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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR})
Introduction to the State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

The North Carciina Depertment of Public Instruction (NCDPI), Exceptional Children Divisicn (ECD) gathered and analyzed data for the lopment of the Annual Performance Report (APR). Throughout the year,
Excaptional Chidren Division staff met periodically 10 review and analyze progress made toward the development of the APR, Following discussions, reviews and analyses, stalf provided input for usa in the contining
development of the APR.

The Councl on Educational Services for Exceptional Chidren, the State Advisory Panel, senes as the Stakeholder Steering Commitiae. Exceptional Chidren Division staff presentad data and information, reviewed progress
made, and solictad bers' input, as required, owand the development of the APR at the Counci's quartary meeting in Decermber 2018, Councll members were also provided the opportunity to provide addiional input for
oonsideration any time prior to the darification period.

By June 1, 2018, the NCDPI-ECD reported to the pubiic on the progress and/or slippage in meeting the measurable and rigorous targets. The APR was postad on the NCDPI web page and distributed directly to the Local
Education Agencies. (LEAs). In addition, it will be made avalable to the media. The ECD also reportad on the performance of sach LEA on the targets by June 1, 2018, The reports were posted on the Department's website,
sent to the LEAs, and distributed 1o local and regional media. The APR and LEA public reports were posted al hitp-iwww.nooecas.org/ and the APR will also be postad at hitpiec.ncpublicschools.gov . This sarme process will
be implamentad by June 1, 2019 for posting and distributing the FFY 2017 APR and the LEA performance reports.

The FFY 2017 APR contains information spacific to measuring progress or slippage against State targets for Indicalors 1, 2, 3b-c, 4a-b, Sa-c, 6a-b, Ta-c, 8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16. North Carolina usas
OSEP-approved sampling plans for Indicators 8 and 14. North Camlina once again contracted with PEIDRA Services, Inc. to collect and analyze parent involasment data for Indicator 8. Each LEA, In the approved Indicator 14
sampie, oollecisd and submitted is data to the NCDPHECD, As a result,in FFY 2017, Indicator 14 maintained a high resporss rate of 45.88%.

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

General Supervision System:

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

gl b Tayn L W



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP}Annual Performance Report (APR}

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 requirernents. To
comply with the requirements of this Act, the NCDPI—EC Division has reviewed the mschanisms for monitoring and developed a
comprehensive general supervision system. The system:

Supports practices that improve educational resuits 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 improverment 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

&) Improvement, Correction, Incentives, and Sanctions

7) Targeted Technical Assistance

B) Fiscal Management

Each component, while separate in its description, connects to form a comprehensive system. Through the friangulation of these
activities the NCBPI-EC Division complies with federal regulations. Descriptions of the components are included in the attached, North
Carolina Department of Public {nstruction Exceptional Children Division General Supervision Position Papetr.

Attachments

File Name Uploadad By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Technical Assistance System:

The mechanisms that the State has in piace {o ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based lechnical 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 at 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 TArequests, 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
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
- 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 t hen

consclidated 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

inform at ion that is bot h 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 Depariment of Public Instruction’s (NCDPI} parinership 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 toois to best support all implementation efforts. To do so, it was critical to define the core components of
effactive 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 aut for use at the
beginning of the 2015-16 schaol 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.

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 before. 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 tailored and/or 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
resulted in the development of an electronic professional development 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 result in improved provision of services for LEAs, sirengthened
systems of support for students and families, and ultimately improved outcomes for students with disabilities.

Attachments

Flle Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Professional Development System:

Tha mechanisms tha State has in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.

Please see the Technical Assistance System Section for North Carolina's combined information about its Technical Assistance/Suppart
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
and Professional Development Systems.

ot
Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uplocaded Date
Mo APR attachments found.

Stakeholder Involvement: apply this to all Part B results indicators

‘The mechanism for soficiting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The Council on Educational 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 12, 2018 at the Advisory Council's
quarterly mesting, Exceptional Children Division staff members presented data and information, reviewed targets and progress made,
and solicited members’ input as required. Advisory Council members were able to provide additional input by email prior to the
clarification period. Additional groups, that include representatives from the Council, 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 Data
Mo APR attachments found.

Reporting to the Public:

How and where the Stale reported to the public on the FFY 2018 parformance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, bul no later
than 120 days following the State's submission of its FFY 2016 APR, as required by 34 CFR §300.602(b)(1){{A). and a description of where, on its Web site, a complete copy of
the State's SPP, including any revision if the Stale has revisad the SPP that it submitled with its FFY 2046 APR in 2018, is available.

By June 1, 2018, the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI), Exceptional Children Division reported to the public on the
progress and/or slippage in meeting the measurable and rigorous targets of its Annual Performance Report (APR). The APR was
posted on the NCDPI web page and distributed directly to the Local Education Agencies (LEAs). In addition, it was made available to the
media. The Exceptional Children Division also reported on the performance of each LEA on the targets in the APR by June 1, 2018. The
reports were posted on the Depariment’s website, sent to the LEAs, and distributed to local and regional media. The APR and LEA
public reports were posted at http://www.nccecas.org/ . Click on the LEA APRs 2016-17 tab at the top for the APR-2016B-NC and its
accompanying attachments. A link to the APR was also posted at hitp:/ec.ncpyblicschocls .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.

Flle Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date Remove
- ner rvisi itign r1.1§5.15fin I} Nancy Johnson 4/28/2019 1016 AM

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

5/30/2018 Page 5 of 53
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Indicator 1: Graduation

Monitoning Ericrity; FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator:
Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs} graduating from high school with a

high school dipf

(20 U.S.C. 1418 (a)(3HA)

Historical Data
Basefine Dats: 2006

Target = 50.00% 70.00% 80.00% B0.00% 80.00% 80.00% 80.00% 80.00% 80.00%
Data 93.80% 49.40% 56.30% £6.80% 56.80% 57.60% 57.20% 59.90% 62.30% 84.40%
FFY
Target = 80.00% 80.00%
Dato 67.30% 58.90%
Key [_] Gy~ Data Priorto Basaine || Yellow- Baseine  Blue— Data Update
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets
Taiget = BO.00% 80,00%
Key:

Fargets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please sea the Staksholder Fwalvement section of the introduction.

Fr Enter additional information aboul stakehcider involvement

Prepopulated Data

Sourca Dwits Deescription Data Crearvrila Dats

$Y 2016-17 Cohorts for Regulatory | i

(Egmmzaap 9/282018 um| f ith IEPs ating with a regular diploma 8600 |
866)

$Y 2016-17 Cohorts for Regulatory
Adjusted-Conhort Graduation Rate
{ECFacts fle spec C151, Data group
696)

S128/2018 m| f ith IEPs eligible fo graduata 12,229 il

SY 2016-17 Regulalory Adjusted Cohorl |
Graduation Rate (EOFacts flespec | 9/26/2018 sar adiuste araduation rgte 1able ;
C150; Data group 695) | |

70.32% Caicuiate |

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth with |EPs in tha cumant year's Mumber of youth with IEPs in the cument

adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma  yaar's adjusted cohort aligibls fo graduate FFY 2018 Data FFY 2017 Target FFY 2017 Data

Graduation Conditions

Choose the iength of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 4-year ACGR
Provide a namative 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 maet in crder to graduate with a regular high school diploma. If there is a difference, explain.

North Carolina’s 4-Year Adjustad Cohort Graduation Fals is the ratio of youths with IEPs graduating with a reguler diploma in 2016-1T or sadier, to 81 youths with IEPs entering ninth grada in 2013-14 for the first time.

Youths with IEPs enering ninth grade in 2013-14 & gmduating with a reguiar diplomna In 20%6-17 or earier + All youths with [EPs. entering ninth grade In 2013-14 far the first time X 100 = Percent of youths with IEPs in the
state graduating from high school with a reguiar diploma.

The 4-Year Adusted Cohont Graduation Rate used for youths with IEPs is the same graduation rate calcutation and timetine used for all shudents in North Caeoling as established by the Department undar the ESEA.
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FFY 2017 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 diploma different from the conditions noted above? No

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2013-14 endaring youths with IEPs, who graduated with a regrdar diploma in & years or less (Numerator) - 9,062
Number of youths, with [EPs, entardng $th grade for the firat tme in 2013-14 (Denominalor) - 12,226

Percant of youths, with IEPS, enering 9th grade in 2013-14 and gmduating with a regular high school diploma in 5 years or earlier - 74.1%

Change from previous S-year Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate: + 1.0p ge polint

Narth Carolina's 12,228 youths with (EPs, who entered 9th grade for the first ime in 2013-14 was a 4.84% increase in the number of students (585} who entaned 9th grade for the first time in the previcus year. North Carolina’s
9,062 youths with IEPs, who graduated with a regular diploma in 5 years of less was a 6.30% increasa in the number of students (§37) who graduated in 5 years or aarier in the previous year.

Actlons required in FFY 2016 response



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan {SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 2: Drop Out

Monitoring Priority. FAPE in ihe LRE

Results indicator:
Percant of youth with IEPs dropping cut of high school.

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

Targets

Data 4.66% 4.07%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Pleasa ses the Stakehoider nvalvement saction of the introd

Enter additional information aboul stakeholder involvement

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
SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012? No

3 . . FirstMonth20DayMembership for youth with
Number of youth with IEPs who exited special
T G e T + Numarator (sea formula in eapianation of = FFY 2016 Data ¥ 2017 Target

methodology)

farent calculation methodology
r Change numeralos description in data table
enominstor descriplionin data table

In accordance with Option 2, North Carclina used the annual event school dropolt rate for students leaving a schodl in a single year determined in accordance with the National Center for Education Statistic’s Cornmon Core
of Data, Data for this indicator are lag” data,

North Caroling uses the same calculation, which i an event rate calculation, for dropout rate for youths with IEPs, as it does for all youth, The rate caliculation Is listed below using 2016-17 lag data, Rate = 100 * Numeratar +
(Dencminator + Numevator) 100 ° 2.243 + (54,606 + 2 243)= 3.95% or 100~ 2243 + 56840 = 285%



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP}/Annual Performance Report {APR)
TheduhﬁmbrdnpmninthCaldimisanirMﬂm:1)wasorruledinsd\oola1mml‘rmduringﬂ1emerWZ)wmmatmwmmwwMam3)hasnot
graduated from high school or completad a State or district-approved sducational program; and 4) does not meet any to the following axdusionary conditions: a) transfer to another public schook dlistrict, private schodl, or State
or distict-approved educational program including correctional or health faclity programs); b) temporary absence due to suspension or schookexcusad illness; or ¢} death.

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

Actions required In FFY 2016 response

nane

53012019 Page 9 of 53
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Indicator 3B: Particlpation for Students with IEPs

Manitoring Prionity: FAPE in the LRE

s e [ral Bartlelnntt

1 Particlp and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:

A, Indicator 3A —Reservad
B. Participation rate for children with |IEPs.
G. Proficiency rate for children with |IEPs against grada levsl and alt demic achi it

{20 U.5.C. 1416 {a)(3)(A]
Historical Data
=g " " . o - " e . . . .
R s LT3 99.70% | 0s00% | 95.00% 95.00% | 9500% | 95.00% 9500% | 95.00%
Grads 3 Dala 90.60%  99.80% 99.60% 99.80% | 99.80% 98.60% 90.50% $9.40% 96.66% 29.78%
8 sos _Ta_tge_[z_- ] 9970% | 9500% | 95.00% 9500% | 9500% | 95.00% 9500% | 95.00%
Cradel Dala 99.60% 98 90% 99.70% 59.50% | 9970% 20.60% 99.60% 99.40% 90.59% 99.80%
c so0s M 1 99.70% | ©500% | 95.00% 99.30% | 95.00% | 9500% 95.00% | 95.00%
Sradels Dala 9.60% 99.90% 99.70% 90.70% | 99.80% 99.50% 90.50% 99.40% 29.69% 90.77%
%‘ = s LT - | 9960% | 95.00% | 95.00% 95.00% | 9500% | 95.00% 9500% | 95.00%
S | Gradet Data 99.30%  99.60% | 95.20% | ©9.60% | 99.50% | ©9.30% | 99.40% | 99.10% 9936% | 99.41%
- ops LT - ] 99.40% | 9500% | 95.00% 95.00% | 9500% | 95.00% 95.00% | 95.00%
Grade 7 Dala 99.10%  9940% | 9910% | 99.30% | 99.40% 99.10% | 89.10% | 99.00% 90.17% | 99.41%
. Target 2 - l 9620% | 0500% | 9500% | OS00% | 9500% | 9500% | ¢500% | 95.00%
Craceld e . 88.70%  99.50% 98.70% 99.00% | 8.30% 98.90% $9.00% $8.70% 0.98% 99.03%
~ s LT - [ 96.00% | 95.00% | 9500% 95.00% | 95.00% | 9500% 9500% | 95.00%
HS Data 93.00% 100% 96.50% TO00% | 74.30% 84.20% | 97.40% | 97.80% 94.96% | 96.62%
A oy LT - | 9970% | 95.00% | 95.00% 95.00% | 95.00% | 95.00% 95.00% | 95.00%
CracelS Data P9.60%  99.90% 99.60% 99.80% | 99.80% 99.60% 90.40% | 99.40% 99.88% 20.76%
e oo M | 99.70% | 9500% | 95.00% | 9500% | 9500% | 9500% | ©5.00% | 95.00%
Gl Data 99.60% 99.90% 59.60% 99.80% 99.70% 99.60% 99.60% 99.50% 99.59% 99.76%
- s L2 - { 9970% | 96.00% | 95.00% 9500% | ©500% | ©500% | 9500% | ©5.00%
Grade § Data 9960%  9990% | 9970% | 09.70% | 99.80% 9950% | 9950% | 99.40% 99.69% 99.75%
i o soos M [ 99.40% | os00% | 9s.00% 9500% | 95.00% | 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
Cralel Dala 80.10%  90.90% | 99.10% 89.50% | 99.50% 99.30% 99.30% 99.10% 99.27% 99,39%
c 2005 M | 99.20% | 9500% | 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% | 9500% 95.00% 95.00%
Grade 7 Data 98.90%  99.80% | 99.00% | ©99.20% | 99.40% 80.10% | 99.10% | 98.90% 89.11% 99.34%
- Targat = - | 99.30% | 95.00% | 9500% 95.00% | 95.00% | 9500% 95.00% 95.00%
Crade 8 P 98.60%  99.80% | 9890% | 99.00% | 99.20% 99.00% | 90.00% | 98.60% 98.95% 98.99%
s oy |72 - ] 96.00% | 9500% | 9500% 9500% | 9500% | 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
= Data 95.00% 100% 91.80% 75.60% 70.40% 87.00% 94.00% 93.50% 94,90% 95.34%
Group Name FFY 2015 2018
A Target = 95.00% 95.00%
Crage S Data 99.66% | 99.59% '
B Targel z 95.00% 95.00%
GEScel bata 96.60% 9.64%
c Target z 85.00% 95.00%
z Grade & Data 9072% | 99.65%
3 D Target = 95.00% 95.00%
Grade 8 Data 99.28% 99.31%
E Target = 9500% | 95.00%
Crade] Dsta 99.22% 99.04%
F Target 95.00% 96.00%
(et Data 90.05% | 98.08%

Key: DGray—DataPﬁoc‘mBmﬁna Dku—am Bie — DataUpdate

WA 1 T
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ual Performanca Reoort (APR)

s Tatget = 95.00% 95.00%
ik Data 96.50% 96.83%
A Target = 85.00% 95.00%
Crages Data 99.57% 99.61%
B Target = 85.00% 95.00%
Grade 4 Data 90.68% e
c Targel = 95.00% 95.00%
Cracels Data 99.70% | 99.65%
£ o Targel = 95.00% 95.00%
= Grade 8 Dafa 59.23% | 99.31%
E Target » 95.00% 95.00%
Grade 7 Data 99.15% | 99.05%
F Target = 95.00% 95.00%
Grade § Data 29.00% 98.95%
G Target = 95,00% 95.00%
HE Data 9592% | 96.58%
Kay: L__I Gray ~ Data Priorto Basefine E] Yelow - Basefne  Blue — Datalpdate
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2017 2018
Ad
Grade 3 95.00% 95.00%
Bdq
Grade 4 95.00% 95.00%
cq
Grade 5 95,00% 95.00%
Dd
! Grade 6 95.00% 95.00%
Ed
Grade 7 95.00% 95.00%
Fq
Grade 8 95.00% 85.00%
Gq
0 95.,00% 95.00%
Ad
Grade 3 95.00% 95.00%
ad
Grade 4 95.00% 85.00%
cq
Grade 5 95.00% 85.00%
Dd
3 Grade & 95.00% 95.00%
Edq
Grade 7 95.00% 95.00%
Fq
Grade 8 45.00% 95.00%
Gd
HS 95.00% 95.00%
Key.

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Invalvemnent section of the intrgduction.
Enler additional Information about stakeholder involvemaent

Fs

Would you 1lke to use the sssessment data below to automatically calculste the actual data reported in your FFY 2017 APR by the grade groups you provided on the Reporting Group Selection paga? yes

Wauld you like the disaggregated data to be displayed in your final APR? ves
5/30/2019 Page 11 of 53



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPPYAnnual Performance Report (APR)
Data Sourge: SY 2017-18 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (ECFacts fle spac C186; Data Group: 589) Date: 12132018

Reading assessment participation dula by grade

5 ] T L)

a. Children with IEPs 16083 16774 16826 16407 15296 14807 L] 13314 n n n

b. IEPs in regutar assessment with no

acoommodabons 5155 4990 5510 6005 6089 6145 4257

¢. [EPs in regular assessment with

. lions 9603 10457 8552 8974 887 7210 7682

d. IEPs in alternate assessment against
grade-level standamis

8, IEP in allemata assessment against modifiad
standards

1. |[EPs in altemate assessment against altemate

stangards 1266 125¢ 1306 1312 1187 127 1000

Data Source: SY 201718 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EQFacts fle spec C185; Data Group: 538) Date: 12132013

Math sssessmant parthcipstion data by grds

T 8
a. Chidren wilh IEPs 16083 L 18773 16824 16406 15299 14803 L] 11318 n n
ey enwnng 4384 4145 5313 5541 5669 | 5820 2422
. |[EP3 in regular assessment with i |
i lions 10353 11307 10140 9407 8292 7516 7485
d. [EPs in altemate assessment against
arade-level standards
c: = | Err I | A
o. [EPs in altemnate assessment against modified
standards
LIy b i3gainat b 1263 1258 1308 130 | 118s 1277 | 1160

Murnbsar of Childran with Humbaer of Chikdran with |[EPs g 2
Groisp Nama P Parlicipaiing FFY 2016 Datn FFY 2047 Tangat FFY 2017 Diata
A | |
. 16,083 16,024 I 99.59% 95,00% 99.63%
s i i -
B
T 16,774 16716 99.64% 95.00% 99.65%
= 16,826 16,768 99.65% 95.00% 99.66%
Grade 5 !
e s« _—— e s [ — o e
o | |
e 16,407 16,241 99.31% ; 95.00% 99.29%
— — I 1 .
E | | |
Grade 7 15,296 15,163 : 99.04% 95.00% 99.13%
— e —_—t __.__i N w=q
F | |
o . 14,807 14,633 l 98.98% _ 45.00% ! 98.82% |
l-?s | 13,314 12,840 | 96.83% | 95.00% i 97 19% |
A e | i | ]

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Number of Children with Number of Chikiren with IEPs
Gioup Name IEPs Partieipating FFY 2018 Data FFY 2017 Data
A
Grade 3 16,083 16,015 99.61% 95.00% 99.58%
E 16.773 16,710 98.61% 95.00% §9.62%
Grade 4
c 16,824 16,758 99.65% 95.00% 98.61%
Grade 5
o .
Grade 6 16,406 16,258 99,31% 95.00% 99.10%

WA U E T Fagia L W



Number of Children with Number of Children with IEPs
IEFs Participating FFY 2016 Duta FFY 2017 Targat FFY 2017 Data

Group Name

Grade 7
F L7

Grads 8 14,803 14,622 98.95% 85.00% 98.76%
e 11318 11,068 %6.50% 95.00% 97.75%

Public Reporting Information

Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reporls of assessmenl results.

Forpemupahunorsmden!smmdmblmtswo)onstalaassessmmlsdsaggmgaladhywtﬁaandwﬂhoﬂacwmndam use the link;

oy, hooublicschools oig ability,

Under Students with Dlsebllim Assessment Parudpaﬁon W‘l.h and Wilhout Accommodations click on the xisx file for 2017-20118 1o view and/or download the report.

For parbupanon of ﬁudents wnh dlsabirﬂes (SWD)on alternala assessmams, usa the ink:

UndaRepu‘tsofSuppbmialD&ggmgaled Slzle Sd\odSysmm(LEA)andsmodPeM\anceDatadldwnDlth Performance Dala for 2017-18 to view and/or download the report. that inchudes two

documents. One document provides a description of fles and codes used. The other docurment conlaing the daia for each LEA, scheol, and the State, In the type aohumin. s Extend 1 akemale assessment is deroted by X1.In
the: subgroup cohumin, students with disabikties are denoted by SWD, and the number kzsted eclumin indudes the number of shudents tested wilh valid scores. In onder i download and/or open the Zip file, an updated version of
the web browser used may be necessary, a different web browser may ba used, or the web link may need lo be copied and pasted into the browser,

¥ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In 201718, the grada group for high school mathematics was changed from grade 10 lo grade 11.1n past years high school soores for mathematics wera banked and then assigned to grade 10. Begirwing in 2017-18, the
mathematics assesament scores were not banked/assigned 1o grade 10 and assigned Lo the appropriale grade level 11

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none

5/30/2019 Page 13 of 53



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with |[EPs

Mandoring Priority: FAPE in tha LRE
Results Indicator: Participation and performenca of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A Indicator 3A = Resarved

B. Participation rats for chitdren withIEPs.
C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and altemat jemic achi t dards.

(20 US.C. 1418 (a)(3}{A))

Historical Data

86.00% | 43.20% | 21.60%
Cradeld e |Daa 51.00%  55.20% 29.60% 3880%  39.30% 39.30% 28.70% 17.40% 1852% | £
e | | Target 2 - | | eason | 4azow | ad2w | 7160% | aasow | t2sew | zis% | 3030%
___G_ffﬂ_?“__?____?“u Dats 4890%  58.20% 30.60% 39.60% 49.70% 42.10% 40.90% 15.00% 14.04% 18.46%
c | orp | T2 - | | 723 | 4220w | sv20w | rieow | aesow | 12s0% | 2160% | 3030w
Grade 5 | Data 57.30%  6290% 27.10% 39.10%  48.00% 420%  42.10% 1270%  1248% | 1347%
gl o M | | saon | aszow | aszow | 7eeow | eason | 1200% | 2160w | 3030%
3 | Grades WL {oua i 4340%  51.80% 2760%  IMEU%  44.20% 4360%  43.20%  12.70% AL R AL )
I ¢ Target 2 - | | easom | aazw | 43204 | 71s0% | aasow | 1200% | 21e0% | 3030%
| Grade? __Z?E___:'_ gata“ 48.80% 56.70% 22.30% 35.10% 38.50% 37.50% 37.80% 1330%  12.78% _-__-1-3'.6;;{;_
¢ otz TE- | | esaow | 4azow | sacow | 7isow | sesow | t2s0% | 2ee0w | 30304
 Grade 8 joas 5340%  60.70% 24.30% 35.40%  40.00% 38.70% 38.90% 10.10%  982% | 10.64%
e 2 | Targat 2 " | | 200 | sazow | smsow | se30% | soso% | 1400% 260% | 3n.20%
| WS | Data 1a40%  8500%  2530%  2550%  25.10% 2500%  46.10% MA0%  15.0% | 13.83%
A o T — | | etaem | 7720w | 77204 | seson | seeom | 2a0% | 2120 | 30.00%
R Bl Data 61.30%  40.50%  5180%  59.30%  59.40%  5940%  58.40%  19.30% 1962% | 2071% |
| e | Tamele_ | | 7030w | 7220% | 7raow | sssow | sesow | 1240% | 2120 | 000w |
Grade 4 _}_ _2012_ Data 70.30% 44.10% 47.70% 57.10% 64.20% 59.50% 59.30% 1860%  16.90% T 19.24%
- o LT - | | e2s0w | 7720% | 7720% | emeow | sosox | 1240% l 220w | 000w |
| RSEdeS | Data 6280%  40.00% 45.230% 54.80% 59.20% 56.10% 56.30% 15.90%  1544% | 16.79%
- tager: [ | | sesow | maow | 7raow | sseon | sesow | 1240% | 2120% | 3000%
3 1 . Arde & i) o _ J Data ‘ 5860%  37.70%  4300%  S270%  5580% 56.00%  54.30% 070%  942% 10.35%
£ | Targat?_ | | ao3ow | 72w | 7720w | sesow | sesow | rzaon | 2120% | 20.00%
Grads 7 012 | Data 49.30%  3520%  41.00%  51.30%  53.90% 5360%  53.30% 7.90% 7.48% 8.01%
. IENACTE | | sasow | rraow | 7720w | sesow | se90% | 1240% | 220w | s000%
| | Grade® i 4830%  36.40% 40.90% 5330%  68.70% 59.20%  59.20% BUU%  635% | 7.39%
; s | Targel = - i 55.60% [ 77.20% | 68.40% I 84.20% I 51.10% [ 9.70% | 1870% | 27.70% |
, HS | 2012 . ' 4360%  2750%  4230%  4260%  50.00% 4780%  45.00% 9.90% 9.56% 1099% |
Group Nama FFY 2015 2016
A Target = 900% | 47.70%
SLLLE Data 1838% | 18.55%
B Target » 000% | 47.70%
Lk Dala 15.62% 14.60%
c Target & 39.00% 47.70%
£ ks Data 1428% | 1391%
E D Target » 39.00% 47.70%
Cladel Data 1406% | 1437%
E Target = 38.00% 47,70%
et Dala 12.60% 13.26%
E Targat = 39.00% 47.70%
Giade s Data 1020% | 10.16%

Key: GGray-DahPﬁnrtoBaseﬁne DYem—Baseﬁ'ne Blue - DataUpdate

W id F gl 5% W il



Kay: DGray—Da\aPﬂonoBaselhe DYde Basdline  Blue - DataUpdate

o Targat = 30.80% 48.40%
HS Data 13 07% 13.38%

A Targel 18.60% 47.60%

Grade 3 Dala 22.04% 22.71%

B Target = 38.80% 47.60%

Grade 4 Data 20,38% 19.68%

. Target = 38,80% 47.60%

Grada 5 Data 18.93% 18.44%

s o Targel = 38.80% 47.60%

= Grade 6 Data 11,36% 12.97%

E Targat = 38.80% 47.80%

Grade 7 Deta 8.68% 8.37%

F Target = 38.80% 47.60%

Grade 8 Data 2.37% 7.56%

o Target = 36.70% 45.70%

HS Data 10.95% 10.81%

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

ual Performance Report (APR)

Targets: Deacription of Stakeholder Input - Please see ths Stakehoider Involvemeant section of the intreduction

Enter addilional information about stakeholder involvement

r

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data: Reading Asseasment

NN EW T

e 56.40% ' 56.40%
amind 56.40% 56.40%
Gt 56.40% 56.40%
G 8 - 56.40% ik 56.40% T
- ah _ 56.40% 56.40%
o a 56.40% 5;;.40% !
o o =
Gr:di 3 56.40% o , e i
N Gr:dde 4 1 56.40% | - . 40%_ T
o 56.40% o 56'40%; TG VR G
s "-56.40% 56.40%
Grgdi 7 56.40% | 56.40% =
e Key  S4T0% B 54.70% '

Fagt 1Ll ba



Children with IEPs who

Group Name  recetved a valid score and  Number of Children with IEPs Proficient  FFY 2016 Data FFY 2017 Target FFY 2017 Data
a proficlency was assigned

G,;;e 3 16,024 2912 18.55% 56.40% 18.17%
G,:,, 4 16,716 2,659 14.68% 56.40% 18.81%
G,:,, 5 16,766 2,236 13.91% 56.40% 13.33%
G,a[;e & 16291 2,358 14.37% 56.40% 14.48%
Gr::e 7 15183 223 13.26% 56.40% 14.73%
G;da . 14,633 1.494 10.16% 56.40% 10.21%

& 12,840 1,551 13.38% 57,00% 11.968%

Reasons for Group G Slippage

North Canolina did not meet its target for Group G High Schaol reading perft and had sfi of 1.39 percentage points. In 2017-18 the number of students with disabilites in 10th grade/igh school who
received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned decreasad by 2.95% (394 students) and the number of students with disablities who scored at or above proficient decreased by 13,05% (233 students).
Although the data for this indicator are based on achievement standards for levels 4 and § which are college and career ready proficiency, i's important to identify the data for level 3 that are students who performed at NC's
gadehvdpmﬁuuwlnadﬁbontnhﬁ%ﬂadenhmhdsabiﬂesm1mhgmdemmndalhvehiandiuiegeandnmmwpmanmweﬁ%W}mmmﬂga@Mm
The increased rigar in acadesnic achievernent standards has had an uwmmmdummmmuwammwmmm EC Division staff will continue to work
cohbuahvdymmmlhmsmNCDPrsDMquﬁCmunmdlnsmmandu grated Acad and Behavior Sy to review the data and dedermmine other root ffaciors that ib to the
skippage in order to identify approp gies for imp P .

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Ghildren with {EPs who
Group Name recetved a valid score and  Number of Chlldren with IEPs Proficlent FFY 2016 Data FFY 2017 Target FFY 2017 Data
@ proficlency wirk seshgred

Gm';a 3 16.015 3,630 2.71% 56.40% 267%
G,:,B 4 16,710 3295 19.68% 56.40% 19.72%
G,acdﬂ 5 16,758 2,987 18.44% 56.40% 17.82%
GraDde 8 po.28 1.881 12.97% 56.40% 1.57%
5,:,9 7 15147 1.507 8.37% 56.40% 5.85%
G,a:e 8 14,622 1.084 7.56% 56.40% 7.41%

e 11,068 1,284 10.81% 54.70% 11.60%

Reasons for Group D Slippage

North Carglina did not meet its target for Group O grade 6 math assessment performance and had siippage of 1.40 percentage points. In 2017-18 the number of students with disabdities in 6th grade who received a vaiid
scone and for whom a proficiency level was assigned i d by 4.73% (769 studants) and the number of students with disabiliies who scored at or above proficient decreased by 6.37% (128 students). Although the data for
msrﬁmamMmmmwmauamsma‘mmwwmmw-mm:nmmmmwwsmﬂmmmammmwm
InaddbmbhﬂmmdmtsmmdubﬁbesmﬁmmmmatlwdnandSlcnlegeendeamermaﬁypmﬁdemyanaddbordsm(au)m-datlwelalmlwdpmﬁoawThomcraaudrigonn
academic achieverment standards has had an impact on students with disabilites who were on the cusp of cut scones and acad EC Division staff will continue to work colaboratively with consultants
InNcDPstNiﬁmsK-12(amwunandlnswwonandlnmmﬁmdanbamwavbrsmrstommdmand" ine other root Aactors that contributed to the skppage In order to identify

HPYop gies for imp (o4

Reasons for Group F Slippage

Nomcamlmdidnummuguhr&prgmdeammammmmandhadHippaguul'aoﬁperm-ngaponForasnalpememageuesammo%).nismmmmﬁmewommis
more then a 0.1 percentage point. In 2017-18 the number of students with disablites in Bth grade who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned d dby 3.19% (452 students) and the number

ofmummmmmntmmmdomby&ﬂﬂ%(s&m&}mnhdmbmtmmmb&udmadmnwnlslandatdsforlwdﬂWSMH\amwleguaMmmorready
prdhmcyK!mllomWhmhMSMﬂmmmmmmhﬂmInaddmnntoh741%mmduabﬁbam8mgmdemmathuds4ancISImhgeand
mmumadypmhmoyanaddmnnd408%(596)medatlwelalgradelwelprmerwmmmmammmmndardshashadanmmmwmmmmonhwmdu
soores and acad achievement dands. EC Division staff will continue to work ocliab  with ¢ Hards in NCOPI's Divisions: K-12 Cumicdum and Instruction; and ir Acadh and Behavior Systems to

Mhdmmddmmmmmmmemmunmtomwmmmmmmm

Public Reporting information

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

For partidpation of students with disabilites (SWD) on state assessments disaggregated by with and without accommodations, use the fink: hitpa fics
UWMmmmwummmpmwmamwmmm«saammensxmarnczoﬂzmammandmm-coadmam

Forpmpabmofsmden&mdmabﬁm(swﬂ)nn almrnalnassassmﬂ'lts usa the link;

UndeFlepoﬂsofSupplamntalDasaqgregamdsmre SdmdSysun[LEA)ande'ndPeﬂwnanoeBatadwm Disaggregated Performanca Data for 2017-18 1o view and/or download the report, that indudes two
documents. One docurment provides a description of fles and codes used. The other document contains the data for each LEA, school, and the State, In the type columin, the Extend 1 altemate assessment is denoled by X1. In
the subgroup colurmn, students with disabities are dencted by SWD, and the humber tested column inchudes the number of stiudents testad with valkl scores. In order to download and/or open the zip file, an updated version of

WDVIEAY D raye v u Jo



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan {SPPV/Annual Performance Reoort (APR)
the web: browser used may ba nacessary, a differenl wab browser may be used, or the web link may nead to be copied and pasted into the browser.

¥ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

As required, targets for this indicator are based on achlevernent standards for levels 4 and 5 which are college and career ready proficiericy. However, It's important to identify the data for level 3 thart ame students who
performed at grade level proficency and with the continuing use of evidence-based stategies may achieve at level 4 or § in the future:

FFY 2017 Level 3/Grade Level Proficiancy: Reading Assessment

Children with IEPs who

received a valid FFY 2017 Data for Level

Group ; Number of Children with IEPs at
Name score\::: :sgir;:ec:jency Level 3/Grade Level Proficiency 3/Grade Level Proficiency
A Grade 3 16,024 1,009 8.30%
B Grade 4 16,716 1,215 727%
C Grade § 16,768 1,098 6.55%
D Grade 6 16281 1.108 £.80%
E Grade 7 15,162 201 5.94%
F Grade B 14,633 B85 B.12%
G Grade HS

12,840 862 6.66%
(10}

FFY 2017 Level 3/Grade Level Proficiency: Mathematics Assessment

Children with IEPs who

Group Narme received a valid Number of Children with [EPsat Level  FFY 2017 Dala for Level ¥Grade
score and a proficiency was 3Grade Level Proficency Level Proficency
assigned
AGrade 3 18015 1560 9.98%
B Grada 4 16,710 904 5.05%
C Grada § 16,758 &74 522%
D Grade 6 16,253 824 5.07%
E Grade 7 15,147 833 218%
F Grade 8 14522 596 408%
G Grade HS 1,088 ot A

(1}
Asc in 2017-18, tha grade group for high school mathematics was changed from grade 10 to grade 11. In past years high school scores for mathematics were banked and then assigned to grade 10. Beginning in 2017.18,
the mathematics assessment sconas wena not banked/assigned to grade 10 and assigned b the appropriate grade lavel 11.

Actions requirad in FFY 2016 response

nong
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Monitoring Priority. FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A Percent of districts that have a signficant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and axp of greater than 10 daya in a schacl year for children with IEPs; and
B. Porconl of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ,in the rate of suspensions and exputsions of greater than 10 days in a school ysar for children with IEPs; and (b)
d or practices that contributy to the llgniﬂuni dllcrcpancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of 1EPs, the use of positive

boh.vlnr-l tnkmnﬂmt and supports, and p 1l guards.
{20 U.S.C. 1418{a)(3)(A); 1412{a}(22))

Historical Data
Bageline Data; 2005

‘Targel =

Cata 2E0% 5.20% 2,30% 2,30% 4.70% 1.90% 2.30% 0.90% 0.44% 0%
FFY 25 2018

Targal s 2.50% 2.50%

Data 040% 0

Key: [_] Gray-DaiaProrto Baseline || Velow-Baseine  Blue ~ Data Lipdate

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target =

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Pt the Stakeholdet Invalvement section of the introduction.

r Enter additional information about stakehalder involvement

FFY 2017 SPPIAPR Data

Has the State Eztablishad a minimum neize equirement? e« Yoa (:No

FFY 2018 FEY 2017 EFY 297
Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy Numbaer of districts in the State Cata Target Date

Choose one of the i /! ri thodologles to determine whether significant discrapancies are occurring {34 CFR §300.170(a)):
{* Compare the rates of suspanulons and expulslons of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs ameng LEAS in the State

¢ The rates of suspensions and expuisions of grester than 10 days in a schodl year for children with 1EPs in each LEA compared to the retes for nondisabled children in the same LEA

State's definition of "significant discrepancy” and methedology

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 |EPs.

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

S sion and ksion ratas ar computed for LEAS with a minimum cell size of 10 students with IEPs suspendediexpalled, but a minimum *n” size s not used. Raw data are reviawed separately for LEAS with less than the
nﬂrlinunadlslzntndais#&nilasimiﬁm‘ pancy axists. f o ined that a significant discrepancy exists for an LEA, with less than the minimum cell size, the LEA s induded Ini e calcubation's numerstor, Sinca
damaramvimadbralLEAshmsmbandamdirWaMmmismeabom%ﬂmornmaswmmwmmlwmm&uLmareinelmodinmeealulaﬁm'sdomrhabr

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

VIV ] OB R R



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

nong
Note: Any aclions 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.

FFY 2016 ldentification of Noncompllance

Review of Policles, Procedures, and Practices (completed In FFY 2017 using 2016-2017 data)

Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and imgph tation of [EPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

No LEAhad a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; therefore no LEA had to review its policies, procedures of praciices that
contibutad ko a significan discrepancy and didn't conmply with requirements nelating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behaviorl intervenions and supports, and procedural safeguands.
However, if an LEA had a significamt discrapancy in the reta of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a schoeol year for childmn with [EPs, with its LEA, Self-Assessment submitted to the NCDPYs EC Division

in May 2018, the LEA, would have been requirad to submit a rwwwofnsmbeies procedunes, and practices pertaining to the suspension and discipline of shudents with disabilities in the school district, with a panicular
and implementzton of [EPs, the use of positive behavioral intervertions and supports, and procadural safeguands. If such a review wers

amphasis on thoss policies, proced and practices which i i developrment
auhnmmmanLEAsmdLEASdf-AmwuupdmEcuvkmshﬂmummmummhhnwm:mmmmwnhpoﬁdumwmmmwzw
plance with [DEA requirements were required. When an LEA is required to revise its policies, procedures, and practices, the NCDP| -EC Division also requires the LEA to repor the revisions

o ensure
publicly,

{&  The State DID NOT Identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)
" The State DID identfy noncompliance with Part B requirements as a rasult of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). If YES. select one of the fallowing

Y Findings of Nohcomplistace Varifled as
Findings of Noncompliance Identified Corrected Within Ona Year

i Noncom)|
Blocis ol P plla:’u SUERSCiaINY Findings Not Yet Verified as Comected
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Horing Priority; FAPFE in e LRE

Compl ir : Rates of suspansion and sxpulsion;
A Porcent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of gmater than 10 days in a achaol year for children with IEPs; and
B. Percant of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy. by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensi and expulsé of greater than 10 daya in & school ysar for chilkdren with IEPs: and ib)

P . p or praclices that ribute to the significant discrepancy and do not ply with requii relating to the devalop t and imp ion of IEPs, the use of posilive
bshavioral interventions and supports, and proceduralaafeguards.

{20 1,5.C. 1416{a}(3)(A); 1412{a)(22))

Historical Data
Basafina Dala: 2009

Target
Data
Target 0% 0%
Data 0% %
Key. [] Gray-Daia Priorto Baseline {_| Velow - Baseine
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Has he State Esiablished a minimum n-size requirement?

Numbrer of those districts that have

policies, procadures, or practices
Numbar of districts that have a that contribute to the signtficant

significant diacrepancy, by race of  discrepancy and do not comply with FEY 2017 FFY 2017
sthnlcity requirements Number of districts in the State Target Bata

~ All races and ethnicitles 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 tharvequal
to twice the State average rate of suspensions/expulsions of students with |EPs.

Significant discrepancy = # of students with IEPs with suspensionsfexpulsions >10 days in school year/# of studants with IEPs X 100 = State 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 nat a significant discrepancy exists for each LEA, all LEAs are included in the calculation’s
denominator.

Actiong raquired in FFY 2016 response
nana

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related 1o 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

At P AR L Fayo U W uJd
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not be displayed on this page.

FFY 2016 Identification of Noncompliance

Revlew of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2017 using 2016-2017 data}
Provide a description of the review of policles, procedures, and practices redating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral i tons and suppoits, and p dural safeguards,

No LEA had a significant discrepancy, by face or ethnicty, In the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; therefore no LEA had to revieww its policies, procedures or
practices that contribltad 1o a significant discrepancy and didnt comply with requirements relating to the develop and inph tion of |EPs, the use of posttive behavioral intervertions and supports, and procedural
saﬂagmHmver|lanLEAhadaWtdwapamymhmhofwammmofgmamman10daynmanchodyearforehuldmnwimlEPsMlhnsLEASeN-AsmrtsubmuadtohNCDPrs
EG Division in May 2018, the LEA would have been required te submit a review of its poficies, procedures, and pract g to the suspension and discipline of students with disabilities in the school district, with a
MWOHMMMMHWMMMWMMWMERheusaofmmvabehavbﬂmmwmammwwmusmam
wana submittad with an LEA's annual LEA Self-Assessment update, EC Division staff would review the documentalion and make a determination aboul whether: 1) the policies, procedures and practices were compliant; and 2)
] s were requined, When an LEA is required to revise its policies, procedures, and practices, the NCDPI -EC Division also requires the LEA to repart the revisions

if revisions lo ensure compli with IDEA.
publicly.

(¥ The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a resutt of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b}

™ The State DID Identify noncomplignce with Pari B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 GFR §300.170{b}. If YES, sefect one of the following;

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016
Findings of Noncompllance Varifisd as Findings of Noncompllance Subssgquently Findings Not Yet Verified as Gorrected

Findings of Nopcampliance |dentiflad c 4 Within One Year
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indicator 5: Educational Environments {children 6-21)

Monitoring Priarity: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Parcant of childran with IEPs aged & through 21 served:
A [nslde the regular class 80% or mors of the day;

8. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and
C. [n saparats school idential facilities, or homebound/hospital pl is

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

Historical Data

Targel = 65.50%
A 2005
Data 61.56% 83.18% 64.00% 64.10% 63.10% 64.80% §5.70% 66.20% 66.25% 66.45%
M | 16.87% 16.50% 16.10% 15.70% 15.30% 15.30% 15.30% 15.30% 15.30%
8 2005
16.82% 16.20% 15.80% 16.60% 15.60% 14.50% 13.90% 13.60% 13.55% 13.74%
Target = - ’ 2.18% 2.00% 2.10% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2,00% 2.00% 2.00%
c 2005
Data 221% 2.34% 2.30% 2.20% 2.30% 2.10% 2.10% 2.00% 1.98% 1.80%
Target z 65.40% 65.30%
Oata 66.78% 66.80%
Target 5 15.20% 15.20%
B
Data 13.87% 13.08%
Target < 2.00% 2.00%
c
Data 1.89% 1.83%
Key: |:| Gray - Data Prior to Baseline D Yellow-Baseline  Blue - Datatpdate
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets
2018
Targel A 2 65.20% 65.00%
TargetB < 15.10% 15.00%
TargetC < 2.00% 2.00%
Key:
Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please ses the Stakeholder Involvement section of the jntroduction.

r Enler addilioral information about stakehalder involvement

Prepopulated Data

Dvarwrite Dot

SY 2017-18 Chid CounlEducational
Emvronment Data Groups (EDFacts file
spec C00Z; Date grnup 74)

7M2rms

SY 2017-18 Chid cmnvEd.mﬂonal
Environement Data Groups (ECFacts file
specm Datagmup‘n)

SY 2017-18 Chid CounltEdumnonal
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts fle
spec C002, Data group 74}

71212018

122018

Total nymber of chi

n with IEPs a

6 th

25,369

SY 2017-18 Chid Counl/Educational
Ermvionment Data Groups (EDFacts file
spec C00Z; Data group 74)

71242018

n with {EPs

6 thi

te

1.806

SY 2017-18 Chid Count/Echacational

spec C002; Data group 74)

EMaligw e

Emvironment Data Groups (EDFacts fle

7122018

. Numl ! chil

n with IEP:

ed &

h 21 in residentiat facililies

e L8 W b




SY 2017-18 Child CounVEducational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file
spec CO02; Data group 74}

722018

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of chlldren with IEPs  Total number of chitdren with IEPs. FFY 2018 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
aged 6 through 21 served aged & through 21 Data Target Data

A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6
through 21 inside the reguiar dlass 80% 120,994 181,006 66.80% 65.20% 66.85%

ormere of the day
8. Number of children with IEPs aged &
theough 21 inside the regular class less 25,369 181,006 13.98% 15.10% 14.02%

than 40% of the day
C. Number of children with IEPs aged &

through 21 inside separate schools,
rasidantial faciliies, or 3.274 181,006 1.83% 2.00% 1.81%
hometoundhospital placernents.
[e1+c24cy

Actions required In FFY 2016 response

nang

513012019
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Indicator 6: Preschool Environments

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results Indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 attending a:

A Reg
B. Sep i 1 class, sep school or resid facility.
{20 U.8.C. 1416{a){3)}(A})

Historical Data

iar sarly chikdhood prog and hving the majority of ypecial education and related services in the regulfar sarly chikthood program; and

Torgot 2 i 51.50% 51.50% 26.70%
A 2014 |f————— | ,
Dats 51.00% 49.90% 50.26% 36.65%
— |
Target s__ | 20.50% 20,50% zi50% |
8 2014 i |
L1 7 |osa 21.00% 21.20% 21.98% 21.60%
Target 2 37.00% 37.30%
A
Data 8.91% 35.86%
Target < 21.30% 20.00%
e
Data 21.84% 21.73%
Key. [_] Grey - Data Priorta Basaiine || Yelow- Baseline  Biue — Data Update
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2017 2018
TargetA = 37.80% 38.00%
TargelB s 19.70% 19.40%
Key.

Targets: Dascription of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder ivavament section of the intoduction.

r— Enter additicnal information about stakeholder involvement

Prepopulated Data

Sowrce

SY 2017-18 Child CounvEducational
| Emnvironmeni Data Groups {EOF acts file TH2zo18 Totgl ny ilgran with IEP
spac C083; Cata group §13)

SY 2017-18 Child Count/Educational

Emdonment Data Groups (EDFacls fle manmg | Blbu
spec C089; Data group 613)
Y 2017-18 Child Counl/Educational
Envionment Data Groups (EDFacts Fle 2208 1. Number of chil ngin r 2t

spec COBY; Data group 613)

Overwrito Data

SY 2017-18 Chid Count/Educational
Emvionment Data Groups (EDFacls file 71122018 2 ildren ndin
spec C089; Data group 613)

SY 2017-18 Chid Comt/Educational

spec COBY; Data group 613)

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with IEPs
aged 3 thraugh Sattending

aged 3 through §
A. Areguiar early childhood program and
receiving the majponty of special education
and related services in the regular eary

Emvionment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7122018 3, Number of children nging residential facili

Total number of children with IEPs

TTIUTEUTY

19,888 nult
o -
- 138 aull
03 il
7 puall -

T LY WA



childhood program

mmm;rm@g:r:{; 438 19,839 1.73% 19,70% ! 21.91% l

Use a different calculation methodology .

Actlons required In FFY 2016 response

nong
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Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

Manitoring Prionty: FAPE in thy LRE
Results indicator: Percent of preachool childran aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:
A Positive social-emotional skilla {including soctal relationships}:

B. Acquisition and use of } edge and skifis [including early language! Ication and sarfy literacyl; and
C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meat their needs.

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

Historical Data

Targel 2 85.90% 85.90% 82.34% 82.34%
M | pata 88.90% 85.90% 76.20% 79.30% 82.30% 82.34% 84.80%
PR P . - | | wao% | aa30% | aa0n | asaow 3s08% | asosx
Oata 57.00% 48.30% 41.90% 36.50% 39.10% 35.08% 36.71%
I I .0 ST - | | | | eesow | seoow | aroow | s2sa% | sesw |
Dala 89.00% 85.90% 79.80% 79.30% 81.30% 82.52% 83.17%
N - M | f | asso% | a6sow% | 40w | a670% | e2e% | de2e
Data 54.10% 46.60% 79.80% 36.50% 37.60% 34.24% 35.05%
I . - | | 86.10% | eetow | esiow | ss20% | sis% | sueww
- | vata i 38.30% 86.10% 79.00% B1.00% a1.30% B1B1%  BAOTY
N R L. — ! I | c060% | soeo% | eoeow | so7o% | s205% | s20s%
Dsla 67.90% 60.60% 54.80% 53.30% 53.60% 52.05% 54.46%
FEY 2015 2016
Target 2 82.50% 82.50%
= 85.34% 84.85%
Target > 35.20% 35.20%
A2
Data 24.53% 17
Target = 82.52% 82.52%
® [owa 82.67% 8296%
Targat > 34.46% 34.48%
B2
Dola 33.38% 4.44%
Target » 82.00% 82.00%
“ o 82.94% 84.013%
Target = S2.17% 52.17%
c1
Data 50.98% 50.68%
Key: E] Gray — Data Prior to Basefine [:| Yelow— Baselne  Bluo — Datalpdats
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2017 2018
Target Al 2 82.50% 82.558%
Targal A2 35.20% 35.40%
Target 81 = 82.52% 82.60%
Targel 82 = 34.46% 34.50%
Targel C12 82.00% 82.20%
Targe1 €2 = 52.17% 52.20%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Pisase see the Stakehalder Involvement section of the introduction.
r- Enter additional inf ion about slakeholder involvemenl
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FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

gh 8 with IEPs assessed

| Noraber of preschoot chikdren aged 3

8,738 |
Dutcome A: Positive social-emotional skills {including social relationships}
Numbar of Percantage of
Children Childran
a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 45 0.67%
b. Preschool children who improved funclioning but nol sulficiant to move nearar to lunctioning comparable lo same-aged peers 892 13.26%
€. Praschool children who improved funclioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers bul did not reach it 3,241 48.17%
d. Preschool childran who Improved functiening to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 1,884 29.64%
e, Preschool childran who maintained functioning at a level comparable 1o same-aged peers 556 8.26%
FFY 2018 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
Numeralor Denominator Data Targat Data
Al. Of those preschoal children who entered or exdled the preschool
program below age expectations in Oulcome A, the percent who
I sy i their rate of growth by the tma they lumed & 5235.00 6172.00 84.85% 82.50% 84.62%
years of age or exited the program., (c+d){a+bc+d)
A2, The percent of preschool children who wers funcioning within
age expectations in Ouicoma A by the tima they umed 6 years of age 2550.00 6728.00 34.73% 35.20% 37.90%
or exited the program. {d+e){arb+crdre)
OCutcome B: Acquisition and use of knowladge and skllis {including early language/communication)
Number of Percentage of
Children Children
a. Preschool children who did nal improve functioning 38 0.56%
b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient lo mave nearer 1o lunclioning comparable 1o same-aged peers 1.040 15.46%
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to 3 level nearer to same-aged peers but did nol reach it 3,134 46.58%
d. Praschool children who improved funclioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 2,090 31.06%
@. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 426 6.33%
FFY 20168 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
Numerator Danominator Data Target Data
B1. Of those preschool children who enterad or exitad the pmschool
program: below age expectations in Ox 8, tha percent who
subetantiady | { thaic rate of I by the time they tumed 6 5224.00 6302.00 82.96% 82.52% 82.80%
years of age or exited the program. (c+d¥(a+b+oid)
B2. The percent of praschool chiddren who wera functioning within
Qe expectations in OQutcome 8 by the time they tumed & years of age 2516.00 §728.00 34.94% 34.46% 37.40%
or exited the program. (d+e)(arbrcrdve)
Outcome C: Use of appropriate behavlors to meet thelr needs
Number of Percentage of
Childran Children
a. Praschoal children who did nat improve funclioning 56 0.83%
. Preschool children who improved funcioning but not sufficient Lo move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 841 12.50%
¢, Preschocl children who improved funclioning to a level nearer to same-agad paears but did not reach it 2190 32.55%
d. Preschool chikdren who imp < functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 2,366 51T%
8. Praschool chikdren who d funclioning at a level comparable lo same-aged peers 1,275 18.95%
FFY 2018 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
Numarator Danominater D T Data
C1, Of those preschool children who entered or exited the preschool
program below age axp in Outcome C, the parcent who
ity i their rate of by the time they & 4556.00 545300 84.01% 82.00% 83.55%
years of age or exited the program. {c+dj{a+b+c+d)
C2. The percent of praschool children who wene funciioning within
age axpectations in Ouicome C by the lime they tumed & years of aga 3641.00 §728.00 50.69% £2.17% 54,129,
of exited the program. {d+e}{a+b+crd+e)

Does the State include in the numerator and denominator only children who received special education and related sarvices for at least six months

during the age span of three through five years? Yes

ALV I D
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Was sampling used? No

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

List the Instruments and procedures used to gather data for this Indlcator.

LEAsusedmomHanIBSumnuyFoumn;COSF}mmled WW'M&&WMI«MMMSmrwghSwilhlEPs.AnNCDleamndumwasssuedMaym201a|oLEAs
g the dats submission due dates for certain Indicators, induding Indicator 7 {August 15, 2018) and how to access the indicator 7 spreadsheat for data submission. LEAs then submitted data for Indicator 7 through

NmmmmmmmmlﬁmjThehdiﬁtnr?mmadsmmbrmmwmedahmmmdtomcECASmnmﬂmmthngM

a5 .o -] user The Indicator & Spreadsheet indudes an algorithm to snsune that only chik ived special education and related services for at least six months during

ﬂnagespanolhuhwghﬂwyunsberd:dodInhmmmtmwmwnpmedshedhasdsobmupdammmmnoﬁtyLEAswmuhmmorbstmmanmmmThms

only a valldation waming, so that LEAS can verfy that the data is comect.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

nong
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indicator 8: Parent involvement

Monitoring Pricdty. FAPE in the LRE

Resylts indicator: Parcent of parents with a chikd receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvemant as a means of improving sarvices and results for children with
dizsabilities.

{20 L.S.C. 1418{a} (AN

Do you use a sep data dology for praschoal children? No
Historical Data
Baseline Data: 2006

FEY 2015 2016
Target = 50.00% 50.00%
Data 46.22% 43.43%

Key [ | Gray—Dsia Priorto Baseiine || Yeliow—Baseline  Biue - Data Update

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please sea the Stakeholder Invalvement section of the introduction,

r- Enter additionat ink on about {dar involvement

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of rspondant parants who repart schools
facilltated parent Involvement as a means of Tolal number of eapondant parsnts of chitdren with FFY 2018 FFY 2047 FFY 2017

improving sarvicas and results for children with disabilitias Data Target Data
disabliities

833 1883 43.43% 50,00% 44.24%,

insunmbsdpmtomuusmwsmdshw. 10.92% 1724600
The percentage shown is the number of respondent parents divided by the number of parents to whom the survey was distributed.

Since the State did not report preschool children separately, discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool surveys in a
manner that |s valid and rellable.

The North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI)} used a 25-item survey with a raling scale.the Schools’ Efforts to Pariner
with Parents Scale (SEPPS), developed and validated previously by the National Center for Special Education Accountability (NCSEAM).
For parents of children ages 5-21, NCDP1 uses the NCSEAM 25-item Part B Survey Form 2.0 that addresses family involvement. 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
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 preduces 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.

NPV raye L3 Wi w9
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Was sampling used? Yes
Has your previously-approved sampling plan changed? No

Describe the sampling meathodology cutlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates.

The North Canciing Dep

of Public Instruction (NCDP1) used a 25-iem survey with a rating scals, the Schools’ Efforts to Partner with Parents Scale (SEPPS), developed and validated proviously by the National Center
for Special Education Accountabiity (NCSEAM). For parents of children ages 5-21, NCOPI uses the NCSEAM 25-tem Part B Survey Form 2,0 that addressss family iInvolvement. For parents of preschool chikiren, NCDPI

uses the NCSEAM 25-ftem Preschool 619 Survey. Five (5) Local Education Agencies (LEAs) with an average snroliment of 50.000 students or more are included in the annual sampling plan. Additionally, approximatsly
one-fifth of the remaining districs balanced by size and location with consideration for race/athnicity, grade level and disability category are included in the sample each year,

Was a survey usad? Yes
Is it a new or revised aurvey? No

The demographics of the parents responding ara representative of the demographics of children receiving special education sarvices. No
Deascribe the strategies the State will usa lo ensune that in the fuluna the

data are rep: of thasa d hics.

ik

A comparicon of the respondents in the annual sampla to the representative survey distribution, suggests that cerlain response groups, as noted in he section about the Stata's aralyses. did not rnatch the represeniaiive
sampls surveyed. To offset the underrepresentation in the response group, the NCDPI once again oversampled in the survey distribution. The oversampling woukl normally impact the response rates of under-nepresented
groups. For FFY 2018, the State wit no longer coniract with an out-of-glate vendor for the distibution/receipt of the surveys and evalualion of the responses, but insiaad will conduct these processes intamally with assistancs

from one of the State’s public universities during the evaksation process. By distributing and receiving the surveys withen the state, it is anticipated thal under-represerited rRspOnSa groups wil be Mone wiling to respond o the
ssvey, We also plan 1o provide an slectronic version/submission for the first time. The State will be able to monior this process mone dosaly tvoughout the process.

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

A total of 17,246 surveys {school-age and preschool} were shipped to forty-four (44) LEAs sampled across the state of North Carolina, A

total of 1,883 surveys were completed and returmed for a response rate of 10.92%. This was an increase of a 0.95 percentage point from
the previous vear's response rate.

a) The FFY 2017 data suggest that African-American students were under-represented (24.0%) while students of other races, except white, were over-
represented (24.0%).

Distribution by Race
African - .
Surveys American White Other
Distributed 30.8% 52.0% 17.2%
Returned 24.0% 52.0% 24.0%
Difference* -6.8 +-0 -6.8

b} in FFY 2017, preschool children were over-represented (27.0%), while students in grades K-12 were under-represented (73.0%) as
compared to surveys distributed. This gap was similar to the previous year.

Distribution by Grade
Surveys Preschool School-Age
Distributed 22.4% 77.6%
Returned 27.0% 73.0%
Difference* +4.6 -46

c} In FFY 2017, students with autism {15.0%) and developmental delays (17.0%) were over-represented while students with specific

leaming disabilities (22.0%) and speech-language impairments (17.0%) were under-represented.

Distribution by Disability
Other Specific Speech-
Developmental |Intellectual| Health [Learning Language
Surveys Autism Delay Disability | Impairment| Disability Impairment | Other
Distributed | 7.3% 12.2% 9.3% 14.1% 28.9% 21.6% 6.6%
Retumned 15.0% 17.0% 9.0% 14.0% 22.0% 17.0% 6.0%
Difference* | +7.7 +4.8 -0.3 -0.1 -6.9 -4.6 -0.6
points) b the per

Differenice {p i’ g of surveys distibutad and the percentage of responders in the sample who completed the survey. The acceptable range of overiunder-representation is typically +/-3
percantage points. Some percentages may not add o 100 dus b rounding.

Actions required in FFY 2016 response
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none

5/30/2019 Page 31 of 53



FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan {(SPP)/Annual Performance Report {APR)
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Represeniation
Compli Indi : Parcent of districts with dlsproporti rop of racial and athnic groups In special education and refated services thatis the result of Inappropriate identification,

(20 1.8.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Historical Data
Basefine Data: 2005

0%
Data 0% 0% 0% % % % 0% 0% 0% 0%
FFY 2035 2016
Target 0% 0%
Data 0% 0%

Key: [ | Gray - Data Priorto Bassine [_] Yelow - Baseline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Has the Stata established a minimum n andfor cell size requirement? (:Yes C No

The State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that mat the State-established n andior call size. Report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculaiion as a result of the requirement
bacausse the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size. 2

Number of districts with
disproportionate represenstation of

Number of diatricts with racial and ethnic groups in special
disproporticnate representatione!  education and related services that
racial and ethnic groups In special Is the result of Inappropriate Number of districts that met the FFY 2018 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
education and related services identification State's minimum n-slze Data Target Data
o o 291 % 0% 0%
L VI o

Woere all races and ethniclties Included In the review?

Define "disproportionate representation.” Please specHy In your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, welghted Hsk ratio,
e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Aiso include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data
used in tha calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-gizes {i.e., risk numerator andlor risk denominator}.

In Nerh Carolina, disproportionate rapresenlation of racial and ethric groups in special education is defined as a risk ratio of 2 3.0*,

To delermine the numbaer of LEAs with dispropartianate rapresentation that is the result of inappropriate identification, tha North Canolina Depariment of Public instruction:

1. ldentifies LEAS with disproportionats representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related servicss. by annually using the First Month Race and Gender Ensoliment data and the December 1 Perodic
Child Count data in Wastal's Disproportionality Excel Spreadshest Application;

No (0} LEAs had disproportionate representation in 5017-18, which is determined by a rak ratio of z 3.0°.

H an LEA had been determined to have disproportionate representation in 2017-18, the NCDPI would have completad steps 2 and 3 kv the LEA identifed with disproportionate representaton, Steps 2 and 3 are described in the
section: Describe how tha Stafe mada its annual detanmination as to whether the disproportionale representation it identified of racial and sthnic groups in special education and relatad services was the esult of inappropriate

Describe how the State made Its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of raclal and sthnic groups In
speclal education and related services was the result of Inappropriate Identification.

Ta determine whethar the disproportionate representation the State identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was tha result of inappropriate identification, the NCDPI

2. requires LEAs with disproport p ietion of racial and ethnic gmups in special education and related services, to include in its annual LEA Sef-Assessment update an updated description of an examination of
local policies, procadures and practices undar 618(d). and
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3. raviews the rasults of p policies, procedunes and practices under 61 amyumummmsw—mmmmmmm as trand data and student
WMthMhMMmmﬂmmemW to make a determination about whether or not the disprop ate repy tion was a result of inappropeiale
identification,

Since no (0) LEAs had disproparionate of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related sarvicas in 2017-18, the above staps, to ing if such disproporti 1X jonwas a result of inapproprate
idendification, did not have to be used,

Actions required In FFY 2016 response

nons

Note: Any actions required in last year's response table that are related to correction of findings should be responded 1o on the “Correction of Pravious 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.

Corraction of Findings of Noncompliance ldentified in FFY 2016

Find! ! Noncomptl Verifl Noncompllance Subsegque
Findings of Noncompllance ldentified : ng::bﬂm?ngi::":” e picinse f Corr:leltod ) oty Findings Not Yet Verfied as Comrected
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories

Monitoring Pricrity: Dispraportionste Rep
Complianca indicator: Percent of districts with disproporti p ion of racial and sihnic groups In specific disability categaries that is the result of inappropriate identHication,

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

Historical Data
Basefine Dats. 2005

FFY 2004 2005 2006 2007 048 2009 2018 01 2012 2013 2014
Target 0% 0% 0% 0% % 0% 0% 0% 0%
Data 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% o 0% 0% % 0%
FFY 2015 2018
Targel 0% 0%
Data 0% 0%

key: [ ] Geay - DataPriorto Baseine || Yelow - Baseline
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Targel % 0%

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Has the State estsblished a minkmum n andior cell size requirement? G.YG r No

The State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n and/or call size. Report the number of districts totally exduded from the calcudation as a result of the requirement
because the distict did not meat the minimum n andior cell size, 2

Number of districts with
disproportionate repressniationof
Numbaer of districts with racial and ethnic groups In specific

disproportionate mprasentationof disabliity catagories that is the
macial and ethnk groups in specific retult of napprapriats Number of districts that met the FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
disabikly categortes Kdentificatian State's minimum nslze Data Target D=ta

33 o Fagd 0% 0% 0%

Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? ¢ Yes C No

Please spaecify 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 is identified. Alsc include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and &) any minimum cell
andfor n-sizes (i.e., isk 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 = 3.0.

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 dispropertionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categeries annually, by using

the First Month Race and Gender Enrollment data and the December 1 Periodic Child Count data in Westat's Disproportionality Excel
Spreadsheet Application;

Thirty-three {33} LEAs had disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories in 2017-18 which is
determined by a risk ratio of 2 3.0* of a racial/fethnic 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.

* Risk ratios 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 diaproportionate overrepresentation it identified of raclal and ethnic groups In

specific disabllity categories was the result of inappropriate identification.

To determine whether the disproportionate overrepresentation the State identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories
was the result of inappropriate identification, the NCDPI:

2. requires LEAs with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories, to include in its annual LEA
Self-Assessment update an updated description of an examination of local policies, procedures and practices under 618{d), and

3. raviews the resuits of the updated description of an examination of local policies, procedures and practices under 618(d)included in the LEA
Self-Assessment along with other factors such as trend data and student record reviews, available through on-site Program Compliance
Reviews or otherwise determined necessary, 1o make a determination about whether or not the disproportionate representation was a result of

inappropriate identification.

Actions required In FFY 2016 response

noneg

Note: Any actions required in last year's response tabie that are related to corraction 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 ldentified In FFY 2016

COMm| f Noncom,
Findings of NoncompHanca Kentifled g e e ad L. Flndings Not Yat Verifled as Garrected
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Indicator 11: Child Find

Monitonng Prionty: Effective General Suparvision Part B/ Child Find

Compliance indicator: Percent of children who were avalusted within 80 days of recolving parental consent for inftial evaluation or, If the State establishes a imeframe within which the evaluation must ba
conductad, within that timeframe,

(20 U.8.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Historicat Data
Basefine Data: 2005

Data 84.62% 85.44% 85.50% 80.70% 90.14% 91.07% 92.41% 83.30% 92.82% 92.52%
Target 100% 100%
Data 91.55% 91,98%

Key. [ ] Gray-DataPriorto Baseline || Yekow— Basetine

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

{b} Numnbar of chikdren whoss svaluations were

{a) Number of children for whom parantal consent to complated within 60 days {or State-sestablished FFY 2017 FFY 2017
evaluate was received timaline)

Target Data

lNumbcr of children includod in {a), but not Inluded in (b} [a-b) } 2,04+
Reasons for Slippage
North Camlina did not meet the 100% target for Indicator 11, Its FEY 2017 rate of 90.22% indi ] of 1.76 p g points. Allhough the State's ovemll numbar of refemals recenved, for whom parents consented Io

evaluations, dacrsased in 2017 from the previous year by 4.18%, tha primary reason for slippage was due to two (2) large districts that had a combined slippage of 248 percentage points. The districts’ sippages wera due to
MMMWMMMMMPNC(aeelndimlnrﬂ)ﬂuldsommS!am‘snequadSDdayﬁndmﬁomreeeiplofMenﬂlnmplauenmﬂdeumimﬁon.ln addition to the State verifying within
mwsornwﬁmﬂmmm&biwmwmwinwmmmmmuamhaveeonmhdirdhidualﬁndngsnfnmcwpﬁm.msmhasiﬁﬁﬂbdimﬁdWma\dmm
assist these two LEAS.

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

Range of days bsyond 90 days -

1-5 days - 681

8-15 days - 785

16-25 days -471

26-35 days - 33

36-45 days - 304

46 days or more - 1,388

Total - 3,941

Rasasons for defays/refervals that went beyond the 80-day timeline -

Refamal paperwork not processad in a timely menner - 2,025
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Excassive student absences - 109

Weather delays - 335
Delay in geiting parant consant for evaluation - 320
Other - 1,152

Tolal - 3,941

indicate the avaluation timeline used
€ The State used the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted.
& The State established a timeline within which the svaluation must be conducted,

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
€ 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 monlitoring, describe tha procedures used to collect these data.

The 2017-18 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) repeatediy failed or refused to produce them for the evaluation.

Actlons required in FFY 2016 response
none

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.

Corraction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2016

Findings of Noncompltanca Veriflad as Findings of Noncompllance Subsequenity

Findings of Noncompliance {dentifled Corr i Within One Year P tod

Findirngs Not Yet Verifled a3 Comected

FFY 2016 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Deascribe how the Sate verified that the sowrce of noncomgpiianca is coreelly implementing the regulstony requiements

The 146 LEAs with findings of non-compli wena ired to access the reports ool in the Comprehensive Exceptional Children Accountabllity Systern (CECAS), o another electronic system for the few LEAS only using
CECAS to report data, end update their data, at a minimum on a quartedy basis in order for the EC Division 1o review new data/student reconds 1o venify thal each LEA with non-compliance was comectly implernenting the
reguisiory requirements. Any LEA whose dala were non-compliant in the first quarter was reviewed on a quarterty basis or sconer and was required to submit data/evidence to NCDPF's EC Division of any changes mads to
improve processes 43 part of comecting non-compliance prior to the EC Division reviewing additional new records in @ subsaquent quantery review. Durirg s time, the EC Division provided additonal technical assistance,
prior fo the review of new data/student records, to LEAs that had low compiliance rates. Upon review of the new datalstudent records for the 146 LEAS with findings of non-compliance, the EC Division has verified that 145 LEAs
‘wera comectly implementing the regulatory requiremants.

Descito how the Siete vertfed that each incividual case of ol was d

The 146 LEAs with non-compliant findings had 3,371 child-specific findings of noncompliancs in 2016-17, At the tme af the iniial determination of complianca for Indicator 11, the EC Division verified that the LEAS with
non-compiiance also submittediupdated data’evidencs through the Comprehensive Exceplional Children A ibility System (CECAS) that 2,245 child-specific instances of non-compliance had been comectad, LEAS were
also maquired to submit data/evid through CECAS o the NCDR, as s00n as possible and no later than one year from notification of the non-compllant findings, that the remaining 1,126 child-spacific instances of
non-compil had been d. EC Division stsff reviewsd e submitted datafevidenca through CECAS and werifled that the nequined comections had been completad for all child-apecific Instances of non-compliance,

FFY 2016 Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected
Actions laken if noncompliance not comected

Although 2l chid-spacific kndings of non-comp were d, following the review of new dala/student records, one (1) LEA exhibited a contimuing, low compliance rate and the EC Division could not verify within one
year or subsequently that the LEA was comectly imp ing the regulatory timed TMLEA'sabdnylooonecﬂynmmregdamy QUi ks was i d by b in administrative positions. in 2016-17 and
s«grﬁwuoodngmahmmmomeerzmsAsamﬂ.ﬂnNCDPlnsprmncinglamﬂml i fsupport and nequiring the LEA to take the folowing steps to comect the non-compliance and ensune the
raguiztory timehines am comactlyimplementsad:

1) within 30 days of notification that the LEA did not comect or subsequenly comect the non-comgpliant finding, the LEA is vequinsd (o submil to NCOPY the rool causes) for failure to moot the 90-day referral to placement
timeling (oot causes must further danify the reasons for delay provided in the onginal submission of data);
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2) within 30 days of notification that the LEA did not comeact or subsaquanty commact the non-compliant finding, the LEA is required to submit to the NCOP! information doc, i Asions to systems for
referal and timel Ifal g mmms)wmwmmmwummamwmmmmmmmmwmwormm hnoncorwlanceu'ld

3) within 90 days of notification that the LEA did nol comect or subsequenty commect the non-compliani finding, &uLEAlsmq-ndmmammeNCDHmwmmmmmehLEAllu:mdyW
the specific reguiatory requinements. NCDP1 staff wil review the data/reconds submitted to verify compliance. In the event compliance is nol achieved, the NCOP! will dentify additional andior X action(s)
o beissued.

FFY 2015 Findings of Noncompllance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

The 4 LEAs, that were nol comectly nplementing the regulatory requireinents, wers provided additional techmical assistance and support from EC Division staff, During the ongoing provision of technical assistance and
support, the 4 LEAs were required to again access the reports tool in the Comprahansive Excaptional Chidren Accountabiity Systam (CECAS), and update their data, at @ minimum on a quarterty basis in order for the EC
Division o review new data‘student records to verify that each LEA with non-compiiance was comectly implemanting the regulatory requirements, The LEAs were also required to submit data/evidence to NCOPF's EC Division
of changes made to improve processes as part of comacting non-compliance. Upon review of the new data/student records for the 4 LEAs, the EC Division has verified that 4 LEAs were ootractly implementing the regulatory
raquirements,

Dascribe how the Stale varified that each individual case of el wags comsciad

Initialty, the 4 LEAs had comactad all individual findings of non-compliance. Within one year of notification of non-compliant findings, the Stata pulled new fles 1o verify that the LEAs were comectly implementing the regulatory
reguirements. When one of thesa files was found to be noncomplant for any of the 4 LEAS, the LEA was required to submit data/evidence In CECAS 10 the NCDP, EC Dhvislon staff reviewed the submittad data/evidence
through CECAS and verified that the required comections had baen compielad for all child-gpacific ingtancas of non-compliance,
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

Manitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition
Compll Indi : Parcant of child fetred by Part C prior to age 3, who ars found eligible for Pant B, and who have an IEP developed and knpl d by tha'r third birthdays.

P

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

Historical Data
Basefine Dala. 2005

FFY 2015 2016
Targel 100% 100%
Data 97.74% 96.48%

Key. [_] Gray~ Data Priorto Baseine [ Yelow - Baseiine

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 017 2018
Targel 100% 100%
FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data
a. Nurnber of ohlldren who have been served in Part C and mferred to Part B for Part B eligibility delermmauon 7.072 \
b, Nurnbar ol those refarred delermined to be NOT eligible and whnan ahglhlhty was delermined pﬂot to their lhlrd bnﬂhdays 739
. Number ol those found eilglble who have an IEP developed and implemanted by their third birthdays. [ 2,828
—_— - —_— -—— r— i
d Number of children for whom parenl refusals l¢ provide oonsenl caused delays in eva|uauun of inilial senvices or to wham exceplions l..r'lder 3d CFR 5300 301(d] appued | 2,914
| . @, Number of children delermined o ba ellg:bla for uariy intesvention semces undar Part C lass than 80 days before thew third birlhdays 1 120
ikl -~ T | Bl g
t, Humber of chlldran whose parents chose to wnﬂnua early intervention sesvices bayond me chs d s third blr(hday through a State's policy under 34 CFR §303 211 ara slmrlar Sme opdon ] o
i

FFY 016 FFY 2017 FFY 2617
MNumanator (g} {n-ch-a) Dt Targat Data

Parcent of children relerad by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for

Part B, nd who have an IEP developed and implameniad by their thind 6.48% | 0% | BE03%
birthdays. [o{ab-d-e-Nx103 |

r v
Number of chlldr-n who have been semd in Part C and referrad to Pm B for ellgibility determination that are notincluded inb, ¢, d. o, orf | 451 |

— i L BRI

Reasons for Slippage

North Carolina did not meet the target of 100% for Indicator 12. The Department’s transition data of 86.03% indicated a slippage of 10.49
percentage points from FFY 2016 (96.50%). The total number of children transitioning from the Part C system (7072) was an increase of
437 total children from FFY 2016 (6635) which represented a 6.59% increase.

The primary cause of North Carolina’s slippage is due to significant slippage in performance from two large districts that previously had
high rates of compliance. One district, without compliance issues the previous year, had a 25.78% compiiance rate in FFY 2017. The
other district's FFY 2017 compliance rate was 45.51%.

Initial interviews with leadership in one of the districts indicated that while they had four full time preschool assessment teams, the
increase in the number of assessments conducted (+139) resulted in them changing their procedure to enlist the assistance of
psychologists based in elementary schools to help conduct entry level evaluations on 4-year olds enrolled in preschool classes in those
schools. There was also an administrative decision to curtail assessments conducted over the summer that resulted in a backleg of
assessments and initial IEP placements. The LEA has agreed to eliminate this practice and provide compensatory education for those
children determined eligible beyond the required timeline.

Initial interviews with leadership in the other large district indicated reasons relating to capacity for initial evaluations due to 1} increased
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requirements for entry level assessments for feeding issues and traumatic brain injury resulting from a due process case; 2) significant
levels of assessment team staff absences due to family medical leave, and 3) change in process around writing of the reports that
exacted negative timeline effects. The increased requirements and processes did not began during the second quarter of the 2017-18
school year, negatively affecting the district's data into the third and fourth quarters of the school year.

In addition to the State verifying within one year of notification that the districts are correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
and have cotrected individual findings of non-compliance, the State has initiated individual technical assistance and support to assist
these two LEAs. NCDPI monitoring consultants are working with all LEAs that have any non-compliant findings and are providing
additional technical assistance and support to those LEAs at 75% or less compliance to conduct follow-up on children who did not
receive timely transitions. Monthly follow-ups will be conducted by staff to monitor progress toward improvement goals.

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

Number of children delayed beyond 3rd birthday the following number of days:

1 to Sdays 42
8 1o 15 days 13
16 to 25 days 69
26 to 35 days 54
36 to 45 days 46
46 days or more 177
TOTAL 461

Number of chitdren delayed dua to the follawing reasons:

a, Family Circumstance (e.g. llr /death in family, change in custody) 27
b. Child Circumstance (e.g. child was sici) 22
c. Part B Circumstance (e.g. delays plating evaluati timely meelings, amanging transportalian, enroliment, ete.) 400
d. Part C Clreumstance {e.g. delays in nolifying or issuing transltion planning mesting invilation) 12
TOTAL el

What is the source of the data provided for this Indicator?
C State monitoring
& gtate 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,

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. Spreadsheels 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 numercus supporting documents (http:/nceln.fpg.unc.edu/node/315).

Actions required In FFY 20186 response

none

Note: Any aclions requsred in 12t years response 1anie Inar are rejatea 10 correct:ion of indings shouid De responaed [0 On tne "UOITection of Frevious 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 2016

Findings of Noncompllance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently
Correctad Within One Yaar Correctad

Findings of Noncompliance tdentified

Findings Not Yst Verifiad as Cormected
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FFY 2016 Findings of Noncompllance Verlfled as Corrected

Describe how the State venifled that the source of noncompliance is comrectly implementing the reguiatory requirements

Eighteen {18) LEAs with non-compliart findings submittad the following doctsmentation that they are comectly implementing the specific regulatory requirements: 1) the signed local interagency agreement “Catchment Area
Transtion Plan™; 2} Infant Toddear io Preschool Program Nolification Spreadshest for childran refermed from August to March 2017, and 3) new Indicator 12 data for the first quarter of 2017. EC Division consulants reviewed
the new data and information and verifled that the LEAS are comectly implementing the specific reguiatory requirements.

Describe how the State verifiad that each individual case of

Joit was coracted

The eightaen (18) LEAs with non-compliant findings had one hundred eleven (111} child-specific findings of non-compliance in 2016-17. At the time of the indial determination of compliance for ndizator 12, the EC Division
verified that the LEAs with non- i also submittadspdated data/ervid

that eighty-three (83) child-specific instances of non-compliance had been comected, Ten (10) LEAS were also required to submit
data/evidence to the NCDPY, as soon as possible and no later than one year from notification of the non-comypiiant findings, that the remaining twenty-sight (28] child-specific instances of non-compitance had been comrected.
EC Division staff raviewed the submitted data/evidence and verifled that the requined inations had been

d for all child-specic instances of non-compliance.
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

Moniloring Priority: Eflective General Supervision Part B / ERective Transition

Compliance Indicator: Percent of youth with [EPs aged 16 and above with an |EP that includes apprapriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based wpon an age appropriate
transition assessment, transition sarvices, Including courses of study, that will reascnably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goels, and annual IEP goals related to tha student's transition

services nasds. There also must be evidence that the student was Invited to the IEP Tsam meeting where trangition services are to be dt d and evidk that, if appropriate, a rep tative of any
participating agency was invitad to the IEP Team maeting with the prior consent of the parent or studant who has reached the age of majority.

(20 L.5.C. 1418{a)(3}B))

Historical Data
Baseline Date. 2009

Targal 0% | 100% | 100% 0% | 100% 100% 100%

i G RN e S |

Dala 84.70%, 94,30% 89.90% | B4.40% 85.07% |  a84%
FFY 2015 2018

Target 100% 100%

Data 88.14% 85.35%

Key: [ ] Gray-Data Priorto Basetine || YeBow - Bassline

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth agsed 16 and above with IEPs that
contain sach of the required componants for FFY 2017 FFY 2017

sscondary ransition Number of youth with IEPs aged 18 and above Target Data

658 70 B5.35% 100% BS45%

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
~ 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 monltoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data.

During the 2017-18 school year, data for this indicator were gathered through on-site Program Compliance Reviews conducted in thirty-
eight {38) LEAs, including twenty-four (24) traditional LEAs and fourteen (14) charter schocls 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 Protocol with compliance items
based on The Indicator 13 Checklist, developed by the National Secondary Transition and Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC).

Do the Stats's policies and procedures provide that public agencies must mest these requirements at an age younger than 167

rYea RND
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Actions raquired in FFY 2016 responsa
none

Note: Any actions required in last year's response lable that are related to correction of findings should be rasponded to on the "Correction of Pravious 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.

Findings of Noncompliance ldentified Findlngn C) Nan m?:?l: :::ﬂm % Findings of e uantly Findings Not Yet Vertflad as Corrected

FFY 2016 Findings of Noncosmnpliance Verified as Corracted
Deacnbe how the State wevifiad thal the scuwta of 1 di is cty implementing the

guialory requraments

Thilw-ei@i(as',ofMWMrW;LEMMhPmanmdMMhd%.mm and older, had findings of non-compliance in ane or mone student records. NCDP| staff reviewed
addtional (new} student records for each ol the thinty-eight (38) LEAs where non-compliance was identiied and verified, as required, that all of the non-compliaroe had been systermically comected in each LEA, NCDP
reviewsd the new student records whila on-sita in the LEA or elecionically through CECAS.

Dascribe how the State venfied that each individuel case of nor i wag comeciad

Twm)olbnymr(“)LEAsvthiwlamCompﬂarmRavlnwsmdsmmmdisabiiﬂﬁ.agas 16 and older, had findings of noncompliance in one or mone student mcords, The LEAS that had igentified

wera required to submit a copy of sach student's IEP that documentad the correction of student specific noncomplanca {126 individual student records) for NCOP! review and verification. if an 1EP(s} could ba
accessed electronically through CECAS, the NCDPI Monitoring Consultants verified comection wsing the electronic submissaniversian of the IEP(s). NCOP verified the comection of the 126 IEPs that had non-compliant
findinges related to the transition requiremants.
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

Monitoring Priority: Effeclive General Supervision Part B / Effective Transiion
Results Indicator: Percant of youth who are no fonger in sscondary school, had IEPs in affect at the time they lsht school, and were:
A Enrolled in higher education within ona year of leaving highschool.

8. Enrolled In higher aducation or potitvely foyad within ons year of feaving high school.
C. Enrolled in higher education or in wm other poshoumdw education or training program; or competitively employed or in soma other smplayment within one year of leaving high school.

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

Historical Data

Target =
A 008 —
Data 39.00% 34.00% 29.00% 31.00% 20.77% 31.88%
Target & _ | | | | ] 62.00% 62.00% 62.50% 62.50% 82.50%
B 2009
Data 62.00% 5B.00% 57.00% 57.00% 54.45% S1.11%
Target » - | | | | [ 73.00% 73.00% 73.50% 73.50% 73.50%
c 2009
Data 73.00% 70.00% 85.00% £3.00% 68.96% 72.71%
FFY 2015 2016
Target = 38.50% 38.50%
A
Data 28.39% 27.27%
Target 2 52.50% 62.50%
B
Data 71.73% 6251%
Targat > 73.50% 73.50%
¢
Data 77.98% 78.14%
Key D Gray - Data Prior \o Baseline D Yelow—Baseline  Blue— DataUpdate
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Targel A = 39.75% 40.00%
Targel B = | 62,75% ' 83,00% -
Target © & | 73.75% | 7400%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakehclder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Invoh t section of the jntrpduction.

l- Enler additional Int an abaut stakeholder involvement

FFY 2017 SPP/APR Data
Number-f;f:;o;;:;r; ;vouih who are no longer in sawndary school anr.t had IEPs in effect at the time 1hey loft school - 807.00-_-
1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within ona year of leaving high school il s -218..00

E 2 -Number of respondant youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school o . . 289.00

! 3 I.Nlumberolmpondenlyw!hmmladlnmoﬂtr stsecondaly education of tralning p wﬂmoruyuarufleawnghighschool(blnnolewuladmhgheredumﬂonormpeﬂﬁvslympbyed) 4900

| 4. Nu;r:ber_r.n'_res_pondenty;mumc; ar; ;\;ome- m_her_em-pbyr-;;nt mﬂ:nn_ o-;e ;e:r:lhaw\g high school {but not enrolled in higher ad 3, Some other --:ry.edue-nﬂor; of lraining program, 71.00

| or competitively empioyed).

Number of
reapondant youth

Number of s inolcnuelly

respandent youth

FFY 2016 FFY 2017 FFY 2017
Data Targat Data

secorrdary school and
had EPs [n sffect at
e bime they left
school

A, Enrolled in higher education (1) 218.00 807 00 27.27% 39.75% 27.01%
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Kumber of
respondent youth

Number of who are no longer in

respondert youth

FFY 2017

seconderyschooland  FFY z0t8Data ="  FFY2017Data
had [EPs in effect at ge
the time they let

school

B. Enrollad in higher education or competitively employed within one

yeat of leaving high school {1 +2) 507.00 807.00 B2.51% 62.75% 82.83%
C. Erwolled in higher aducation, or in some other
aducation or braning program; or competitively employed or in some 627.00 807.00 78.14% 73.75% 77.70%
olher employment {1+2+3+4)

Please select the reporting option your State is using:
g Opticn 1: Use the same definition as usad o reportin tha FFY 2035 SPP/APR, |.e., competitve employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a seling withs others who are nondisabled
for a period of 20 hours & week for a2 least 90 days at any ime in the year sinca leaving high school. This indudes military employment.

Option 2: Report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated smplksyment” and its deflnition, in saction 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforoe Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIQA), and 34 CFR

§361.5(c)9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for stidents working en a “partime basis™ under this calegory. OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 0 darys at any time in the year since
leaving high school. This definition applias to miltary employment.

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

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

Naorth Carvlina conducts a sampling of local education agencies (LEAS), charter schools and State-Operated Programs {SOPs). A samgpling calculator developed by the National Post-school Qulcomes Center was used to
establish representstive samples fough fiscal year 2020-21, District level information was entsred into the Sampling Cakulator and a sampling of districts, based on a multi-way duster model, was produced. Samples ware
equivalent for size of district, percentage of females, students with disabilities, and minority race. Al LEAS ane sampled al leasl once every fivo years. The five LEAs with an Average Dadly Membership (ADM) of 50,000 or
mose are sampled each year. Students in the sample include all students with IEPs wh duated with a regular diploma, aged out, received a cedtificate, dropped out, or wers expectad to retum but did not.

A lotal of 1,759 Exiters wera includad in the 2018 follow-up survey of the 2016-17 school Exiters. A total of 807 surveys wene completad for an overall responsa rate of 45.88%, reprasenting a slight rate increase of a 0.22
percantage point from the previpus year,

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

Inciude the State’s anzalysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer In secondary
achool and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.

TMmspuudmamebrm race, and disabiity calegories. However, the sample of Exiters who completed the survey is under-represeniad by thosa who dropped out (- 4 percentage points). Students who
d out c ly 19% of the students in the sample, and only 15% of the responderts. While this potential of nonvesponse bias, regarding those wha dropped out, is simiar 10 previous years'
dsaepmumbmumhwpdabmandsarrde the data indicate the discrepancy has decreased by 5.8 perosntage pomts from the previous year,

To examine polential nonresponse bias, a comparison of the known characteristics of all 2016-17 Exiters to the characteristics of thosa who compisted the survey was conductad and noted in the following table.

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

School Leaver Ch ristics Total school Exiters  (%]Complated survey (%)Difference® {percentage points)

Gender

Femae B 35 +2
Male 67 65 -2
Race

African American k3 H -2
Hispanic 4 1 -1
Whita 46 48 +2
Other Races 6 7 +1
Disability

Autism 8 9 v
Intellactual Dizability 13 14 +1
Other Health impaired 25 26 +1
Sericus Emational Disability 5 4 -1
Spacific Leaming Disabillty 45 43 -2
Other Disabilities 4 4 +-0
Type of Exit

Graduated 75 7 +2
Certificate 5 T +2
Dropped Out 19 15 -4
Reached Maximum Age 1 1 +-0

“Diffierence between the percentage of school Exiters and the percentage of Exiters in the sample who completed the survey. The accepiable range-of overfunder-represerttation is typically +-3 percentage points, Some
percontages may not add Lo 100 due Lo munding.

Are the rasponse data reprasentative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in affact at the time they loft school? No
Descrbe the sirategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response dala are representative of those demographios.

As nolsd above, the regp data wer representative about gender, race, and disability catagories. The sarmple of Exiters who completad the survey is under-represanted by thase who dropped out {- 4 percentage points),
mmmwumm1ﬁmmm.nmm and only 15% of the cht While this p ial of nonresponse bias, mgarding those who dropped out, is similar to previous
yoary' g the population and sample, the data indicats the di vhas o ‘wasmmmmmmmmmmm

For FFY 2016, the State changed its data collection proosss to address concertis about low resp rates, the under-rep tation of drop-cuts in the response rata, and to provide LEAS with baftar, mors usefil data, For
the second year sach LEA, in the approved Indicator 14 sample, conducted the sunvey interviews/icollectad and submitted its data 1o the NCDPHEL Division, During training for LEAS in the apprved sample, the importance of
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan lSPP\IAnnuaI Performance Renort (APR)Y

a strong response rate and response data rapresentative of the demographics of youth who are ne longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school ane emphasized, Ag a result, rate for FFY 2017
mmahlmiwel(ﬂ&%)whmm&MhhNWWWMWMWWSBWMWMMprmlsyur.LEAsalhrrmdww'mdm
In tha sample and when telephone numbers and/or email addresses didnt work. they employed methods such a3 finding students thiough sccial media, relatives and friends. Even with these methods, LEAS weie unable to
contact some former students. Also, some former— students who the LEAs were able to contact, including thase who dropped out, chese not to participats in the survey,

Actions required in FFY 2016 response

none
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

Monitoring Priority. Effactive General Supervision Part B/ General Supervision
Results indicator: Percent of hearing requests that went to resclution sassions that wera resolvad through lon settlement agreemaents.

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

Historical Data
Baseling Data. 2005

85,00%

B sEES

Data 62.80% 42,88% | A2.42% 48,15%

Target 75,00%

Target 75.00% 75.00% 5 [ 85.00%
Dats ] 16.67% 38.46%
Key: ] Gray- DataPriorto Baseiine || Yellow—Bassine  Biue— DataUpdais
FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Targets: Description of Stakehclder Input - Please see the Stakehcider Invalverrent section of the inroduction.

r Enler additional information about stakeholder involvament

Prepopulated Data
Bource Date Description Data Cverwrite Data

SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Parnt B Disputs
Rasolution Survey; Section C: Due 111872018 1 m lution sessions resolved through mant il 18 null
Process Complaints

SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section C: Due 11582018 3.1 Number of resolution sessions 38 null
Process Complaints

Data

)y

3.1{a) Number resolution sesslons rescived FFY 2017

3.1 Number of resolution sesslons. FFY 3017 Target

through settiement agreements Data

38 46% l 75.00% - 85.00%

Actions required in FFY 2018 responss

nong
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan

(SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 16: Mediation

Monitoring Priority: Effective Genersi Supervision Part B / Ganeral Supervzion
Results indi : Parcent of mediati

hald thet resulted in med!ation agresments,
(20 U.5.C. 1416{a){3(B))

Historical Data

Baseline Dsla. 2005

75.00% ] 2

1 _ _ 65.71% _'__ ) ] N

61.54% | 78,95%

Key: [_] Gray- DataPrortoBaseine || velw~Bessline  Biue— Data Update

FFY 2017 - FFY 2018 Targets

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Plaase ses the Stakeholder Invevement secton of the intrpduction.
r— Enter additional information about stakeholder invoivement

Prepopulated Data

Bourca Dot Dascription Data Crweramits Dty
| SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Rasolution Survey: Section B: Mediation 111812018 2.1

1 it reements refated to du 58 ints
Requesls

SY 21718 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute

Resohution Surwey: Section B: Mediation | 117/8/2018 2.1.b.i Mediations agreements rof related Ig due pr complaints i)
Requests

SY 2017-18 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute

Resolution Survey. Section B. Mediation 11/8/2018 2.1 Madiationg held 86 mull
Requasls

o ol

2.1 Modistions agreaments  2.1.b. Mediations agresments
miated o dus process not ralated (o dus process

f ]
2. Medintlons held FFY 201 FFY 2017 Targat
complsints complainta

Reasons for Slippage

Dataindicated thal the total number of mediati held {68} ir smsmnﬁalyby73.68%in2017-18ﬂurnheprwbmyu(38).'nmualmmbuofnndiaﬁmagmM)mmwm%mmem
yaarm)MmhddhlmruamdtuduepmoessonrrdahlshumsodbySo%ﬁmhnmsymhvmﬂunmberofmmamhdmpmwmren'm'nndmesmu(‘ls)asm
previous yaar (0% | ). Feadback from particip itwolved in mecdkati i !

means of ication to 96 the continuad and i d use of sarly
PrOGEsSas.
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Actions required in FFY 2016 response

nang
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FFY 2017 Part B State Performance Plan (SPPYAnnual Performance Report (APR)
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Pilan

Maonitoring Priority: General Suparvision
Results indicator: The State’s SPPIAPR includes a Stats Sy le Impr t Plan {SSIP) that meets the requirements sat forth for this indicator,

Reported Data
Basedne Data: 2013

6

Blue - Data Update

FFY 2018 Target

| Targetd

Description of Measure

Targets: Description of Stakehalder Input - Please see the Stakeholder iwoivemant section of the infroduction.
r Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement

Overview

Data Analysis

A description of how the State Identified and analyzed key dats, Including data from SPR/APR indk 818 data collections, and cther available data a5 applicable, 1o: {1} seled! the State-ldentifad Measurable Resultis) for
childvenvdmDisa&k‘ﬂes.aru(Z)ideryruo(causesmhAingtoIuwpubm\ame.ThedasuﬁpﬂonmmdudalnhmaﬁmabmﬁhowihedahwamdisaggmgambyMpbvathbhs(a.g..l.EA,mgim, icity,
ganderd‘lssbiltyeaﬁeguly.plsoemm‘l.src.).Aspanofiﬂdammbﬂs.hsmmdsowwereomﬂianmdahandmmmdahpmmnﬁdbmiemtoimmlnaddlﬁon.ifmsmldmﬁﬂeaw
wnoemabmﬂmeqmmyoflhadah.medesuipdonumi\dudehmnnStawwaddmmecmm.ﬁrdy.iladdimmateneedad.lhsdasmwmshmtdindwemmeﬁndsardﬁmeimmcolaetandanatﬂa
the additional dala.

Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity

A descriplion of how the State analyzed the capacity of its cument infra to support imp w\dmildcapadly.nLEAstoinmmmem.mdmnmweofmamwadpmwlmmmuufu
chikiren with disabilities, State systems that make up its infrastnucture inchude, at & finimum: govemance, fiscal, quality standards, profassional development, data, technical assistanos. and accountability/monttoring. The
mmmmmlwsofmsm_ﬂveemhsysmmmmdmd,mdareasforlmpmvemﬂofﬁ:ubringmminamammesm. The Stata must also identify cument Stata-devel
i'npfwmm;iauandHﬁaﬂva.km:diwspeddmdgenualedueaﬂminmmphmmdIriliaﬂves,anddascﬁbememnlmlhwhiﬁaﬁvesamaﬁgned,mdtnwhyate,owoddbs.inwgmmm.hssn
ﬁndy,hsmﬂnidmmﬁfympmuﬁm(a.g..m.m,mmindividlm.mdnherzlakahddets}matwamhvdvedindwobpmg?haselollheSSlPandhl\M‘lbeiwdvedindevdopingandi'nplunulﬁmg
Phase ll of the S5IP,

State-identiflod Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities

A statsment of the result{s) the Stats intends 10 achieve through the implementation of the SSIP. The State-identifiad resull(s) must be afigned 1o an SPRIAPR indicator or a companant of an SPRABR indicator, The Shste-
identified resull(s) must ba deardy besed on the Data and State infrastructure Analyses and must be a chicHeve! outcome in contrast to & process outcome. The Stata may select a single resull {e.g., increasing the graduation
rate for children with disabilities} o a cluster of related results {a.g., increasing Lhe gradustion rate snd dacreasing the dropaut rate for children with disabities).
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Statement

Description

Selection of Coherent improvement Strategles

An sxplanation of how the improvement strategies were selocted, andwhymayamm Iogalandaigned andmlloadr.n a measursble improvement in the State-identifed result(s). The improvement stratagles should
inciude the strategies, Identified through the Data and State Ir that are dto imp the State | and to support LEA implementation of evidence-based practi Ces to improve the State-
identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilites. msmmimhmimmmofhnmmwmtshbgsuﬂaddm identified root causes o low parformance and uilimately bulld LEA capacity
1o achieve the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilites.

Theory of Action

A graphic dustration that shows the rationale of how implementing the coherent sat of improvement strategies salectad will increasa the State’s capacity 1o fead meaningful change in LEAs, and achieve improvement in the Stat
identiied Measurable Resuli{s} for Children with Disabilltes,

Submitted Theary of Action: No Theory of Aclion Submitted

Provide a description of the provided graphic lllustration {(optional)

Infrastructure Development

{a) Specily improvements that wil be made to the State infrastructure to better support EIS programs and providers to implement and scale up EBPs to improve results for Infants and toddiers with disabiliies and their families.
{b) ldentify the steps the State wil take to further align and leverage cument improvement plans and other eady leaming initatives and programs in the State, including Race to the Top-Early Leaming Challenge, Home Visiting
Program, Earty Haad Start and others which impattintarts and toddlers with disabiliies and therr families.

{c} Identify who will be in chargae of implementing tha changes to infrastructure, resources neaeded. expecied outcomes, and timelines for completing impe afforts.

{d) Specity how the State wik irmoive multiple offices within the State Lead Agercy, as well as other State agencies and stakeholders in the improvemeant of is infrastructure.

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

(a) Specify how the State will support EIS providers in implementing the evidence-based practices that will result in changes in Lead Agency. EIS program, and EIS provider practices o achieve the SIMR(s) for infants and
xidlars with disebiities and theirfamilies,

{b) ldentify steps and specific activiies needed to implemant the coherenl imp vant sira including communication strategies and v it how identified barriers will be addreszed; who will be in charg
of implementing, how the activities will be implemented with fidelity; mmwmes!hatwilbemedto D 1t themn. and timelines for ¢
(c)Spwfymﬂ\eSia‘leMImwhﬂedﬁwsmhnhmdwtandnmarsmaagmassu:hasﬂuSEA)InsuppanEISpmvldusmr-rsimgupandsus!alnmgh---' ion af tha evick trased practice
once thayhave bean implermentad with fidekty.

Evaluation

{a) Specify how tha evaluation is digned 1o the theory of action and other components of the SSIP and the axdent ko which it includas shart-larm and long-temm obj o imgh tation of the SSIP and its impact on

achieving measumble improvement in SIMR(g) for infants and toddlers with disabllities and their flamiies.

{b) Specify how the evaluation inciudes stakehoiders and howinformation from the evaluation will be disseminated to stakeholders.

{c)} Specity the methads that the State will use to collect and analyze data o eveluate implementation and cutcames of the SSIP and the progress towand achisving ntended improvernents in the SIMR{s).

{d} Specify how the State will use the evaluation data to ina the effecth of tha impl tior; assess the State's progress towand achieving nended improvements; and to make modificatons fo the SSIP as necossary,

Technlcal Assistance and Support

Describe the support the Stata needs to develop and imploment an effective SSIP. Areas to consider include: Infrastructve developrent; Suppent for EIS prog and providers impler ion of EBP; Evaluation; and
Stakeholder invohvement in Phase H.
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Phase Jil submissions should include:

+ Data-based justfications for any changes in implementation activities.
* Data to support that the Stata is on the right path, if no adjustmants ane being proposed.
* Destriptions of how stakeholders have been involved, including in decision-making.

A. Summary of Phase 3

1. Theory of action or logic model for the SSIP, including the SiMR,
2. The coherent imp t gles or principla activit ployed during the year, inchuding infr: imp g
3, The spaxific evidenoo-besed practices that have baen imph d to data_

4. Brief overview of the year's evaluation activities, measures, and outoomes,

S. Highlights of changes to implemnentation and improvement strategies.

S attachment - NC SSIP Phase Three, Year Three

B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP

1.D&ubﬁmoflheShte'lSSIPimpleﬂmﬂhﬁonm(a)mwipﬁmofamtomm&ahhasmwmihplannedmmﬁdelity—wlmthasbeenaewnmmsd.whaimhavebemmLand
whether the intended imeline has been followed and (b} Imended outputs that have been accompkshed as a result of the implementation activities.

2. Stakeholder involvement in SSIP rpi M:(E)Hmmmbun“mdmmh\phmhﬁondlmSSlPand-:bH-mstakoholdershavehadawimandbunMhdsdsim-rrm
regarding the ongoing implementation ofthe SSIP.

Seg altachment - NC SSIP Phase Three, Year Three

C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes

1, How the Stats monitoned and measured outputs to assass the aff of the impk tion plan: () How evaluation massures align with the theory of action, (b) Data for each kay , {c} Description of
baadmdahforkaym.(d)DaIannleuionpmesdmasandassodﬂedﬁnﬁiu,(a)[Ifappl’mble]sanmingpmoeduraa.(r)mappmpﬁale]Plarvmddalawrpaﬁww.and(g)klowdalammmﬁmddataandyﬁ
procedures allow for of progress toward achieving intendad snprovements
zmumwmmmmmmbmwpammmusmmmnmdkuydaumtmmmmngmmmm chieving intended impros to
infrastructurs and the SiMR, (b) Evidenca of change to baseline data for key (e} How data support changes that have been made to imph ion and imp fies, (d) How dala are infoming nexdt shops
inﬂuSSlPimpleman!aﬁnn.and[u)HowdalaswporlplamadmodMomlointmdsdmlmms(inebdingmeSIMR}—mﬁu'HeorjusﬁﬁmﬁnnlmmadmorhowdahwpmﬂMMQSSIPisomherighlpa‘lh
3.srahal'lddef'mohumir}ﬂnSSlPMﬁm:(a]Mstakd’ddershmbeaninhnmdofheotmhgwamﬁmallhessmmdtb)Howstakd'-oluershavehadamwbeentmwedhdeasiorm\almmgadhgw
ongoing evaluation of theS5IP

Ses gtiachment - NC SSIP Phase These, Year Three

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

1. Concerm or Emitations refated lo the quality or quantity of the data used 10 rapont progress or results
2. Implications for assessing progress orresults
3. Plans for improving data quality

See attachment - NC SSIP Phase Three, Year Three

E. Progress Toward Achleving Intended Improvements
1. Infrastnucture changes that support SSIP inittativas, inciuding how system changas support achievement of the SIMR, sustsinabiity, and scale-up
2. Evidence that SS1P's evidence-based practices are being cammed out with idelity and having the dasined effects

3. Oulotwries regarding progress towand short-derm and long-erm objactives thal an necessary sieps towand achieving the SIMR
4. Measurable improvements in the SIMR in relation to tangets

See attachment - NG SSIP Phase Three, Year Three

F. Plans for Next Year

1. Addiional activities 1o be implementad naxt yeas, with timeline

2, Planned evaluation activities inchuding data collection, measums, and expected oulcomes
3. Anticipated bariers and steps toaddress those barriers

4, The State describes any neads for additional support andfor tachnical assistance

Sea attachment - NC S5IP Phase Three, Year Three
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Certify and Submit your SPP/APR

| certify that ! am the Chief State School Officer of the State, or his or her designee, and that the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Anrinual
Performance Repott is accurale,

Selected: Designated by the Chief State School Officer to certify

Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State'’s submission of its IDEA Part B Slate Performance Plan/Annual Parformance Report.
Nama: Nancy T. Johnson, Ed.D.

Tie: NCDPREC SPP/APR Coordinator

Email: néohnso@unce.edu

Phone: 704-576-2760
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