features to note that serve to

elucidate the association between SSIP activities and changes to outputs and outcomes in the logic model.

¢ Significance of change from baseline: indicates whether there was a statistically significant change
in scores prior to and after the state-wide implementation of SSIP activities (i.e., changes from 2014-

15 to 2015-16 and from 2014-15 to 2016-17).
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¢ Significance of Cohort 1 indicator: The Cohort 1 indicator included data from eight LEAs that
began the LEASA and improvement process approximately 12 months prior to the rest of the state
(the selection process for Cohort 1 sites is described in the Phase Two report). The data were
analyzed in a fashion to determine the difference between 2014-15 (end of baseline) and 2016-17
data for Cohort 1 sites and the rest of the state (i.c., to answer the queston, “Did Cohort 1 sites
experience a different impact from the 2014-15 to 2016-17 school years as associated with longer
duration of SSIP implementation?”). Theoretically, changes in outputs and short-tertn outcomes
that were the result of SSIP activities would be seen in Cohort 1 sites prior to non-Cohort 1 sites.

* Priority Subgroup Analysis: When possible, additional analyses were conducted for outputs and
outcomes for academics and behavior for only those LEAs who identified that area as a priority on
their LEASA (a new component added to the LEASA during FFY 2016). These analyses were
conducted to help determine whether prioritizing one of these intervention areas had differential
impact on implementation of the associated NCDPI supported intervention. Note, however, that
LEAs formally identified these priorities during the Spring of 2017 and the FFY 2016 outcome data

would reflect implementation of activities that predominantly occurred prior to this point in time.

In addition to statistical significance, effect sizes are also included to provide valuable information
concerning the interpretation of the longitudinal change. Throughout the report, the odds ratdo and
Cohen’s d are reported to estimate practical significance and the relative size of the effect. For
interpretation purposes, an odds ratio close to 1 indicates little practical significance or change. For
example, an odds ratio of 1.10 means the likelihood of meeting some criteria (i.e., graduation) is only 1.10
times more likely at one point in time compared to another. In addition, the Cohen’s d effect size
demonstrates the size of the change relative to the amount of variation in the sample. A Cohen’s d of .2 is
generally accepted as a “small” effect, .5 as a “medium” effect, and .8 as a “large” effect. 'Thus, effect sizes
should always be interpreted with statistical significance to ascertain the practical significance of the change.
In the current initial stages of implementation, effect sizes in the expected direction ate expected to be

present, but small.
Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies

There have not been large-scale changes to the implementation and improvement strategies duting Phase
Three, Year Two of the NC SSIP. Rather, processes and tools to communicate and efficiently engage in the

activities have been refined to become established and embedded practices over the current year. Notably,
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these practices and tools have been predominantly aligned to the activities described in the “Plans for Next

Year” section of the Phase Three, Year One report. Highlights of these refined and embedded practices

include:

® Development of a teplicable process and timeline for LEASA submission, review, NCDPI
infrastructure alignment, and development of a tiered Professional Learning Plan

¢ Identification of technical features of the LEASA

¢ Identification of LEASA Review Tool items with demonstrable inter-rater reliability (a tool with which
NCDPI staff review LEASA submissions)

¢ Creation of a catalog of all professional learning activities offered by the NCDPI EC Division that is
aligned to academics / behavior / transition and each Core Element of the LEASA

® Development and dissemination of a Professional Learning Calendar and Tool that allows LEAs to
link their LEASA priorities and Improvement Plan to professional learning offered by the NCDPI EC
division

e (Creation of new professional learning identified in a systematic gap analysis (including cross-state
collaboration to define systems and practice level critical components of Specially Designed

Instruction within a Multi-Tiered System of Support).

Details concerning each of these highlighted areas are included in the “Intended ontputs that have been

accomplished as a result of the implementation activities” section of this report.
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Progress in Implementing the SSIP

Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress

Description of the extent to which the State has carried out its planned activities with

LEA Self-Assessmant
results drive LEA
support

i

fidelity
The broad timeline for the SSIP implementaton developed duting Phase Two, which has been followed,
is included in Figure 5 below.
Figure 5
Evolution of NCDPI Results Driven Accountability and the NC SSIP
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Implementation activities since the last report have included a more fluent completion of the LEA Self-

Assessment (LEASA) submission, analysis, infrastructure alignment, and development of a tiered
Professional Learning Plan. Over the course of the 2016-17 and 2017-18 school years, NCDPI staff

continued to support districts in their completion of the LEASA and Improvement Planning process

through training during quarterly regional meetings, a March Institute training and “drop in” coaching

session, virtual resources embedded within the tool itself, and ongoing technical assistance.
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For the 2016-17 school year, LEASAs were due for submission by May 22nd, 2017. This date was
adjusted to occur prior to the June 30® submission date in 2016. The justification was to mote quickly
develop and communicate a tiered Professional Learning Plan to LEAs and allow for purposeful planning
for participating in NCDPI suppotted professional development during the 2017-18 school year. By the
beginning of review, 96% of submissions from LEAs (traditional and charter schools) were received (278
out of 290). NCDPI review and analysis of the LEASAs were completed by June 21st, 2017, with each
submitted LEASA being reviewed by three NCDPI staff. The ECD’s response to the LEASA analysis,
including processes and tools for infrastructure alignment and development of a tiered system of

professional learning and technical assistance, is described below.

Intended outputs that have been accomplished as a result off the implementation
activities

The intended outputs that have occurred since the Phase Three, Year One report are described below.

The outputs follow the logic model and are organized in terms of the LEASA and Improvement Planning
process, Academics, Behavior, and Transition. Notably, from an evaluation perspective, activities reported
on in the Phase Three, Year One report occurred ptior to FFY 2016 outcomes described in this report. The
activides described below will have occurred prior to FFY 2017 outcomes that will be described in the 2019
Phase Three, Year Three repott.

Outputs related to the LEASA and Improvement Planning Process

Development of a replicable timeline for LEASA submission, review, NCDPI infrastructure

alignment, and development of a tiered Professional Leaming Plan

During FFY 2016 a systematic process for LEASA submission, review, NCDPI infrastructure alignment,
and development of a tiered Professional Learning Plan was solidified. This process (with associated tools)
is being replicated during the current year (FFY 2017) and includes: sending the LEASA to LEAs, delivering
professional learning on the LEASA and Imptrovement Planning process (including frameworks of
implementation science), communicating to LEAs within a systematic plan (e.g., key messages, dates, and
formats), updating the professional learning catalog, NCDPI staff reviewing LEASA submissions, analyzing
and visualizing LEASA data, regional data teams aligning professional learning needs to the Professional
Learning Plan, identifying professional learning gaps, finalizing the Professional Learning Plan (c.g.,

confirming dates and locations of professional development), and communicating the plan in the form of 2
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Professional Learning Calendar and Professional Learning Tool. This process can be seen in the Gantt
Chart below (Figure 6).
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Figure 6
LEASA Gantt Chars Timeline
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Identification of Technical Features of the LEASA

During the cutrent year, analysis of the LEASA was conducted to estimate the validity of the tool. The
tool contains 18 items that are distributed within four “Core Elements”. A factor analysis of the LEASA
ratings obtained in 2016-17 yielded four principal components that explained 60% of the variance across the
items. Items loaded most heavily within their core elements (with exception of two items) with estimates
ranging from .46 to .87. In addition, a set of obtained scores on the LEASA showed a modest Pearson
correlation to five-year adjusted cohort graduation rates for students with disabilities (r = .30, n= 76, p =
.01). These data provided some support for the measurement features of the LEASA, in addition to the

intended purposes of root cause identification and improvement planning.

Identification of LEASA Review Tool items with demonstrable inter-rater reliability (a tool with
which NCDPI staff review LEASA submissions)

To ensure reliable LEASA review data from NCDPI staff, the review tool was analyzed for inter-rater
reliability. To complete this analysis, 74 NCDPI staff members completed a review of one submitted
LEASA. After this review, the joint probability of agreement was analyzed fot each item of the review tool.
Only items that obtained a joint probability of 80% or greater were maintained in the final tool (i.e., at least
80% of the 74 staff members made the same rating on the item). In addition, inter-item correlation matrices
were analyzed within each section of the review tool and any items that did not reach a significant
correlation with items in the same section were discarded. The reliability of this tool is critically important

because it serves a predominant function in aligning LEASA data to the professional learning of the ECD.

Creation of a catalog of all professional learning activities offered by the NCDPI EC Division that

is aligned to academics / behavior / transition and each critical component of the LEASA

To facilitate the alignment of the NCDPI Professional Learning Plan to the root causes and
improvement strategies identified in the LEASAs, the ECD engaged in a professional learning inventory
resulting in a “Professional Learning Catalog”. The inventory process involved each section of the ECD
documenting all professional learning that could cutrently be supported, along with critical features
including the format (e.g., face-to-face, virtual, or blended), intended educator and student outcomes, core

clements of the LEASA it supported, evaluation methodology, and presence of job-embedded follow up.
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There were several intended purposes to cataloging the professional learning of the division that included:

¢ Internal assessment of redundancy and gaps in professional learning

¢ Internal assessment of evidence-based professional learning practices

o  Facilitating alignment of LEASA data to professional learning (c.g., allowing LEAs and reviewers an
opportunity to make 2 direct link from root cause to professional learning supported by NCDPI)

¢ External communication of the ECDs professional learning

Broad analyses of the catalog allowed for 2 summarization of the ECD’s capacity to provide professional
learning and use of evidence-based practices related to evaluation, fidelity monitoring, and job-embedded
follow-up. Figures 7 — 12 summarize the catalog regarding: the type of professional learning (professional
development or technical assistance), the tier of support (universal, tailored or customized), alignment to
each Core Element of the LEASA, presence of pre-post evaluation, presence of fidelity tools, and presence
of job-embedded follow-up, respectively. ECD definitions concerning professional development, technical

assistance, universal support, tailored support, and customized support can be found in the Phase Three

Year One report. Notably, these data address current agpacity to provide professional learning,

Figure 7
Percent of professional learning classified as professional development or technical assistance

Is this technical assistance or professional development? Please refer to the
definitions document when completing this item

Technical Asstsiance
28.0%,

Frofessional Developmen:
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Figure 8

Percent of professional learning at each tier

What tier of support is this most aligned to? Please refer to the
definitions document when completing this item.
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Figure 10

Percent of professional learning with pre-post evaluation

Are tools available to measure pre-post knowledge, skills,
and/or dispositions?

Mo

Figure 11
Percent of professional learning with available fidelity tools

Are tools available to measure fidelity in the school and/or
classroom setting?

No
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Figure 12
Percent of professional learning with follow-up job-embedded supports

Are there structures for follow-up job-embedded supports?

Yes

66.92

As a result of sharing these analyses with stakeholders, the following recommendations were discussed to
further enhance alignment and effectiveness of all professional learning provided by the ECD. These

recommendations will be implemented FFY 2018 and inciude:

® Streamline professional learning data collection across registration, evaluation, and tracking (e.g.,
number of participants, alignment to LEASA core elements, types of follow-up) within a single

platform

® Develop 2 common evaluation tool to be used with customization for each professional learning

session

¢ Inventory, align, and develop fidelity tools to evaluate impact of identified professional learning

® Further embed coaching supports into professional learning
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Development and dissemination of a Professional Learning Calendar and Tool that allows LEAs to
link their LEASA priorities and Improvement Plan to professional learning offered by the NCDPI
EC division

During FFY 2016, the ECD consolidated communication of professional learning to a single searchable
calendar located on the division’s webpage. Furthermore, an online google tool was created in which
districts can input the Core Elements from the LEASA they identified as priorities and all professional
development, locations, and registration options are populated. Districts can find the details of each
professional leaming session based on the information contained in the Professional Learning Catalog that
is directly linked in the tool. This tool is housed in a password protected central communication hub at the
request of LEA Exceptional Children ditectors. Thus, directors are now aware of the professional leatning
activities teachers in the LEA are registering for and can ensure alignment with the LEASA Improvement
Plan. The consolidation of the communication of the ECD’s Professional Learning Plan to a single
calendar and tool converged multiple communication methods that previously required multiple calendar
searches and registration processes to access professional learning offered by NCDPI. The consolidation
and associated processes allow for the state to systematically align professional learning to the local and
regional needs of LEAs and subsequently, for LEAs to ensure the professional learning teachers are

engaged with is aligned to their local root cause and Improvement Plans.
Creation of new professional learning identified in a systematic gap analysis

As indicated in the Phase Three, Year One tepott, a common universal need expressed by LEAs

centered around the delivery of Specially-Designed Instruction (SDI) within a2 Multi-Tiered System of
Support (MTSS). Consequently, the apparent gap in the ECD’s Professional Learning Catalog led to the
formation of a multi-disciplinary team to develop new professional learning. This team includes membets
from the ECD, Integrated Academic and Behavior Supports, and Standards, Curriculum, and Instruction
(SCI) divisions at the NCDPL In addition, the team regularly reports to a leadership team of directors of

each division.

The implementation of the professional learning will begin over 2018-19 within the context of active
frameworks established through MTSS. For example, the district leadership and implementation teams for
MTSS are playing important roles in the: determination of readiness, selection of an LEA professional
learning team to provide training and coaching support, selection of schools to act as transformation sites,

communication to stakeholders, and alignment of systems (e.g., professional learning calendars, school
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schedules, communities of practice). Concurrently, the school and district teams will be suppotted through
regional teams that are largely comprised of NCDPI staff who scrve the corresponding region. These
regional teams are supported by the state-level team forming cascading structures and feedback loops that
will be established through regularly occurring regional face-to-face meetings. The delivery of the
professional learning will be flexible in nature, providing LEAs the resources to deliver through face-to-face,
blended, or virtual means. In addition, structured “just-in-time” communication packages are provided to
the LEA district implementation team to deliver to school-based administrators where teachers will be
implementing the practices contained within the professional learning (e.g., information on analyzing school
level Least Restrictive Environment data, the role of special education in total school improvement, and
developing schedules and routines that promote general and special education communication and

collaboration).

The content of the modules was established through a systematic professional learning theoty of action
and is currently in the process of final review (including internal and external vetting). ‘The theory of action
resulted in five modules that reach audiences including district and school level administration, general
education teachers, special education teachers, and related service providers. An overview of the main
content areas of each of the modules is included in a webigar designed for the receipt of stakeholder
feedback. Stakeholder feedback and alignment to local need has been a consistent feature in the
development of this professional learning. In addition to 73% of LEAs in MTSS cohorts 1 and 2 (those
who were deemed most ready to implement the professional learning} providing survey feedback to the
webinar linked above, 29 LEA stakeholders (representing 14 LEAs) attended a full day “fine tuning” in
which stakeholders provided critical feedback related to the content and delivery methodology of the

professional learning.

Finally, NCDPI has also partnered with the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) to
operationally define Specially Designed Instruction. Bringing in multiple states who have expressed interest
in similar work, it has evolved into the development of two Practice Profiles (at the “systems” and
“practices” levels). Practice profiles are a tool developed by the State Implementation and Scaling of
Evidence-Based Practices (SISEP) center to make innovations knowable, teachable, doable, and assessable.
At this point in time, the systems level workgroup (the workgroup NCDPI participates in) has generated
critical components to support the development of infrastructure that supports educators in their
implementation of SDI to improve outcomes for students with disabilities. The team is now in the process

of defining developmental variations of each of these components to states and districts as they develop
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common language and practices to communicate, train, coach, and evaluate the delivery of Specially
Designed Instructon within an MTSS. Based on current timelines, these tools are planned to be completed
by August 2018,

Academics: The North Carolina State Improvement Project (NC SIP)

The comprehensive professional learning for reading and mathematics instruction offered through The
North Carolina State Improvement Project (NC SIP) has continued to be the primary evidence-based

practice to support districts that identify academics as the root cause impacting the SIMR. The

implementation of this model has continued to include four major components since the Phase Three, Year

Two report:

¢ Building capacity at the state level

»  Working with districts to ensure they have the leadership and organizational capacity to implement
and support district and building innovations

¢ Providing professional learning and coaching to teachers and administrators on effective instruction

e Working with Institutes of Higher Education (IHEs) to align NC SIP courses in pre-service and
administrator courses

In terms of building capacity at the state level, 12 NCDPI staff, 16 LEA-based regional coaches for
literacy, and 12 LEA-based regional coaches for mathematics have continued to build skills related to a
continuum of coaching to support transer of training, including bug-in-ear “e-coaching”. Consequently,
face-to-face training on a continuum of coaching activities has been developed to support the online
coaching modules. Thus far in FFY 2017, 35 participants who serve in coaching roles at the LEA level have
engaged in the professional development, which has included ongoing “coaching of the coaches”. These 35
individuals now serve critical roles within their district to ensure that participants of the Reading Research to
Classroom Practice and Foundations of Mathematics courses are supported through job embedded follow-
up that spans observations of models of best practice, individual coaching on specific evidence-based

practices, and group coaching to overcome common problems of practice.

In congruence with the SSIP work, NC SIP has systematically supported implementation science
frameworks in the Professional Learning Plan. Focusing on an audience of district-level administrators, the
All Leaders Understand, Support, and Collaborate to Provide Evidence-Based Instruction has been provided to 241
individuals, focusing on the use of organizational, leadership, and competency drivers to support

implementation of evidence-based practices for reading and mathematics. While this professional
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development is aligned to the academic work, it is also designed to support skills sets that enhance

implementation of any evidence-based practce.

The project has also continued to build capacity to provide the five-day reading and mathematics
professional development courses to LEAs targeting academics as a root cause. During the current year,
1025 LEA staff have attended Reading Research to Classroom Practice and 518 have attended Foundations
of Mathematics. This capacity to support the courses has been enhanced through regional coaches
described above and the 8 “Best Practice” and 1 “Demonstration” sites that have a responsibility to support

the professional development regionally, offering seats to districts with identified need.

Finally, the integration of the reading and mathematics courses described above into the pre-service
coursework at Institutes of Higher Education has expanded from four colleges and universities to eight.
This is a particularly strategic step in building capacity for implementation of evidence-based practices
across the state, as higher proportions of newly entering teachers will have baseline knowledge and skills for
teaching students with persistent reading and mathematics problems. In addition, these IHEs are working
intentionally to pair student teachers to individuals who have been through the reading and math courses to
further promote the transfer of skills into the classroom setting. Currently, Fayetteville State University,
Greensboro College, NC Agricultural and Technical State University, North Carolina State University,
University of North Carolina Charlotte, University of North Carolina Pembroke, and Western Carolina are

offering the courses or have staff working on the credentials to offer the course.
Behavior: Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS)

Over the course of the current year, the Exceptional Children Division (ECD) and the Integrated
Academic and Behavioral Systems (IABS) division have worked collaboratively to align NCDPI
infrastructure to support tiered, evidence-based practices for behavior within 2 Multi-Tiered System of
Support (MTSS) framework. Consequently, six ECD staff who supported PBIS joined IABS in January
2018 to more closely align and integrate the work. Broadly, this transition fosters general and special
collaboration, focusing on both preventative core supports and responsive supplemental and intensive
practices. Over the course of the current year, NCDPI staff have continued to provide comprehensive
professional learning modules to LEAs that that ate aligned to universal (484 LEA participants),
supplemental (369 LEA participants), and intensive (106 participants) behavioral supports. Additional

professional learning has occurred within the Professional Learning Plan for Team-Initiated Problem
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Solving (TTPS), classroom management, Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBAs), Behavioral
Intervention Plans (BIPs), and school-based mental health.

Additionally, current planning is taking place to integrate these professional learning offerings within
MTSS professional development modules that focus on establishing readiness and defining core instruction
and building a system of interventions (e.g., standard treatment protocol and intensive intervention for non-
responders). In addition to the integration of professional development, this transition will allow for
alignment of other state, regional, district, and school systems related to leadership, implementation teams,
data sources, and problem-solving activities where there was previously duplication and language

inconsistencies.

Behavior: NC Social Emotional Foundations for Early Learning (SEFEL)

As of January 2018, there are now 39 LEAs in the Targeted Preschool Pyramid Project, at various stages
of implementation (see Figure 13 below). As new LEAs agree to enter the project, they ensure that they
will identify a leadership team that will develop an implementation plan, evaluate that plan using a practice
profile, implement a program assessment tool, and report data on the implementation process to the NC
OEL. As indicated in the implementation plan, designated LEA coaches provide support to classroom
teachers to implement the practices with fidelity. Coaches receive a series of trainings from the NC ELN on
the coaching process, and must reach fidelity in administering the teacher fidelity measure, the TPOT.
Coaches utilize an on-line coaching log, which allows the NC OEL to capture data on the teacher’s fidelity

on the TPOT and provides coaches with feedback upon which teaching practices they are coaching.
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Figure 13
SEFEL Implementation Sites as of January 2018
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The scaling of this work over time can be seen in Table 5 below. In the 2015-16 school year, there were 27
out of 115 traditional LEAs enrolled in the project (23%}); in 2016-17, participation grew to 30% (34 out of
115 LEAs). In the 2017-18 school year, this amount grew to 39 out of 115 LEAs (34%).

Table 5
Percent of Tradstional LEAs in Preschool Pyramid Project

Time frame 7/1/12- 7/1/13-  [7/1/14- 7/1/15-  [71/1/16- 7/1/1-7
6/30/13  |6/30/14  [6/30/15  16/30/16  16/30/17  |6/30/18

Total Number 14 27 29 27 34 39

Percent 12% 23% 25% 23% 30% 34%
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Transition: Development of a Continuum of Transitions Support

The most recent Continuum of Transitions (CoT) work has been informed by two sessions seeking
stakeholder input. During these meetings, stakeholders identified needs related to a general dearth of
resources related to supporting transitions within elementary grades, collecting and documenting data across
grade spans, and intervening to positively impact self-determination. Based on this feedback, the CoT
workgroup (a workgroup of the SSIP stakeholder team) created an initial professional development session

that included the following components:

* A review of the research around post school outcomes for SWD, which included postsecondary
education and employment outcomes (WHY)
» Animplementation plan (beginning with usability testing) for a promising practice of self-

determination “Bell Ringer” activitics, which included identifying a diverse group of LEAs across

the state as participants (WHO)
* The specific steps of administering the AIR Self-Determination Assessment (which served as pre-

post measures) and implementing the “Bell Ringer” self-determination activitics (HOW)

In addition to these training components, materials were shared that included “Bell Ringer” PowetPoints,

with reviewed, scripted self-reflection questions.

For the usability testing of the activities, four initial sites were identified that represented geographic and
demographic diversity, as well as a willingness to use the measures across grades. Prior to delivering the
“Bell Ringer” lessons, teachers involved in the pilot completed the AIR Self-Determination Assessment for
each of the students participating in the activities to gather pre-intervention data. Pilot teachers then
implemented the Bell Ringer activities (teachers were asked to complete the activities on a consistent basis,
no less than two sessions per week for a full nine weeks). During the activities, students engaged in a
discussion around a statement related to self-awareness, disability awareness, and / or self-directed IEPs.
Students were asked to consider the statement and respond with their thoughts about how the statements
applied to them individually (Did they understand that skill? Did they demonstrate that skill? Did they need
to develop that skill?). After nine weeks of providing “Bell Ringers”, teachers again completed the AIR Self-

Determination Assessments to gather post-intervention data.

The usability testing revealed several findings that will guide implementation of this promising practice

next year. First, the effect of the intervention appeared to be larger for elementary students paired £143)=
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11.41, p < .01, 4 = .95 than middle and high school students pasred ¢ = 2.35(85), p = .02, d = .25.
Additionally, while there were standardized approaches to deliveting the intervention activities (e.g., a
minimum of 2 sessions per week for 9 weeks), there was a wide range of sessions (i.e., dosage) that were
delivered across the classrooms (M = 21.31, SD = 10.24). This is particularly salient because when
controlling for the pre-test scores, the number of sessions accounted for significant variance in the post-test
scores (i.e., dosage impacted outcome), Thus, the team will need to consider how to ensure teachers have
the right contexts in place (e.g., schedules, planning time, caseloads) to ensure minimal dosages of the

intervention are delivered

In addition to the usability testing of self-determination activities, the following resources were created
for LEAs to use for transition planning (1} a Continuum of Transition Tool for documenting student
transition activity through their school experience, (2) a transition wiki-page, (3) a recommended CoT Plan,
(4) links to a multitude of transition activities for all grade levels, and (5) a Guiding Questions Tool that is
aligned with the state SSIP goals.

Finally, in partnership with the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition the team has started
conversations concerning the alignment of evidence-based transition practices to the LEASA. This
alignment tool is intended to help schools and teachers identfy the practices that are most closely aligned to

their root causes and improvement plans.

Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation

How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of SSIP

How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making regarding

the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP

The SSIP external team

External stakeholders serve on SSIP workgroups and attend quarterly external SSIP meetings. The
purpose of the quarterly external meetings is to construct broad implementation frameworks, macto-
planning (big picture / systems level decisions), share evaluation findings, pose specific decision points for
formal analysis by the team, and provide general feedback on implementation. For example, one external

stakeholder meeting shared the results of the Professional Learning Catalog summary, the LEASA review
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analysis, and the Professional Learning Plan and focused on the refinement of the process based on the
data. Large-scale decisions are typically reserved for these external meetings and are made using a modified
consensus process of decision making (i.e., can everyone live with and publicly support the decision). The
external stakeholder team is diverse and includes members from across NCDP], LEA leadership, parent
representatives, IHE representatives, and technical assistance centers. The SSIP internal team meets
monthly with a general focus on details and management of the large-scale frameworks and decisions made

by the external team.
The Exceptional Children Division

The SSIP team has created a Google Folder that houses the notes and decisions made for each SSIP
meeting that is made available to NCDPI staff. In addition, brief recorded videos have now been created
after meetings to highlight the key points of the meeting and implications for NCDPI staff and other
stakeholders. This communication is made priot to monthly division and regional team meetings so staff
can review and reflect on the content prior to opportunities to provided structured feedback (in the form of
facilitated processes) during division and regional data team meetings. Furthermore, the videos link to a
survey where stakeholders can provide feedback related to questions, considerations, and potential

contributions to the SSIP work.
Informing the State Education Agency

Within the broader SEA, stakeholders are primarily involved with SSIP through the State
Implementatdon Team (SIT). The SIT is comprised of representation from across the agency, LEAs, and
institutes of higher education (IHEs). Over the course of the current year, the SIT has provided
professional development and coaching to NCDPI staff related to active implementation frameworks. Thus
far, professional development and coaching sessions have focused on usable interventions, including the
systematic selection process (i.e., the Hexagon Tool) and operationalizing of interventions through a
Practice Profile. Consequently, the following divisions have created a practice profile for an initiative they
are currently implementing: Standards, Curriculum and Instruction (SCI), Career and Technical Education
(CTE), K-3 Literacy, Digital Teaching and Learning (DTL)}, Instructional Technology (IT), Accountability,
and Virtual Public Schools (VPS), Online Professional Learning (OPL), and Exceptional Children (EC).
Over the course of this professional learning, the LEASA was used as a model for both the development
and use of a practice profile. This has resulted in a common framework for operationalizing work that is

evolving into alignment for how the agency communicates (internally and externally), trains, coaches, and
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evaluates work. In addition, work groups on the SIT collaboratively remove batrriers, define relationships
between agency projects, align the work of the agency, create common language and practices for agency
staff, and provide support for LEAs through development of agency-wide infrastructure. The SIT meetings
have provided multiple opportunities for SEA staff to describe overlapping work associated with the SSIP

and construct intentional alignment. Examples since the Phase Three, Year One repott include SSIP

alignment with SDI to MTSS implementation and initial discussion about the development of a single
district improvement plan that synthesizes data sources across multiple domains (e.g., EC, MTSS, Title One,

and School Improvement).
Informing ILEAs

The implementation of the SSIP continues to be regularly shared with LEAs during regional and
statewide meetings and through their representatives on the Director’s Advisory Council (DAC). DAC
representatives are EC directors and coordinators who have been nominated and elected by their peers.
Over the course of the current year, the ECD has worked closely with DAC to change the format of the
quarterly Regional Directors’ and Coordinators’ Meetings. Through structured processes at these meetings,
DAC representatives gather information about topics, including those that related to SSIP implementation,
that LEA stakeholders find most salient and time sensitive. After gathering those data, DAC meets with
ECD staff to construct an agenda for the subsequent meeting. This occurs through a structured process
that results in statewide delivery of “just-in-time” communication, professional development, or systematic
opportunities to engage around a problem of practice. In addition to these agenda items that are delivered
consistently across the state, regional data teams work with their respective DAC representatives to address
agenda items specific to their region. It is the intent of this process to result in mote responsive

communication and content that is aligned to both statewide and regional needs.
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Data on Implementation and Outcomes

How the state monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness
of the implementation plan

How evaluation measures align with the theory of action

Figures 3 and 4 above provide an over-arching depiction of the updated theory of action and logic
model, respectively. The logic model displays the presumed associations between the strategies / activities,
the resulting outputs and the short, intermediate and long-term outcomes. Currently, the outputs and short-
term outcomes in the logic model setve as the most relevant metrics to monitor for change to ensure the
strategies / activities are having the intended impact at the system level. The intermediate outcomes serve
as direct impact measures presumed to occur as the results of changes in the short-term outcomes. The
basis of the theoty of action is grounded in the ability of the SSIP to positively impact the intermediate
outcomes that, ultimately, will increase the ability of students with disabilities to graduate within five years.
The alignment of specific evaluation measures to the relevant outputs and outcomes is included in Figure 5.
A detailed description of data sources for each measure is included below. As indicated in the logic model,
many of the outputs and shott-term outcomes are related to measures of implementation and / or fidelity
that would be eatly indicators of successful implementation of the evidence-based practices. Medium and
long-term measures are related to student outcomes that would be expected following sustained

implementation.

Data sources for each key measure

State-Identified Measurable Result:

¢ Five-year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate for SWD: is determined by using the ratio of youth
with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating with a regular high school diploma to all
youths with IEPs entering ninth grade for the first time five years prior. The cohort is “adjusted” by
adding any students who transferred into the cohort and by subtracting any students who

transfetred out, emigrated to another county, or died during the years covered by the rate.

Coherent Improvement Strategy: Problem Solving & Effective Implementation

¢ LEASA Practice Profile: these data provide evidence of LEAs’ ability to implement Core
Elements of comprehensive special education services for students with disabilities. The data from

the practice profile will assist the ECD in determining which LEAs need specific types of supports,
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how much support they will need, and how support has resulted in change in their capacity over
time.

e LEASA Improvement Plans: the NCDPI review data from the LEASA Improvement Plans
provide evidence of LEAs’ ability to problem solve to target interventions aligned to local root
cause. In addition, the review data elucidate the presence or absence of key components of

successful implementation plans,

Academics: NCSIP Reading & Math Foundations
¢ Fidelity Observations: these LEA-level data provide evidence of teachers’ (aggregated to the
LEA level) adherence to the evidence-based Reading / Math instructional mode! selected by the
LEA. Teachers who have taken the Foundations and instructional model course receive at least
one fidelity observation by a trained observer who has attained inter-rater reliability. These fidelity
checks are developed and validated by the developer / publisher of the evidence-based programs.
¢ Student proficiency data: include NC End-of-Grade tests.

Behavior: PBIS & SEFEL

¢ School-Wide Evaluation Tool (SET): this measure is designed to assess and evaluate features of
school-wide behavioral supports including definition of expectations, teaching of behavioral
expectations, system for responding to behavioral violations, etc. Schools ate rated 0-100 on each
of the components and averaged to yield an overall SET score.

¢ Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool: is a fidelity measure of teachers’ use of SEFEL strategies

* Discipline Data: include 2 common metric for In-school (ISS), Qut-of-School (OSS), and Long-
Term Out-of-School suspension data.

Transitions: Support for a Continuum of Transitions

¢ Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) SPP / APR Indicator data: 2 number of
indicators to monitor various outcomes.
¢ Indicator 7: the percent of preschool children aged 3 to 5 with IEPs who demonstrate
improvement in positive social-emotional skills, acquisition and use of knowledge and skills
(including early language / communication and eatly literacy), and the use of appropriate

behaviors to meet their needs.
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o Indicator 8: measutes the percentage of parents with a child receiving special education
services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving
services and results for children with disabilities.

o Indicator 11: measures the percentage of students being referred that receive timely (within
90 days) evaluations and placement for special education services.

o Indicator 12: measures the percentage of students referred by Part C / Early Childhood
Intervention prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B / District Special Education
Services and who have an IEP (Individualized Education Program) developed and
implemented by their 3rd birthday.

o Indicator 13; measutes the percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above that have an
IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated
and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including
courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals,
and annual IEP goals related to the student's transition service needs.

o Indicator 14: measures the percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, and
were:

o enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school

e cnrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving
high school

¢ enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training
ptogram; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year

of leaving high school

Description of baseline data for key measures

As indicated in the Phase Three, Year One report, the extant performance data for each of the key

measures (typically occurring prior to SSIP implementation) was reviewed as a basis for future
comparisons. These data are summarized in that report, but are also included here for ease of access
and comparison. Baseline levels for key outcome indicators are summarized below (please note, this
report does not represent an exhaustive review of all the analyses conducted and reviewed by the SSIP
team. This report reflects key measures, aligned to the logic model, that inform judgements about the

current progress and success of SSIP implementation). Also of note, as new measurement tools have
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been implemented into the evaluation plan, new baselines have been established due to the lack of pre-

existing data. These baseline data should be interpreted as occurring within the context of ongoing

implementation.

State-Identified Measurable Result: Cohort Graduation Rate

Five-year Cohort Graduation Rates (CGR): baseline data for five-year adjusted cohort graduation
were summarized by demographic subgroups across the 2012-13, 2013-14 and 2014-15 school years.
Rates and trends were similar actoss years for different racial groups (e.g., Black Students 78.7, 81.1,
83.4; White Students 86.3, 87.7, 88.5). During the baseline period, over half of all schools with a
SWD subgroup increased their five-year CGR, 8.3% remained the same, and 41.7% declined.

LEA Self-Assessment

Practice Profile Ratings: these data were summarized across LEAs for total score, score per Core
Element, and score across items related to systems, practices, and outcomes for 2015-16 and 2016-
17. Ratings for the LEASA were first submitted in 2015-16.

LEA Self-Assessment Review Data: the current review tool was first utilized during the 2016-17
school year. The review data describe the presence or absence of key implementation criteria within

the improvement plan.

Academics: NCSIP Reading and Math Foundations

Fidelity of Reading and Mathematics Instruction: baseline data for fidelity of implementation
of evidence-based reading and mathematics practices were summarized across the 2012-13, 2013-14,
and 2014-15 school years. The average change of percent of teachers achieving minimum criteria
on the fidelity assessment was examined. The examination revealed an overall increase across time.

Math and reading fidelity percentages showed considerable variation across LEAs.

Academic Performance: baseline data for academic performance were summarized across the
2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15 school years. Proficiency rates of key demographic subgroups were
examined on EOGs. Across reading and mathematics content area assessments, similar trends and
gaps were evident for each of the three years, with White students exhibiting the highest

performance and SWD and LEP students exhibiting the lowest performance.

3B|NC SSIP



Behavior: Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS)

School-Wide Evaluation Tool (SET): baseline data for fidelity of PBIS implementaton as
measured by the SET were summarized across the 2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15 school years. The
distribution.of scores was negatively skewed (indicating a high proportion of high scores), with
neatly equal mean scores across baseline yeats.

Discipline Data: baseline data for the overall rates of In-School Suspensions (ISS), Out of School
Suspension (OS8), and Long-Term Out of School Suspension (LT OSS) were summarized across
the 2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15 school years. Overall, ISS and OSS rates declined over the
baseline period.

Behavior: Social and Emotional Foundations for Eatly Learning (SEFEL)

¢ SEFEL Fidelity (TPOT): baseline data for the fidelity of SEFEL implementation as measured by

the TPOT were summarized actoss the 2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15 school years. The median
rates of teachers reaching TPOT fidelity increased from Fall to Spring each year, but declined from
2012-13 to 2013-14, with approximately similar values in 2013-14 to 2014-15. Broadly, however,
LEAs were relatively successful in suppotting their teachers attain TPOT fidelity during the baseline

period.

Transition Outcomes

o Indicator 7: baseline Child Outcome Summary Form (COSF) data were summatized across the 2012-

13, 2013-14, and 2014-15 school years. The COSF data yield the percent of preschool children aged 3
to 5 with IEPs who demonstrated improvement in outcomes related to positive social-emotional skills,
acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language / communication and early
literacy), and the use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. Within each of these three outcomes
are two different metrics and accompanying targets, outlined as follows:
1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in the Outcome,
the percent who substandally increased their rate of growth by the time they exited the program.
2. 'The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in the Outcome by the

time they exited the program.,
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For the 2012-13 school year, NC did not meet the established targets for both metrics for any Indicator
7 outcomes. New baselines were established for the 2013-14 school year. For the 2014-15 school year,
NC met targets for both metrics within Outcome C. Across baseline years, considerable variability

existed among LEA level measures.

Indicator 8: baseline data summarized the counts of the Indicator 8 target attainment status for 2013-
14 and 2014-15. The target percentage for North Carolina in both years was 50.0% (at the SEA level
during baseline, the mean rates were 46.0% in 2013-14 and 43.8% in 2014-15). In 2013-14, 31.6% of
LEAs with available data attained a percentage of parents greater than the 50.0%, while 31.0% had a
percentage greater than 50.0% in 2014-15.

Indicator 11: baseline data were summarized for the percentage of students being referred that receive
timely (within 90 days) evaluations and placement for special education services across the 2012-13,
2013-14, and 2014-15 school years. For the baseline school years, indicator 11 decreased slightly from
93.3% in 2012-13 to 92.5% in 2014-15. Across baseline years, considerable variability existed among
LEA level measures.

Indicator 12: baseline data were summarized for the percentage of students referred by Part C / Early
Childhood Intervention prior to age 3 who were found eligible for Part B / District Special Education
Services and who had an IEP (Individualized Education Program) developed and implemented by their
3" birthday during the 2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15 school years. During the baseline period, NC
consistently failed to meet the 100% target, but, was consistently above 97%.

Indicator 13: baseline data summarized the counts of the Indicator 13 target attainment status for 2013-
14 and 2014-15. The target percentage for North Carolina in both years was 100.0% (at the SEA level,
the rates were 85.1% in 2013-14 and 88.4% in 2014-15. In 2013-14, 6.5% of LEAs with available data
attained a percentage of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that meets the secondary transition

requirements target while 10.5% had a percentage greater than 100.0% in 2014-15.

Indicator 14: baseline data summarized the counts of the Indicator 14 target attainment status (for
Targets A, B, and C) for 2013-14 and 2014-15. The target percentages for North Carolina were >=
39.5% (target A), >= 62.5% (target B) and >= 73.5% (target C). At the NC SEA level, the rates were
30.0%, 54.0% and 69%, respectively, for targets A, B and C in 2013-14 and 31.9%, 61.1% and 72.7%,
respectively, for targets A, B and C in 2014-15,
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Data collection procedures and associated timelines

Data collection procedures and timelines remained consistent to those described in the Phase Three

Year One report. NCDPI adopted PowetSchool as the primary Student Information System (SIS) several
years ago. A number of databases / procedures were leveraged for the SSIP evaluation. Once compiled,
necessary data were shared with the Center for Education Measurement and Evaluation at the University of

North Carolina-Charlotte for analysis.

These databases and data procedures utilized are described below:

¢ Powerschool: is the primary Student Information System (SIS). Several of the data points necessary
for tracking and reporting on the implementation and impact of the SSIP project are collected from
all NC LEAs through this system. As a result, data for a particular school year for all LEAs are

provided in a standardized format in the following fall.
e LEASA: are submitted annually via Excel. Data are then aggregated for analysis purposes.

¢ Common Education Data Analysis and Reporting System (CEDARS) is an Oracle based data
warehouse that provides standardized discipline data that can be accessed over the life of the

project.

e The NC SIP data base: is a data based specific to the North Carolina State Improvement Project.
The NC SIP fidelity data are collected through electronic forms submitted through the NC SIP data

base over the course of the year. At any time, the data that can be exported from the database.

e The Data Management System (DMS): is a database specific to PBIS which has specific annual

data collection and submission guidelines.

¢ SEFEL Data: were provided by the project lead in Excel format, Data are collected throughout

the year and available as requested.

e Indicator Data: are collected by separate managers within NCDPL Though these data are also

ptesented in a standardized format, the timeliness of their collection and summarization vaty.
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Sampling procedures

No probabilistic sampling procedures are planned for the evaluation of SSIP. Data that are alteady being
collected and readily available are being used, thus, available longitudinal data for all LEAs will be captured.

Planned data comparisons

The primary research design for the evaluation of the SSIP is longitudinal, meaning the primary
comparisons to be made will involve LEA performance on various mettics across time (most notably, prior
to and following SSIP implementation). Thus, the primary analyses will involve examining how much
change occurs from the initial SSIP implementation year and subsequent years. Data are also organized by
participating cohorts to facilitate comparisons of growth among LEAs from SSIP Cohort 1 and the rest of
the state. In addition, comparisons of growth will be made between Cohort 1 and all other LEAs to
determine if similar (or dissimilar) amounts of change are occurting in LEAs where shorter duration of SSIP
participation have occurred. Predominantly, this cohort indicator allows analysis of the association between
time of implementation and changes on various outputs and outcomes. During the cutrent year, analyses
have also occurred across specific priorities contained within the LEASA Improvement Plan. Thus, this
analysis allows for determination of whether districts who focus SSIP implementation in a specific priority
area see different changes over time with related outputs and outcomes. To note, the priorities were
identified in the spring of 2017 and are indicative of implementation activities occurring during the current

2017-18 academic year (and thus, would not heavily influence FFY 2016 outcomes).

How data management and data analysis procedures allow for assessment of
progress toward achieving intended improvement

The data management process has allowed for reliable access to data that are associated with various
outputs and outcomes in the SSIP logic model. In addition, these data ate collected and available at regular
intervals that allow for longitudinal analysis over time. As aliuded to in the Planned Data Compatison
sectioh, longitudinal analyses have been the primary method for determining whether the strategies of the
SSIP are having an impact on short, intermediate, and long-term outcomes. The use of several years of data
representing the time before SSIP installation has increased the statistical power (i.e., likelihood) of being able
to detect statistically significant change in metrics. Howevet, as noted previously, effect sizes are reported
when possible to describe practical impact (i.e., sometimes the relatively large sample sizes yield statistically
significant results with little practical meaningy).
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How the State has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the
SSIP as necessary

How the state has reviewed key data that provide evidence regarding progress
toward achieving intended improvement to infrastructure and the SIMR

For the current year, longitudinal analysis is expected to yield consistent trends in outputs (including
fidelity data) and short-term outcomes as many LEAs transition into initial implementation of their
improvement plans and NCDPI better aligns infrastructure and professional learning. Small effect sizes
associated with outcomes are still expected in this stage of implementation. Implementation science
literature suggests three to five years are typically required to achieve intended outcomes, if active
implementation frameworks ate intentionally adhered to. Thus, based on the current stage of
implementaton, focus arcas of the evaluation data for the application of improvement cycles is

ptedominantly occutring as it relates to outputs and short-term outcomes.

Evidence of change to baseline data for key measures

‘The longitudinal analysis is organized in relation to the SIMR, the LEA Sclf-Assessment and
Improvement Process, and the domains of academics, behavior, and transition. As described previously, the
longitudinal analysis indicates whether the change from baseline (from 2014-15 to 2015-16 and from 2014-
15 to 2016-17) was statistically significant and whether participation in Cohort 1 is associated with a
different change from baseline as compared to the rest of the state (i.e., to answer the question “did Cohort
1 sites experience 2 different impact from the 2014-15 to 2015-16 school years as associated with longer
duration of SSIP implementation?). This year, additional analysis is also conducted to ascertain the
association between LEAs who focused on a specific priority area and related outputs and outcomes (e.g.,
do districts who focused on behavior interventions see significant increases in PBIS implementation fidelity

and significant decreases in disciplinary events?).
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Graduation

What is the longitudinal trend in five-year cohort graduation for all students in North

Carolina?

First, the LEA-level five-year adjusted CGR rates for all students (e.g., inclusive of all subgroups) were
examined. Figure 14 shows a steady increase in the rates of all students from 2012-13 to 2015-16 with a
leveling off in the 2016-17 school year supporting a significant cubic effect for time (p < .001; d = .004, a
very small practical effect size). The final model also supported random intercepts and slopes allowing each
LEA their own trajectory and change across time, but a non-significant main effect for the Cohort 1
indicator (p = .844). Despite the lack of a significant main effect or interaction term for the Cohort 1
indicator, these effects were included to model the difference in rates from 2014-15 to 2015-16 and 2015-16
to 2016-17 as an indication of impact of the SSIP model. For both the Cohort 1 and non-Cohort 1 groups,
the change from baseline (from 2014-15 to 2015-16) was marginally non-significant (» =.086, odds
ratio=1.01, 4 = .05 and p = .070, odds ratio=1.07, 4 = .04, respectively). Looking at the change from 2015-
16 to 2016-17, both the Cohort 1and non-Cohott 1 groups achieved significant differences (p =.005, odds
ratio=1.01, 4 = .002 and p = .026, odds ratio=1.03, 4 = .014, respectively). We also examined the change
between baseline (2014-15) and the most recent year’s data (2016-17). The non-Cohort 1 group difference
was statistically significant (p =.019, odds ratio=1.09, 4 = .05) and the Cohort 1 group was marginally
significant (p =.053, odds ratio=1.11, 4= .05). Overall, the odds ratios near one suggest that mean
graduation rates were relatively equal over time. Note also the comparably larger confidence interval around
each time point for the Cohort 1 LEAs, due to the smaller sample size. This trend will hold true for the
remaining graphs as well, representing a greater range of possible estimate values given the increased

estimation etror associated with a smaller sample.

To answer the question above, the change in five-year adjusted CGR from baseline (2014-15) to 2016-17
did not differ among Cohort 1 LEAs when compared to the rest of the state. For both Cohort 1 and non-
Cohort 1 groups, the change from 2015-16 to 2016-17 and baseline (2014-15) to 2016-17 was significant (or
marginally significant). However, this change was of little practical importance. This model broadly suggests
the while the overall five-year adjusted CGR (for all students) has been steadily increasing since 2012-13, it
saw a leveling off in 2016-17.
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Figure 14
Mean five-year CGR Rates for all students, across time for NC LEAs
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What is the longitudinal trend in five-year cohort graduation for students with
disabilities in North Carolina?

A similar analysis was conducted focusing just on the students with disabilities (SWD) subgroup. Figure
15 shows a similar, steady increase in the 5-year CGR of SWD students from 2012-13 to 2016-17, however,
the data supported a significant linear (as opposed to cubic for all students above) effect for time (p < .001;
d= 052, a small practical effect size). In addition, the final model supported random intercepts and slopes
allowing each LEA their own trajectory and change across time, but a non-significant main effect for the
Cohort 1 indicator (p = .948). Despite the lack of a significant main effect or interaction term fot the
Cohort 1 indicator, these effects were included to model the difference in rates from 2014-15 to 2016-17 as
an indication of impact of the SSIP model. For both groups the change past baseline (from 2014-15 to
2015-16) and between 2015-16 and 2016-17 were the same due to the inclusion of a single, linear effect of
time. The time effect was significant {p =.001, odds ratio=1.08, 4 = .04) while the Cohort 1 effect was non-
significant (p = .07, odds ratio=1.05, 4 = .03, respectively). We also examined the change between baseline
(2014-15) and the most recent year’s data (2016-17). The non-Cohort 1 group difference was statistically
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significant (p =.000, odds ratio=1.17, 4 = .09) and the Cohort 1 group was non-significant (p =.074, odds
ratio=1.11, 4 = .06). The odds ratios near one suggest that mean graduation rates were relatively equal.
Overall, for SWD students, the 5-year CGR has been steadily increasing since 2012-13, a pattern consistent
through the most recent 2016-17 data.

To answer the question above, this model suggests that five-year adjusted CGR for students with
disabilities (SWD) in North Carolina has been consistently increasing from 2012-13 to 2016-17. While all
students saw somewhat of a leveling off in the 2016-17 school year (hence the cubic effect), SWD continued
the positive trend (a linear effect). For Cohort 1, the change from baseline (2014-15) to 2016-17 was non-
significant, while the change for non-Cohott 1 was significant. However, it should be noted these were

small practical effects and the small sample size of Cohort 1 results in less statistical power.

Figure 15
Mean five-year CGR Rates for SWD, across time for NC LEAs
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In addition to the analysis above, Table 6 provides a summary of the change in CGR rates from 2015-16
to 2016-17 for SWD by SSIP cohort. If the 2016-17 CGR was less than the 2015-16 CGR by more than the
“No Change” caliper (currently .1*SD ung in percentage points; roughly a small effect size as defined by
Cohen’s 4), then the change was labelled a decrease. If the 2016-17 CGR rate was greater than 2015-16 by
more than the caliper, the change was labelled an increase. Any change falling within the caliper was
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denoted “No Change”. As can be seen below, Cohort 1 had less LEAs that experienced a decrease in CGR

and more that saw an increase relative to Non-Cohort 1 sites,

Table 6
Change in CGR rates from 2015-16 to 2016-17 for SWD by SSIP cobort

Group
Non-Cohort 1 Cohort 1 All
CRG Rate Change CGR Rate Change CGR Rate Change
Decrease | No Chan.ge Increase Decrease | No Change | Increase Decrease | No Cha.nge Increase

n %9 n Oa n Po n % n LY n %a n %% n Og n g

SWD 48| 43.64 15| 13.64 47 4273 2 25 1| 123 3] 625 50| 42.37 16| 13.36 320 44.07

LEA Self-Assessment

What is the longitudinal trend in the total scores obtained by LEAs on the LEASA?

Figures 16 and 17 show the distributions of total scores of LEASA ratings for LEAs from 2015-16 and
2016-17, respectively. The distributions are relatively normal and show an increase in mean total score from
2015-16 M=19.38, SD=6.74) to 2016-17 (M=22.74, SD=6.36). A paired-sample t-test revealed a significant
difference between total score means obtained in 2015-16 and 2016-17, paired 189) = 12.50, p = <.000, 4 =
91.
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Figure 16
Distribution of 2015-16 LEASA Total Scores
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Figure 17
Distribation of 2016-17 LEASA Total Scores
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To answer the question above, districts demonstrated highetr mean total scores on the LEASA in 2016-
17 when compared to 2015-16. This means that LEAs rated themselves higher across critical components

that reflect capacity to deliver comprehensive special education services that promote graduation for
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students with disabilities. In addition, it yields some indication that LEAs are increasing their general

capacity to problem solve and implement evidence-based based practices.

What is the longitudinal trend in the core element scores obtained by LEAs on the
LEASA?

Descriptive statistics were obtained state-wide for the Core Elements included in the practice profile of
the LEASA. Figure 18 below shows the mean percentage of total points obtained by LEAs in Core
Elements 3-6 of the LEASA. To answer the question above, generally, LEAs had higher mean self-ratings
in each core element in 2017 as compared to 2016. The largest gains were seen in core elements 4 and 5,
which represented the domains with the lowest mean self-ratings in 2016. Notably, the two lowest
individual item means (and the only ones that fell below a 1, indicating meeting a developmental variation of
implementation) were related to student outcomes in Core Element 3 (3.1 for SWD meeting academic
proficiency standards and 3.2 for SWDs making progress toward IEP goals), which would be the last to
experience change relative to the NC SSIP logic model.

Figure 18
Statewide Practice Profile Data 2076 — 2017
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What is the longitudinal trend in LEASA items related to systems, ptractices, and

outcomes?

During FFY 2016, the SSIP team classified individual LEASA items by systems (supports put in place
that impact teachers), practices (supports put in place that impact students), and outcomes. Following this
classification, the ECD provided professional learning on how the LEASA could be used for
implementation planning within the systems and practices domains to impact outcomes. Based on the NC
SSIP logic model, changes in systems (e.g., systematic use of data for problem solving, developing
communication plans and protocols, etc.) and practices (e.g., implementing IEPs with a high level of fidelity,
using progress monitoring data for instructional decision making) would be impacted by the SSIP work
prior to outcomes. Thus, as seen in Figure 19, the data from the LEASA submission were also analyzed
across these three dotnains for 2016 and 2017. As can be seen, all three domains increased from 2016 to
2017. The practices domain saw the largest increase, followed by the systems domain, followed by the

outcomes domain and is consistent with the NC SSIP logic model.

Figure 19
Statewide Items Related to Systems, Practices, and Outcomes Domains
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Are LEAs integrating key elements into their improvement plans?

The NCDPI LEASA Review Tool is used by NCDPI to perform three reviews per submitted LEASA.
Through the process, the LEA’s Improvement Plan is aligned to professional learning provided by NCDPI
and the plan is reviewed for the presence of key implementation criteria that are associated with successful
implementation. The ctiteria included in the Review Tool were those found to be reliably measured, and
thus, are not intended to be an exhaustive list of important implementation criteria. The review yielded data

on the presence of the following in the improvement plans submitted by all LEAs:

¢ The training or adult skills required to implement the plan
* A measure or method for monitoring fidelity
¢ A detailed desctiption of progress toward goals

¢ The identification of priotities based on formal data analysis

‘Table 7
Presence of Key Inplementation Criteria in ILEASA Improvement Plans
Strong Evidence Some Evidence Minimal Evidence
Training or Adult Skills 70.70% 22.80% 6.60%
Monitoring Fidelity 62.10% 29.30% 8.60%
Progress Toward Goal 70.70% 22.80% 6.60%
Priority Identification 64.60% 24.40% 11.10%

Based on this analysis, most LEAs demonstrated at least some evidence of including these key
implementation criteria in their improvement plans. However, the SSIP teams’ review of the data also lead
to two primary conclusions about the professional learning provided to LEAs on the LEASA and
Improvement Planning process. First, it is critical that NCDPI identify or develop appropriate fidelity
measures to accompany the evidence-practices being trained on and ensure LEAs are equipped to
administer, analyze, and respond to their use. These data converge with the analysis of the professional
learning catalog indicating that too few professional learning offerings include access to a fidelity tool. As
indicated previously in this report, agency work on developing practice profiles is one way in which this

work has begun, as practice profiles have the potential to be modified and validated as fidelity instruments.
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Second, using LEASA data to identify key priorities through an integrated and focused improvement plan

has been a consistent topic of professional learning over the current year.

Academics: NC SIP Reading and Math Foundations

What is the longitudinal trend in the rate of teachers meeting fidelity ctiteria for
model reading and mathematics instruction?

INCSIP Teachers completing the Reading / Math Foundations training and implementing a reading /
math model program are to be observed annually (fidelity observation process documentation). Based on
the ratings assigned, LEA level data are available detailing the percent of teachers achieving fidelity. Figure
20 displays the distribution of the percent of teachers attaining fidelity in math and reading across LEAs for
2012-13 through 2016-17. The data are somewhat negatively skewed (indicating a high proportion of high
scores), however, some variability among LEAs does exist. Thus, to answer the question above, a large
proportion of LEAs tend to have a high proportion of teachers meet criteria for fidelity after participating in

Foundations training (and this has remained steady over time).

Figure 20
Distributions of percent of teaching attaining fidelity
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What is the longitudinal trend in students with disabilities’ proficiency in reading

and mathematics?

Concerning reading proficiency in grades 3-8, Figure 21 shows a dramatic increase in the proficiency of
SWD students from 2012-13 to 2013-14 (the shift was significant for both the Cohort 1 LEAs and the non-
Cohort 1 LEAs). However, from 2013-14 forward the mean rate of proficiency remained relatively
unchanged. The final model supported by the data included a cubic effect for time, random intercepts and
slopes allowing each LEA their own trajectory and change across time, but a non-significant main effect for
the Cohort 1 indicator (p = .36). Despite the lack of a significant main effect or interaction term for the
Cohott 1 indicator, these effects were included to model the difference in rates from 2014-15 to 2015-16
and 2015-16 to 2016-17 as an indication of impact of the SSIP model. For both the Cohort 1 and non-
Cohort 1 groups, the change from baseline to 2015-16 was significant (p = .000, odds ratio=0.942, 4 = .03
and p = .004, odds ratio=0.945, 4 = .03, respectively). The odds ratios less than one suggest that mean rate
of proficiency was relatively equal, but slightly lower in 2015-16 compared to 2014-15. Similar results were
found when comparing 2016-17 to 2015-16 data, though positive odds ratios were obtained (p = .000, odds
ratio=1.123, 4 = .06 and p = .000, odds ratio=1.119, d = .06, respectively). Finally, the change between
baseline and 2016-17 was examined. The change for both the Cohort 1 and non-Cohort 1 groups was
significant (p = .000, odds ratio=1.06, 4 = .03 and p = .000, odds ratio=1.05, 4 = .03, respectively).

To answer the question above, there was a large increase in proficiency from 2012-12 to 2013-14 which
has since stabilized. Cohott 1 sites did not experience a different impact on reading proficiency for SWD
from 2014-15 (end of baseline) to 2016-17 as compated to the rest of the state. Both Cohort 1 and non-
Cohort 1 groups saw statistically significant increases in 2016-17 when compared to baseline (2014-15).
However, the small effect sizes indicate a small practical impact. Overall, these data indicate a somewhat
stagnant longitudinal trend in reading proficiency and warrant a mote intense focus on literacy as a root

cause impacting the SIMR.
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Figure 21
Mean estimated SWD reading proficiency rates across time for NC LEAs
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For mathematics, Figure 22 shows from baseline (2014-15) to 2015-16 the amount of change for both
groups was smaller relative to other comparisons. The final model supported by the data included a cubic
effect for time, random intercepts and slopes allowing each LEA their own trajectory and change across
time, but a non-significant main effect for the SSIP Cohott indicator {» = .612). Despite the lack of a
significant main effect or interaction term for the SSIP Cohort indicator, these effects were included to
model the difference in rates from 2014-15 to 2015-16 and 2015-16 to 2016-17 as an indication of impact of
the SSIP model. For the Cohort 1 group the change from baseline to 2015-16 was non-significant (p = .426,
odds ratio=1.02, 4 = .01} as it was for the non-Cohort 1 group (p = .075, odds ratio=1.02 or Cohen’s d =
.009). When comparing 2016-17 to 2015-16 results, both the Cohort 1 and non-Cohort 1 groups reached
significance (p = .001, odds ratio=1.13 or Cohen’s 4= .07; p = .001, odds ratio=1.12 or Cohen’s 4 = .06,
respectively). Finally, we compared the 2016-17 data to baseline, with again both groups reaching
significance (p = .003, odds ratio=1.16 or Cohen’s 4= .08; p = .001, odds ratio=1.14 or Cohen’s 4 = .07,

respectively).
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To answer the question above, there has been a small positive trend in proficiency rates in mathematics.
Cohort 1 sites did not experience a different impact on mathematics proficiency for SWD from 2014-15
(end of baseline) to 2016-17 as compared to the rest of the state. However, both Cohort 1 and non-Cohort
1 groups saw statistically significant increases in 2016-17 when compared to 2015-16 and the end of baseline
in 2014-15. Again, as with reading, the small effect sizes indicate a small practical impact.

Figure 22
Mean estimated SWD math proficiency rates across time for NC LEAs
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Finally, to obtain a better understanding of how individual LEAs are performing, Table 8 below provides
a summary of the change in school percent proficiency rates from 2015-16 to 2016-17 by reading and
mathematics. If the 2016-17 percent proficient was less than the 2015-16 percent proficient by more than
the “No Change” caliper (currently .1*SDchange in percentage points; roughly a small effect size as defined by
Cohen’s d), then the change was labelled a decrease. If the 2016-17 percent proficient was greater than
2015-16 by more than the caliper, the change was labelled an increase. Any change falling within the caliper
was denoted “No Change”. As can be seen, for both reading and mathematics, substantially more districts

experienced increases in school percent proficiency rates as compared to no change or decreases.
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Table 8
Change in Percent Proficiency Rates from 2015-16 to 2016-17

% Proficency Change

Decrease No Change Increase
n % n % n %o
Reading 80] 273 2] 2457 141] 4812
Mathematics 81l 27.65 63 215 1491  50.85

What is the longitudinal trend in students with disabilities’ proficiency in reading
and mathematics whose LEA indicated academics as a priority on the LEASA and

Improvement Plan?

To better isolate the impact of SSIP implementation, similar longitudinal analysis was completed for only
LEAs that selected academics as a priority area in the LEASA and Imptovement Plan. At the current time,
these analyses did not yield substantially different findings for proficiency rates or longitudinal changes in
reading and mathematics proficiency in grades 3-8 compared to those with all LEAs represented. However,
this indicator and priority focus was identified in the spring of 2017, continued to be trained on in FFY
2017, and a larger impact would be expected in following years evaluation reports. ‘These data will be
important to follow, because as outputs and short term-outcomes are miet, this metric will help isolate the

impact of SSIP related activities on student outcomes.

What is the longitudinal trend in the relationship between the rate of teachers

meeting fidelity criteria and student performance?

To elucidate the relationship between fidelity and student proficiency, the percentage of teachers
achieving fidelity for LEAs was merged with the percent of students proficient on the NC standardized
assessments. Once merged, correlational analyses were conducted to determine whether a relationship
exists between an LEA’s percentage of teachers achieving fidelity in reading and math and the percent of
students attaining proficiency. Figure 21 provides two panels (one for the SWD subgroup, the other for all
students) showing the correlation between the percent of teachers achieving fidelity and the percent

proficient across time for the elementary school level.
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To answer the question above, the graphs overall show relatively small correlations (i.¢., less than .3) but
also display separate patterns for reading and math. For SWD, the correlations in both reading and math
declined from 2012-13 to 2013-14 and increased in 2014-15. However, the cortrelation for math increased
dramatically in 2015-16 while reading leveled off again, with correlations dipping lower in 2016-17. A
similar pattern can be seen for all students and math and reading. Thus, overall, there currently appeats to

be modest positive associations between fidelity and outcomes.

From an evaluation perspective, it is important that fidelity data are associated with student outcomes.
At the current time, this association is roughly estimated above, and seems to have a modest positive
correlation. Note, however, that the ability to achieve particularly high correlations is suppressed by the
skewed NCSIP fidelity data (i.e., the skewed data limits the amount of variability among LEAs, which is
necessary to vield a range of cortelation values). Thus, a different system of measurement yielding more
variability of normally distributed ranges of LEA performance might yield larger correlations (and will be
considered for future evaluation). In addition, in the future, student proficiency data can be matched
specifically to teachers to more closely estimate the association between teachers meeting fidelity and

student outcomes.

Figure 23
Correlations Between Percentage of Teachers Meeting Fidelity and Percent of Student Proficiency
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Behavior: Positive Behavioral Supports and Interventions
What is the longitudinal trend in fidelity of school-wide implementation of PBIS?

The School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET) is designed to assess and evaluate the features of school-wide

behavioral support, including:

Definition of Expectations

Teaching of Behavioral Expectations

On-Going System for Rewarding Behavioral Expectations
System for Responding to Behavioral Violations
Monitoring & Decision-Making

Management

District-Level Support

Newmawhe

Each school reccives a score of 0 to 100 on each of the components defined above, and an overall mean of
those scores is calculated representing the school’s overall SET score. Figure 24 below displays the
distribution of LEA-level SET scores for the 2012-13 through 2016-17 school years (average actoss all

schools in an LEA). In all years, scores are negatively skewed, with nearly equal mean scores.

To answer the question above, the SET data have consistently demonstrated a negatively skewed
distribution with a small range of high mean scores. This suggests that districts who receive PBIS
professional learning support implement with a high degree of fidelity at the total school level. Broadly, this
lends credence to the selection of PBIS as an evidence-based practice to support LEAs that identify
behavior as a root cause. In the SSIP logic model, fidelity of PBIS implementation is a precursor to

increased student behavioral outcomes and ultimately, graduation.
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Figure 24
Distribution of NC Schools Overall Mean SET Scores by School Year
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What is the longitudinal trend in behavioral outcomes for students in North

Carolina?

Figure 25 below displays the rates for each type of behavioral measure for the four school years (2013-14
to 2016-17), where rates were calculated as the LEA-level number of days of each behavioral outcome
divided by the total days of student enrollment for the LEA. This provides a standardized measure across
LEAs of different sizes, but also yields rates less than 1% (because the majority of students enrolled are not
suspended; and those that are suspended only serve suspensions for a small portion of their total days

enrolled).

To answer the question above, the graph reveals two main findings, including (a) the overall rates of In
School Suspension (ISS), Out-of-School Suspension {OSS), and Long-Term Out-of-School Suspension (LT
OSS) are relatively low and (b) ISS and OSS rates declined slightly across time.
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Figure 25
Mean LEA rates of suspension type across the 2013-14 to 2016-17 school years
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What is the longitudinal trend in behavioral outcomes whese LEA indicated

behavior as a priority on the LEASA and Improvement Plan?

For OSS, the longitudinal trends for similar for LEAs focused on behavior relative to all other LEAs.
However, those focused on behavior exhibited rates .03 to .06 points higher than Cohort 1 LEAs and .14 to
.17 points higher than non-Cohort 1 LEAs. Similarly, the ISS rates for LEAs focused on behavior were .02
to .05 points lower than Cohort 1 LEAs and .08 to .10 points higher than non-Cohott 1 LEAs. These
results provide some indication that LEAs reporting a focus on behavior identified an accurate root cause,

as they appear to be exhibiting suspension rates above most LEAs in the state.
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Behavior: Social Emotional Foundations for Early Learning (SEFEL)

What is the longitudinal trend in the distribution of teachers’ fidelity for implementing SEFEL?

Figure 26 shows the distribution of TPOT percentage scores earned by teachers in district-wide
implementation LEAs across the Fall and Spring of the 2012-13 through the 2016-17 school year. The circle
within each box represents the mean TPOT score (scaled as a percentage), the line across the boxes
represents the median percentage. In general, the distributions are skewed, suggesting the median may be 2
more appropriate central tendency metric. We can see that median scores increased from Fall to Spring,
each year. Note, however, that only 8 LEAs contributed to the 2012-13 boxplots, with 25 contributing to
the 2013-14, 22 in 2014-15, 24 in 2015-16 and 19 in 2016-17 plots. To answer the question above, these data
indicate that NCDPI and LEAs are successful in supporting teachers (through training and coaching) in the
attainment of high TPOT scotes, positioning them well to reach fidelity (a score of 80% with no noted
issues). Note, that the scores presented below do not include Fall TPOT ratings for teachers who achieved

fidelity in the previous school year (these are conducted to identify possible supports they may need).
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Figure 26

Distribution of Teacher TPOT scores in District-Wide Implementation Sites
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Transition: A Continuum of Transitions

While the continuum of transitions tool and self-determination activities were implemented on a small
scale to perform usability testing during the 2017-18 school year, transition data are presented for trend
analysis for activities that have occurred to date (including the secondaty transiton toolkit). However, it
should be noted that the implementation of the continuum of transition supports is cutrently within the

exploration / initial implementation stages.

What is the longitudinal trend in the percent of preschool children aged 3 to 5 with
IEPs who demonstrate improvement in positive social-emotional skills, acquisition
and use of knowledge and skills (including early language / communication and
early literacy), and the use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs?

Indicator 7 measures the percent of preschool children aged 3 to 5 with IEPs who demonstrate

improvement in positive social-emotional skills, acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including eatly
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language / communication and early literacy) and the use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Within each of these outcomes are two different metrics and accompanying targets, outlined as follows:
Outcome A (Positive social-emotional skills)

3. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the
petcent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they exited the program.
4. The petcent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time

they exited the program.

Outcome B (Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills)

1. 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 exited the program.
2. The petcent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time

they exited the program.
Outcome C (Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs)

1. 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 exited the program.
2. ‘The percent of children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time

they exited the program.

Figure 27 below depicts the percentage for outcome A, metrics 1 and 2 for the 2012-13 through 2016-17
school years. With respect to outcome A, NC met the established target for metric 1 during the 2016-17

school year but marginally failed to meet the target for metric 2.
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Figure 27
NC SEA Indicator 7 Positive Social Emotional Skills (Ontcome A) Rates for 2012-13 through 2016-17 school years
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Figure 28 below depicts the percentage for outcome B, metrics 1 and 2 for the 2012-13 through 2016-17

school years. Again, we see that NC met the established target for outcome B, metric 1 but not metric 2
during the 2016-17 school yeat.
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Figure 28
NC SEA Indicator 7 Acquisition and Use of Knowledge | Skills (Outcome B} Rates for 2012-13 through 2016-17
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Figure 29 below depicts the percentage for outcome C, metrics 1 and 2 for the 2012-13 through 2016-17
school years. NC met the established targets for outcome C, metric 1 but not metric 2 during the 2016-17

school year.
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Figure 29
NC SEA Indicator 7 Appropriate Bebaviors (Outcome C) Rates for 2012-13 through 2016-17

$00

90 -
11
181 =

82.75 82904
—— S - = = = A {7 £t Target
h 52.05 3234
i i |

g Lt e STE—

20122013 10132014 20142015 20152016 20162017
schoal_yaar

80
-

60

Percent

50 I

40 -

COutcome Number M1 B2

Understanding the critical role of early prevention and intervention, the Indicator 7 data reveal students
are making progress toward social emotional, early academic, and behavioral outcomes. However, many are
not functioning within age-level expectations when transitioning into kindergarten. This is particulatly
salient for the continuum of transition work to ensure students continue to make progress toward these

outcomes and receive supports they were tesponsive to while in preschool.

What is the longitudinal trend in the percentage of parents with a child receiving
special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a

means of improving services and results for children with disabilities?

Table 9 below displays the counts, by school year of the Indicator 8 target attainment status. In all years,
the target percentage for North Carolina was 50.0% (at the SEA level, the mean rates were 46.0%, 43.8%,
46.0%, and 43.43% respectively, for 2013-14 through 2016-17). As displayed in the table, in 2013-14, 31.6%
of LEAs with available data attained a percentage of parents greater than the 50.0% target while 31.0% of
LEAs had a percentage greater than 50.0% in 2014-15, 32.5% in 2015-16 and 34.1% in 2016-17. To
answer the question above, there was a relatively stable state mean and number of LEAs meeting the target
percentage of 50% prior to and following SSIP implementation. Additionally, this indicator supports the

facilitation of parent involvement as a critical component of the continuum of transitions work.
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Table 9

Count and percent of LEAs by Indicator 8 target attainment status

Target Attainment Status Total

School Year <5 Not Applicable No Yes

n % n % n % n % N
20132014 7 184 . .19 500 12 316 38
20142015 6 143 1 24 22 524 13 30 42
20152016 6 150 . 21 525 13 325 40
20162017 . . _ 27 658 14 341 41
Total 19 118 1 06 89 553 52 323 161

What is the longitudinal trend in the percentage of students being referred that
treceive timely (within 90 days) evaluations and placement for special education
services?

Figure 30 below displays the state-level Indicator 11 rates for the 2012-13 through 2016-17 school years.
Children not counted in the numerator may have (a) transfetred in / out of the LEA, dropped out, or died
within 90 days of referral, (b) transferred into LEA after 90-day timeline expired, (c) parents failed to
produce the child for evaluation {d) had no referral of EC Services evaluation or (€) the determination was
made beyond 90 days. Using LEA-level data, LEA rates were also modeled across time.

The final model supportted by the data included a linear effect for time, random intercepts and slopes
allowing each LEA their own trajectory and change across time, but a non-significant main effect for the
SSIP Cohott indicator (p = .112). Despite the lack of a significant main effect or interaction term for the
SSIP Cohort indicator, these effects were included to model the difference in rates from 2014-15 to 2015-16
and 2015-16 to 2016-17 as an indication of impact of the SSIP model. For the Cohort 1 group the change
from 2014-15 to 2015-16 (or from 2015-16 to 2016-17 as the model was linear across time points) was not
significant (p = .725, odds ratio=.954, 4 = .03). For the non-Cohort 1 group, the change from 2014-15 to
2015-16 (and from 2015 to 2016-17) was significant (p = .000, odds ratio=.896 or 4 = .06). Comparing
2016-17 to baseline, the non-Cohort 1 group difference was also significant (p = .000, odds ratio=.804, /=
.12) and the Cohort 1 was non-significant (p = .725, odds ratio=.911, 4 = -.05). Despite attaining
significance, the odds ratios suggest that non-Cohort 1 LEAs were only slightly less likely to have lower

rates of on-time placement. The estimated Indicator 11 rates by Cohort 1 group can be seen in Figure 31.
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To answer the question above, there has been little change from baseline (2014-15). Cohort 1 sites did
not experience a different impact on Indicator 11 rates from 2014-15 (end of baseline) to 2016-17 as
compared to the rest of the state. In addition, Cohort 1 sites have experienced relatively stable rates since
SSIP implementation. However, the non-Cohort 1 group continued to experience statistcally significant
decreases in 2016-17 when compared to 2015-16 and the end of baseline in 2014-15. Again, this was a small
practical effect. With that noted, the general trend suggests the continuum of transitions support should

focus on timely evaluation and placement.

Figure 30
Indicator 17 Rate From 2012-13 10 2016-17
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Figure 31
Mean estimated Indicator 11 rates across time for NC LEAs
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What is the longitudinal trend in the petcentage of students referred by Part C /

Eatly Childhood Intervention prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B /

District Special Education Setvices and who have an IEP developed and

implemented by their 3*4 birthday?

Table 10 below shows the descriptive statistics across each school year (2012-13 to 2016-17). The

median values of 100, coupled with the large negative skew values confirm that little variability among rates

exist, making predictive modeling difficult. To answer the question above, the LEA rates have been

consistent across the school years.
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Table 10
Deseriptive statistics on LE | rates of IEPs in plave by child’s 3 birthday

School Year N Mean Median | 5td Dev | Minimum Maximum Skewness

20122013 112 97.76  100.00 743 50.00 100.00 4.16
20132014 115 37.81 100.00 7.34 50.00 100.00 423
20142015 114 98.92 100.00 3.69 80.00 100.00 -3.92
20152016 113 9842 100.00 53 66.67 100.00 4.31
20162017 112 9684 100.00 13.99 0.00 100.00 6.20

What is the longitudinal trend in the Indicator 13 data?

Indicator 13 data represent the percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above that have an IEP that
includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age
approptiate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable
the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student's transition

service needs.

Table 11 below displays the counts, by school year of the Indicator 13 target attainment status. In all
years, the target percentage for North Carolina was 100.0% (at the SEA level, the rates were 85.1%, 88.4%,
88.1%, and 85.2% for 2013-14 through 2016-17, respectively). As demonstrated, in 2013-14, 6.5% of LEAs
with available data attained a percentage of youth aged 16 and above with an IEP that meets the secondary
transition requirements target while 10.5% of LEAs had a percentage greater than 100.0% in 2014-15. Over
20% attained the same measure in 2015-16, but only 13.6% did the same in 2016-17. To answer the
question above, these indictor data showed a gradual increase through 2015-16, though a drop in 2016-17.

It will be important that professional learning on the use of the transition work (and the associated

evidence-based practices) is targeted to those LEAs not meeting targets.
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Table 11
Conunt and percent of LEAs by Indicator 13 target attainment status

Target Attainment Status | Total
School Year <5 No Yes

n % n % n % N
20132014 12 387 17 H48 2 65 N
20142015 8 421 9 474 2 105 19
20152016 B 276 15 617 & 207 29
20162017 1 23 37 841 6 136 44
Total 29 236 78 634 16 130 123

What is the longitudinal trend in the Indicator 14 data?

Indicator 14 measures the percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, and were:

e enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.
¢ enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.

* cenrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or
competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

Table 7 below displays the counts, by school year of the Indicator 14 target attainment status. The targets A,
B and C are:

¢ Target A: enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school

e ‘Target B: enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high
school

e Target C: enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training; or
competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school

The target percentages for North Carolina were >= 39.5% (target A}, >= 62.5% (target B) and >= 73.5%
(target C). At the NC SEA level, the rates were 30.0%, 54.0% and 69%, respectively, for targets A, B and C
in 2013-14 and 31.8%, 61.1% and 72.7%, respectively, for targets A, B and C in 2014-15 and 38.4%, 71.7%
and 78.0%, respectively, for targets A, B and C in 2015-16. For those LEAs with valid data, we can see that
across targets there was an increase in the percentage of LEAs meeting targets from 2013-14 to through
2015-16.
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Table 12
Count and percent of LEAs by Indicator 14 target attainment status

Target Aftainment Status Total
Target/School Year <5 No Response No Yes

n % n % n % n % N

A 20132014 8 211 N 289 15 395 4 105 38
20142015 8 26.7 15 500 7 233 K1t
20152016 10 37.0 . 8 296 9 333 27

B 20132014 | 8211 M 289 12 316 7 184 38
20142015 8 267 . .10 333 12 400 30
20152016 10 357 i .2 71 16 571 28

C 20132014 8 216 1N 297 13 351 5 135 37
20142015 8 276 ; .08 30 12 414 29
20152016 10 385 . 5192 11 423 26
Total 78 276 33 1.7 89 314 83 293 283

How data supports changes that have been made to the implementation and

improvement strategies

The predominant data sources that have informed implementation and improvement strategies have
been derived from the LEASA and Improvement Plans. The crux of the NC SSIP rests upon using these
data as a fulcrum to leverage comprehensive professional learning that is aligned to root causes identified
by LEAs through a systematic data analysis and problem-solving process. In fact, the entire Professional
Learning Plan and calendar for the ECD was developed based on the data obtained from the submitted
LEASA and reviews. Notably, this year has lent some confidence to this approach, through validation
work of the LEASA and ensuring the reliability of the Review Tool. Furthermore, districts’ capacity to
problem solve through this process and build their own implementation capacity appears to be improving
as indicated by longitudinal changes in LEASA ratings related to total scores, each core element, and
domains associated with systems, practices, and outcomes. In addition, substantial work has been done in
the development of new professional learning related to the provision of Specially-Designed Instruction

within an MTSS. The creation of this comprehensive professional learning was based on a systematic gap
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analysis when aligning LEA needs identified in the LEASA to the capacity of the ECD to provide

professional learning.

Concerning supporting districts who identify academics as root cause, the NC SIP fidelity data
continue to reveal that high levels of fidelity of model reading and mathematics instruction are attained
after teachers complete the professional learning, In addition, increases in fidelity appear to have modest
associations to increases in academic proficiency. It is believed that with some changes in measurement
strategies (e.g., modifying fidelity observation tools to yield more variability and more closely linking
students to teachers who are completing the fidelity checks) these correlations could be higher. The
output data related to the number of teachers trained and the growing capacity of the project to support
leadership and job-embedded coaching indicate that this approach should be continued to target LEAs
that identify root causes associated with academics.

Concerning behavior, the PBIS professional learning modules also result in high levels of fidelity with
school-wide PBIS implementation. In addition, over the period since SSIP implementation, in-school
and out-of-school (1-10 days) suspensions decreased slightly. However, being a school-based approach
to improving behavioral-emotional outcomes for a/ students, the PBIS work has transitioned to the
Integrated Academics and Behavioral Supports (IABS) division to more seamlessly integrate academic
and behavioral supports through the systems and frameworks implemented through MTSS. Given
broader support and leadership at the SEA and LEA levels to encompass both general and special
education, it is expected that stronger core behavioral programming and prevention efforts will continue
or enhance the positive trends currently. In addition, at an eatly age, the Social-Emotional Foundations
for Early Learning (SEFEL) data indicate that the ECD and LEAs can quickly develop capacity to train
and suppott teachers to the point of reaching fidelity of implementation.

Regarding transition, usability testing has resulted in gradual modification of the transition tool and
associated training. ‘The data gleaned from the self-determination activities also suggests that it will be
important to establish systematic processes concerning the dosage and fidclity of implementation of the
intervention. In addition to these implementation data, it will be important for the SSIP team to carefully
select where to scale these efforts and create transformation zones, particularly identifying districts that

have a high capacity for implementation as well as a need as indicated by the transition indicator data.

73|NC SSIP



How data are informing next steps in SSIP implementation

The Plan, Do Study Act (PDSA) improvement cycle informs the continual improvement of the NC
SSIP. At the current time, many of the major metrics of the evaluation are indicative of broad
implementation strategies. With that in mind, the ECD realizes that more granular and closely associated
implementation data will support the implementation refinement process. As a result, there are several
strategic efforts being made around both output and short-term outcome data that will continue to

contribute to the robust data collection and analysis efforts.

First, while NC SIP, PBIS, SEFEL, and the Continuum of Transition work serve as the predominant
evidence-based interventions, they are not the only intervention efforts contained within the comprehensive
Professional Learning Plan. At the current time, registration, evaluation, fidelity monitoring, and tracking of
these professional learning activitics has occurred through different platforms and means, making a detailed
picture of effort and output data challenging to ascertain. However, in FFY 2018 the ECD will use a single
platform (Quaitrics) that will house all output data for all professional learning related to NC SSIP
implementation. In addition, common evaluation tools have been created and will be validated next year to
further elucidate what components of the professional learning plan are demonstrating the most positive
impact across academics, behavior, and transition. This analysis will further allow the ECD to align and
prioritize infrastructure and professional learning based on those interventions that appear to have the

greatest impact.

Second, data for LEAs to complete the LEASA and for the ECD to align outcomes to the outputs
contained in Qualtrics will be more accessible as NCDPI transitions to Every Child Accountability and
Tracking System (ECATS) in FFY 2018. Notably, ECATSs will house IEP and progress monitoring data
that will allow LEAs to access and aggregate data to engage in the LEASA process. In addition, a single
platform that houses a variety of outcome data that can be directly linked at the classroom level will provide

enhanced ability to link specific NC SSIP activities to increases in fidelity and student outcomes.

In addition, while creating longitudinal models based on the priorities identified by LEAs generally did
not yield any significant results in the current year, this metric will be important to continue to analyze as
implementation progresses into initial and full implementation stages. Linking specific outcomes to specific
root causes identified by LEAs through the LEASA and Improvement Planning Process will yield evidence

as to the value NC SSSIP activities have had on implementation evidence-based practices.
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How data support planned modifications to intended outcomes (including the

SIMR) and rationale for how data support that the SSIP is on the right path

The current evaluation data related to the outputs and outcomes (including the SIMR) of the logic model
do not provide any indication that major modifications should occur. As the Professional Learning Plan is
developed for FFY 2018 and the availability of data sources is enhanced through Qualtrics and ECATS,
additional outputs may be identified and aligned to the plan. Longitudinal data trends show increases in
graduation rates for students with disabilities, increases in students with disabilities’ proficiency in reading
and mathematics, and decreases in-school and out-of-school suspensions. This lends support for
achievement of the intended outcomes and lends credence and justification to continuing on the same

general path.

Stakeholders involvement in the SSIP evaluation

How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing evaluation of SSIP
How stakeholdets have had a voice in the evaluation process

The ECD has continued to informed stakeholders (within and outside of the agency) of the ongoing
evaluation in multiple ways. For the external SSIP team, progress toward outputs and outcomes contained
within the logic model have been shated at each quarterly meeting, as data become available. As the data
and implications are shared, the group has opportunity to provide feedback on both the interpretation of
the findings as well as engage in the process of determining next steps. In addition, a summary of this
report, the major implications, and opportunities for feedback will be provided at the next stakeholder

meeting.

LEAs have also been kept informed of the evaluation activities during regional directors’ and
coordinators’ meetings. To deter implementation drift and continually reinforce and communicate the work
towatd the SIMR, outputs and outcomes related to the logic model are shared throughout the year. In
addition, during a Town Hall meeting at the Exceptional Children conference and during the March
Directors’ and Coordinators’ Institute the progress toward the SIMR has been shared and celebrated with
districts (with the thankful acknowledgement that the progress toward the SIMR is a result of their local
data).
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Data Quality Issues

Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP and
achieving the SIMR due to quality of the evaluation data

Concerns or limitations related to the quality or quantity of the data used to report
progress or results

While data access and quality will generally be enhanced through Qualtrics and ECATS next year, there

are several metrics that may pose challenges to the longitudinal evaluation approach.

¢ First, new standards for literacy and mathematics have been approved by the state board and will
result in new assessments in FFY 2018. The scaled scores and proficiency cut points will be based

on new normative data and standard setting, and thus, will not be directly comparable to prior years.

¢ As PBIS transitions to MTSS, school-wide fidelity tools will likely be converged. Rather than collect
SET data, items from the SET and / or Tiered Fidelity Inventory (TFI) will likely be incorporated
into the NC Sclf-Assessment of MTSS (SAM). This tool will have to be validated and based on the
outcomes of this process, longitudinal measurement of fidelity of tiered behavioral supports may

need to be revised.
Implications for assessing progress or results

Thete ate no clear issues for the current evaluation report related to implication of assessing progress or
results. However, given the issues above that will arise next year, the ECD will have to consider the most
robust methods of gauging large-scale change over time as metrics evolve, and in some case, become
incomparable. This work will be done in partnership with the Center for Educational Measurement and

Evaluation at the University of North Carolina at Chatlotte.

Plan for improving data quality

As indicated previously ECATS (going online for FFY 2018) will have the capacity to seamlessly
integrate data sources, including those that are aligned to both fidelity (e.g., dosage data) and outcome data
{e.g., Office Disciplinary Reports, suspension data, attendance, child outcome summaries, teacher content

knowledge, and progress monitoring data). That said, all these features will not be available during initial
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implementation. In addition, the authoritative data source for much of ECATSs data will be PowerSchool.
Currently, the SSIP evaluation metrics will be cross-walked with availability in ECATS to ensure seamless

transiton and access to data.

In addition, a single platform will be used for professional learning registration, evaluation, fidelity
monitoring, and tracking. This single platform (Qualtrics) will provide consistent access to output data for

all components of the Professional Learning Plan.
Progtess Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

Assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvement

Infrastructure changes that support SSIP initiatives, including how system changes

support achievement of the SIMR, sustainability, and scale-up

First, what began initially as a fundamental shift in how the ECD designed and delivered professional
learning has now become an embedded practice. The development of the Professional Learning Plan each
year is detived from data aggregated at regional and state levels that elucidate local root causes associated
with the SIMR. In addition, the professional learning is evolving in design and delivery with the intent to
develop and sustain the LEAS’ capacity to provide the training to its staff, measure the transfer of training
with reliable fidelity measures, provide job-embedded follow up, and engage in critical evaluation activities.
The ECD now organizes itself and allocates it resources based on documented LEA need, rather than

scattered LEAs requests that may or may not be rooted in data.

Second, during Phase Three, Year One ECD staff began collaborating not only in sections organized by
focus of work, but also by the regions of the state they are serving. This occurred through the development
of regional teaming structures, that when linked to the state-level SSIP team and district implementation
teams, are associated with improved sustainability. Over the course of Phase Three, Year Two, however,
the collaborative nature of the work progressed beyond just the ECD to across the agency (and with other
states). The most prominent example of this is the professional learning ci;:velopcd by a comptehensive
group of stakeholders across divisions to support the delivery of Specially-Designed Instruction within an
MTSS. In addition to the collaborative nature in the design of the professional learning, it is also leveraging

implementation frameworks and systems that are designed to impact total district and school improvement.
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Thus, the work is being integrated into district and school improvement plans and local leadership is

considering outcomes of students with disabilities when developing these plans.

Finally, the work has also led to broader conversations within the agency concerning the use of systems-
levels needs assessment. This has generated structured processes to identify overlap and potential gaps in
these tools, with the ultimate outcome of reduced redundancy and fragmentation and the development of 2

single improvement and implementation plan at the district and school levels.

Evidence that SSIP’s evidence-based practices are being carried out with fidelity and
having the desired effects

As the LEASA and Improvement Plan process has become embedded practice, the submission and
review processes now happen with a high level of procedural fidelity (e.g., the vast majority of the LEASAs
are submitted on time, the majority contain all required components, the review process occurs within the
indicated timeframe, and the Professional Learning Plan is developed and systematically communicated). In
addition, now that the tool has established measurement characteristics, distticts appear to be increasing
their capacity to implement core elements of special education services as indicated by their increased

ratings on the LEASA.

In addition, this evaluation report has provided data suggesting high fidelity of evidence-based practices

including:

¢ High levels of fidelity for Reading and Math Foundations instructional implementation by teachers
¢ High levels of fidelity for School-wide PBIS
¢ High levels of SEFEL implementation by teachers
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Outcomes regarding progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that ate

necessary steps toward achieving the SIMR

Table 13

Progress Toward Key Outcomes

Domain Key Outcome Comparisons to Baseline
Graduation
¢ The SWD five-year CGR rate exceeded the 2016-17 target, and the rate was
higher in 2016-17 than it was in the three previous years
o The gap between five-year cohort graduation rates for Students with Disabilities
and Non-Disabled Students has decreased each year since baseline
LEASA and )
¢ Increases in mean LEASA total score ratings from 2016 to 2017
Improvement ¢ Increases in mean Core Element total scote ratings from 2016 to 2017
Planning Process ¢ Increases in mean Systems, Practices, and Outcomes domains score ratings from
2016 to 2017
Academics . . . ]
¢ High levels of fidelity for research-based programs in reading and mathematics
* Significant positive changes from baseline (2014-15) to 2016-17 in reading and
mathematics proficiency for SWD
Behavior ¢ Consistent high rates of fidelity for School-wide PBIS implementation
¢ Consistent High rates of fidelity for SEFEL implementation
¢ Overall, in-school and out-of-school (1-10 days) suspensions decreased sllghtly
from baseline to 2016-17
Transition

¢ Indicator 7 metrics A1, B1 and C1 were met

¢ Usability testing revealed promising practice associated with self-determination
interventions
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Measurable improvement in the SIMR relation to targets

The 5-Year adjusted Cohort Graduation Rates for students with disabilides show a continued positive
trend, despite a recent leveling off for non-disabled students. The cutrent rate (FFY 2016) continue to
surpass previously-cstablished targets. In addition, from the baseline year of FFY 2013 to 2016, the gap
between five-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for students with disabilities and non-disabled students
has decreased by 15.7%.

Plans for Next Year

Additional Activities to be implemented next year, with timelines

The ECD is planning to continue the review, analysis, and response to the LEASA data. These and

additional activities that will be implemented next year include:

April 2018: Update Professional Learning Calendar

May 2018: Review LEASA submissions and summarize data

May 2018: Aggregate state and regional professional learning needs

June 2018: Finalize Professional Learning Plan and Communicate to LEAs
June 2018: Finish usability testing and transition to Qualtrics

June 2018: Transition to professional learning evaluation with common items
August 2018: Begin first cohort of SDI within an MTSS professional learning
October 2018: Fully transition to ECATS

April 2018 — April 2019: Review agency needs assessments, align or integrate tools, and develop
a single tool for district improvement planning

Planned evaluation activities including data collection, measutes, and expected
outcomes

The planned evaluation activities for FFY 2018 are largely consistent with the cutrent year. As the
professional learning plan for FFY 2018 is developed, it will be aligned to data sources that may add
outputs and short-term outcomes to the SSIP logic model. In additon, a review of the professional
learning catalog for the alignment and / or development of fidelity tools may lead to the availability of

additional metrics.
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Anticipated Barriers and steps to address those barriers

The primary barrier for next year includes unforeseen issues with the installation of the ECATS data
system and the changing metrics described in the “Data Quality” section of this report. While data are
transferred, business rules are developed and implemented, and LEAs are trained on the system — the
awkward initial stage of implementation has the potential to compromise the quality and efficiency of
data collection in a time limited fashion. Currently, redundant data systems exist that they could still be

accessed in case data quality issues arise with ECATs.

Supports and Technical Assistance

As the ECD has continued engagement with several technical assistance providers and partners:

» Exceptional Children Assistance Center (ECAC), to provide professional learning and
improve collecton of parent and student information;

e National Technical Assistance Center for Transition (NTACT), as a resource for
development of the continuum of transition supports;

o IDEA Data Center (IDC) for work related to success gaps;
¢ National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) for Graduation and Specially-Designed

instruction; and
¢ UNC Charlotte for evaluation planning, support, and statistical analysis
These partnerships are expected to continue and to provide the support needed by the ECD and SEA to
effectively serve LEAs. As the evaluation of the project develops and other needs are identified, additional

partnerships may be sought.
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