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General Supervision System:

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

Explanation of the NDDPI Special Education Office

There are varying levels and offices of special education in North Dakota. This section describes each level and the respective responsibilities.
The State Education Agency (SEA) in North Dakota is the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (NDDPI). The following special education
positions are held within the Special Education office of the ND Department of Public Instruction:

a. Specia Education State Director: The NDDPI employs one SEA special education director. Responsibilitiesinclude state legislative responsibilities
and the supervision of NDDPI special education personnel; as well asthe oversight of IDEA Regulationsin the local special education units and
across local specia education programs and districts;

b. Special Education SEA Staff: The NDDPI SEA Staff assist the Director with components of IDEA Regulations, and oversight of the local specia
education units, district special education programs, and special projects. Staff members hold portfolios that include specific statewide
responsibilities related to disability categories, trainings, monitoring, and special education program responsibilities;

c. IDEA Grant Manager: The NDDPI employs one grant manager who oversees the IDEA Part B and state special education budgets; and

Special Education Units (SEU):

North Dakotais divided into 32 specia education units. Each special education unit is responsible for the specia education programs and related services
in at least one and as many as elghteen school districts. Each unit has a governing board and the rel ationships between the units and the districts are locally
determined. Additionally, each of the special education unit staff members hold local SEU positions, but are not employees of the state office. The
following offices may be held within each of the local special education units:

a. Specia Education Unit Director: has oversight of all special education programs and unit personnel in member school districts, in partnership with
NDDPI and Loca Education Agency (LEA) administrative personnel within the special education unit;

b. Assistant Special Education Unit Director: assists the local Special Education Unit Director with the oversight of all special education programs and
unit personnel in member school districts, in partnership with NDDPI and LEA administrative personnel within the special education unit;

c. Special Education Unit Coordinator: has a portfolio that contains specific unit-wide initiative and program responsibilities. Each unit coordinator is
responsible for the oversight of technical assistance in each of the LEAs within the special education unit, in partnership with LEA personnel and the
NDDPI.

Local Education Agencies (LEA):
North Dakota currently has 179 local school districts. Each school district belongs to a special education unit and collaborates with the special education
unit staff to ensure children with disabilities receive appropriate and individualized specia education services.

General Supervision Monitoring Overview:

The North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (NDDPI) is responsible for ensuring that the requirements of IDEA 2004 are carried out within the
state. Each educational program for children with disabilities administered within the state isincluded in the department’s components within the annual
general supervision monitoring review. Components of the general supervision system are ongoing SPP indicator monitoring; levels of determination
monitoring; focused monitoring; random compliance monitoring related to student files; LEA self-assessment; dispute resolution concerns/complaints;
fiscal monitoring; and 618 data.

Statewide Case Management System:

A magjor component in North Dakota's general supervision system is the statewide | ndividualized Education Program (IEP) system, TIENET. This
statewide TIENET database is a web-based student file database available via a secure site. It contains all of the components of the |EP and other forms
required for students receiving special education services. This database has increased the clarity and accuracy of all student data submitted to the state.
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The following forms are included and maintained within this electronic database and are currently used for reviewing current data and for the verifying of

corrections: On at |east an annual basis, the SEA updates forms and processes as necessary in the database. These updates result from field input, as well

as regulatory changes that have occurred.
Assessment Plan

Behavior Intervention Plan

Building Level Support Team Intervention Plan
Building Level Support Team Interview Log
Building Level Support Team Observational
Record

Building Level Support Team Request for
Collaboration/Assistance

Consent for Evaluation

Consent for Initial Placement in Special Education
Consent to Bill Medicaid

ECSE Student Profile: Evaluation

Excusal of Required IEP Team Member(s)

Exit Form

Extended School Year Plan
Functional Behavior Assessment
IEP - Transition 16-21

IEP Ages 3-5

IEP Ages 6-15

Individual Diagnostic Report
Individuaized Service Program

Notice of Meeting

Integrated Written Assessment Report
Internal Monitoring Transition Req. Checklist
Joint Notice of Meeting (Part C to B)

Manifestation Determination Documentation

Meeting Notes

North Dakota Assistive Technology Consideration

Child Outcomes Summary Form

Notice of Changesto |EP Without an |[EP Team Meeting
Prior Written Notice of Special Education Action
Release of Information

Request to Invite Outside Agency Repsto IEP

Revocation of Consent for Special Education and Related
Service

RTI Cumulative Folder

Standard Treatment Protocol Documentation Form
Student Profile: Evaluation

Summary of Performance

Transfer of Rights to Student

Verification of Eligibility to use NIMAS Materials
Integrated Written Assessment Report-SLD/RTI

Student Notice of Meeting

This database includes current data review capabilities and validation procedures to ensure compliance. This also alows NDDPI staff members and local
administrators to monitor current data to ensure timely correction of noncompliance. This database increases the ease and accuracy of datainput, while
providing and maintaining a significant number of generated reports used for monitoring at the student, school, LEA, SEU, and state levels. Additional
report topics available through this database include, but are not limited to, Assistive Technology, Extended School Year, Exit, Assessment, and Indicators
3,5,6,7,11, 12, and 13. A wide variety of reports are also generated based on immediate need and have been used in all school districts across North
Dakota since 2009.

General Supervision Monitoring Process:

The general supervision system integrates data from multiple sources: the APR compliance and performance indicators, LEA level self-assessments,
policy and procedures review, and dispute resolution data. Analysis of this data drives technical assistance provided to the LEAs by NDDPI staff.
More specifically, the areas of monitoring include:

« Fiscal Monitoring: IDEA applications and final reports are reviewed by the NDDPI Special Education Director and Grants Manager to ensure
proposed expenditures are allowable and in accordance with IDEA regulations. Processes are in place to ensure an LEA has met excess cost,
non-supplanting, and maintenance of effort requirements. LEAs generally receive afiscal desk audit at least once every five years. Supporting
documentation is reviewed to ensure funds were used for allowable expenditures in alignment with the application, as well as other fiscal items such
asinventory control, time and effort documentation, parentally placed set-aside and record retention.
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Compliance Monitoring Self-Assessment: The NDDPI has devel oped toolkits for districts, residential schools, and Department of Corrections to use
as a self-assessment of the compliance of special education staff in conjunction to the federal regulations. These toolkits include recommendations for
student level and current compliance corrective actions. As part of local responsibilities for General Supervision, Local Special Education Units
(SEU) are highly encouraged to use these toolkits to sample a portion of their Unit's population of student IEP files each year.

Focused Monitoring: The NDDPI uses the performance indicators 1, 3 and 5 to rank the 32 special education unitsin North Dakota over a period of
three years. The unitswho fall below the state average are considered for a Focused Monitoring. Thereafter, the state identifies which units will be
monitored and proceeds with the Focused Monitoring process. This process includes a complete review of district data on al indicators, formation of
hypotheses (areas of FAPE, LRE, Evaluation and Eligibility and Child Find), file review and an onsite interview process with LEA staff related to
performance and possible noncompliance. Following this review, each unit and district receives areport detailing areas of compliance, noncompliance,
and recommendations or required corrective actions with completion timelines. Residential schools, the North Dakota School for the Deaf, and the
Marmot School within the Department of Corrections are focused monitored on afive-year cycle. This processincludes areview of documentation
outlined in the self-assessment, individual student file reviews and an onsite visit that includes interviews with the school’s administration and
teaching staff. Following the onsite visit, each facility receives areport detailing areas of compliance, noncompliance, recommendations for required
corrective actions and completion timelines.

Due Process/Mediation/Complaints: North Dakota provides a series of options to students with disabilities who have reached the age of majority,
parents of children with disabilities, and school staff to use when disagreements cannot be resolved without interventions.

Facilitated |EP: A facilitated |EP meeting is an | EP meeting that includes a trained facilitator who promotes effective communication and assists the
IEP team in developing an |EP. The facilitator keeps the team focused on the proper development of the | EP while addressing conflicts that arise. |EP
Facilitation is not used to resolve disputes unrelated to the IEP.

Mediation: Mediation offers an informal, effective way to resolve differences through a trained mediator. It may focus on issues specific to a
student’s educational services, or it may address communication issues that affect the working relationship of parents and educators. Mediation can
help the parties collaboratively create other alternativesto their original positions. If the parties agree on solutions to the issues, those points of
agreement are outlined in a Mediation Agreement.

Complaint Investigation: A forma complaint is awritten allegation that special education laws or regulations are not being followed by an LEA or
locd public agency. Unlike a due process complaint, any individual or organization may file a state complaint.

Due Process Complaint: A due process complaint is awritten document that initiates an impartial due process hearing regarding the identification,
evaluation, educational placement, or the provision of afree appropriate public education (FAPE) to a child with adisability. Unlike a state
complaint, only a parent or an LEA may file a due process complaint.

I dentification of Noncompliance:

In the monitoring processes, North Dakota defines a finding as a written conclusion that includes a citation of the regulation/requirement and a description
of the quantitative and/or qualitative data supporting a decision of compliance or noncompliance with a specific regulation/requirement. Findings are given
to the Special Education Unit as well as the student’s district of residence. Natification of findings occurs as soon as possible after the NDDPI concludes
that the LEA has afinding of noncompliance. The one-year correction timeline begins on the date the NDDPI notifies the school district, in writing, of the

noncompliant policies and/or practices.
Corrections of Noncompliance:

The following steps are utilized when NDDPI staff members are verifying the Units/Districts corrections to areas of noncompliance:

1

NDDPI monitoring staff review the district submission of documents pertaining to the corrective actions such asindividual student level correction of
noncompliance and training dates, locations, agendas, and participation lists;

Follow-up review of data, other documentation, and/or interviews are conducted to ensure that the noncompliant policies, procedures, and/or
practices were revised and corrected within timelines;

A written notification is sent to the LEA superintendent, special education unit board president, and the local specia education unit director that the
noncompliance was corrected as required;

When required, NDDPI staff members conduct on-site and/or off-site activities to verify correction of noncompliance; and,,

The NDDPI monitoring staff randomly verify compliance through district and student level data (when necessary) using the TIENET database. The
majority of the student forms are available in the TIENET database. Throughout the year, NDDPI special education coordinators log into the
database and view the student filesin question. If the corrective action has not taken place as planned, the NDDPI Special Education Monitoring
coordinator contacts the local special education director to discuss the timeline of the required correction. At the agreed upon date, the NDDPI
Specia Education Monitoring coordinator will again log into the system and verify the correction is complete. Once the corrective action is complete
and the noncompliance corrected, the NDDPI Special Education Monitoring coordinator sends a“ close -out” letter to the local specia education unit
director, special education unit board president, and LEA superintendent(s) verifying those corrections and the date of completion.
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The NDDPI Specia Education Monitoring coordinator also maintains an Excel spreadsheet which tracks al findings. This spreadsheet contains the
districts who received aletter of notification and the following dates: the letters of noncompliance to LEA, the accepted corrective action plan, the
completed corrective action plan, the NDDPI verification of the correction of noncompliance, and the close-out letter to the specia education unit director,
special education unit board president, and the LEA superintendent(s). All corrective actions must be completed as soon as possible, but no longer than
oneyear, after receiving aletter detailing the issue of noncompliance.

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Technical Assistance System:

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

The NDDPI Office of Special Education is proud of its history of mutual respect, collaboration, and partnerships with local special education units and
LEA personnel. Although being arural state presentsits challenges, the benefit from these collaborative efforts occurring at all levels cannot be overstated.
The NDDPI Special Education Staff provide technical assistance to each of the 32 local specia education units throughout the state. Each regional
coordinator is assigned aregion of the state through which the coordinator serves as the lead technical assistance contact for the local units. Staff members
aso hold portfolios that include specific statewide responsibilities related to disability categories, trainings, monitoring, and special education program
responsibilities.

NDDPI Special Education Section 619 Coordinator, NDDPI Titlel, and the ND Department of Human Services (NDDHS) Collaboration:

« Early Childhood Information Data System (ECIDS) — Stakeholders from North Dakota have been directed by the Governor to integrate early
childhood datainto the State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) to provide evidence on the effectiveness of early childhood programs.

Kindergarten Formative Assessment Consortium — A national consortium to support the development or enhancement of a kindergarten formative
assessment (KFA) which is aligned with state early learning and development standards. These standards cover all essential domains of school
readiness.

In addition, a Memorandum Of Understanding (MOU) exists to formalize the collaboration between the Part B and the NDDHS Part C coordinators
to continue work relating to the validity and the sharing of data between the systems to assure a smooth and timely transition for children and their
families. The Section 619 Coordinator is a member of the state Interagency Coordinating Council (ICC) and Executive Committee.

Early Childhood Social Emotional Partners — Representatives from the following entities: NDDHS Children’s Behavioral Health, LSSND/Child Care
Aware, NDDPI Office of Early Learning, NDDHS Child and Family Services, ND Head Start State Collaboration Officer, and the NDDPI Office of
Specia Education working to create improved social — emotional outcomes through the coordination of resources.This collaboration supports a
statewide system of early childhood professionals utilizing evidence-based social — emotional practicesin supporting young children (prenatal
through age eight) and families.

Linking C and 619 Data Topic Cohort facilitated by DaSy - The Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems— NDDHS Part C and NDDPI
Office of Special Education continue to work on identifying and implementing applicable methods for linking data. The state cohort is striving to
create a data culture of linking data across early childhood systems.

North Dakota WIDA Early Years— The NDDPI Office of Early Learning, Office of Indian/Multicultural Education, and Office of Special Education
has partnered with WIDA Early Years to help support North Dakota's dual language learners, ages 2.5-5.5 years, in early care and education settings.

NDDPI Office of Special Education and Office of Assessment Collaboration:
The Office of Special Education and Office of Assessment work in collaboration to provide the field technical assistance on an ongoing basis for both the
North Dakota State Assessment (NDSA) and North Dakota Alternate Assessment (NDAA) for students with disabilities.

North Dakota is a governing member of the Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM) consortium and Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC). A
Special Education staff member manages the NDAA and provides technical assistance to special education teachers and local unit directors on changes and
updates concerning these assessments. This staff member also facilitates an Alternate Assessment Advisory Group of ND teachers and administrators.

National Instructional Materials Accessibility Standard:

The provision of accessible instructional materialsin atimely manner is an essential component of making a Free Appropriate Public Education (FAPE)
available to children who, due to their disability, cannot access standard text materials. The NDDPI has adopted the National Instructional Materials
Accessibility Standard (NIMAS) requirements under IDEA 2004. NDDPI has provided assurances to OSEP, as part of the State's Part B application, that
students who need curriculum materials in aternate formats are provided those formats in atimely manner. North Dakota is an open territory state and is
committed to assisting local education agencies in acquiring student-ready versionsin atimely and cost-efficient manner. North Dakota designated the
North Dakota Vision Services/School for the Blind (NDV S/SB) as the primary authorized user for downloading or assigning the source files from the
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National Instructional Materials Access Center (NIMAC). NDV S/SB coordinates with the NIMAC, to obtain source files that can then be converted into

formats that are accessible by students who are blind or have other print disabilities.

The NDDPI continues to provide technical assistance related to the NIMAS and NIMAC to state educational leaders and school personnel, and
coordinate with the NIMAC. NDDPI has posted a NIMAS policy paper, flow chart with definitions, and a brochure at https://www.nd.gov/dpi/uploads
[6/NIM A SPalicyPaper.pdf.

The NDDPI has developed an online training related to NIMAS that is posted to the same website. This training explains the purpose of NIMAS, its
importance to instruction, and district responsibilitiesin providing instructional materials in accessible formats. NDDPI continues to provide LEAs with
guidance on ensuring that students will be provided accessible materials within our state’'s model.

State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS):

The SLDS has been developed and is operational for all K-12 public schools. Student data is updated nightly through the vertical data upload process from
PowerSchool (the student information system used by all public schoolsin North Dakota). Student data is augmented with information from the state
automated reporting system (STARS) and interim assessment data from multiple vendors. Currently, access to datais available at multiple levels: REA
(Regiona Education Association), district (LEAS), school, and teacher levels, providing authenticated users with data from:

Northwest Evaluation Association (NWEA), Renaissance Star and AlM SWeb assessment data for districts that have signed a data rel ease agreement.

« State assessments with growth model.

ACT, ACT Aspire, PSAT, SAT, and Work Keys scores.

Students enrolled in dual credit courses at post-secondary institutions.

Post-secondary remediation data — identifying those students needing remediation (including subject area) from institutions that provide student level
datato the SLDS;

Post-secondary and workforce data to improve follow-up reporting (i.e. indicating students enrolled in post-secondary and students currently
employed);

Drop-out and graduation rates - to improve efficiency of state reporting and advance research, SLDS and NDDPI are aligning student records to
identify drop-out and graduation rates; analyzing attendance and truancy data, and student historical course information including grades and AP
course data.

More information about the SLDS can be found at the SLDS site (https://slds.ndcloud.gov/SitePages/Defaul t.aspx).

The North Dakota State Legislature put control of the SL DS with the Information Technology Department (ITD). The legislation appointed a
management committee with members from state entities, governor’s office and state legislature. The management committee established multiple advisory
committees with representatives from LEAS, as well as North Dakota Council of Education Leaders (NDCEL), North Dakota LEAD Center (an
information and training support center for school administrators), EduTech (Education Technology Services for North Dakota schools), NDDPI, Career
and Technical Education, Education Standards and Practices Board, and I TD.

EduTech and the State Data Steward provide SLDS training. Regional and local training sessions are organized by the State Data Steward. Sessions are
designed to assist schools/districts in using student data to facilitate continuous improvement for all students. Assessment data (state assessment and
formative assessment data), along with other data points, are used to determine areas where students may need additional instruction. Group assessment
data may indicate areas where professional development or program improvements are needed. More information can be found on the EduTech site

(http://www.edutech.nodak.edu/trai ning/training-category /dds/).

During the 2015 L egidlative session, North Dakota established a new position, K-12 Information Systems Security Analyst, dedicated to providing
guidance and assistance to school staff surrounding student data privacy and security.

Asthe SLDS project continued to move forward, the NDDPI Specia Education staff met with Information Technology (IT) development professionals
for arequirement gathering session. The development team discussed various special education data sources for creating necessary input and output
content. The potential data sources identified would be the SPP/APR indicators and the eight 618 Data Table Submissions. The development team
continues to work towards embedding this content in the system.

A method has been devel oped allowing districts to grant special education units access to student level data. The district signs a data rel ease agreement
alowing access to student data within the SLDS. When completed, the specia education units are assighed permissions allowing access to student datain
the SLDS.

The SLDS development team is currently working on:
« Expansion of the eTranscript program to include the state scholarship application

« Expansion of the post-secondary and workforce data
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« Inclusion of discipline data from PowerSchool’s Incident Management Module and the School Wide Information System (SWIS). The committee

members had lengthy discussions over several sessions regarding the potential for collecting office referral data that would provide more granular data
analysis for improving learning for all students and particularly those students who are disruptive to the point that it interferes with their own or
otherslearning in classroom settings,

« A pilot program to link the Department of Human Services early childhood data to the Department of Public Instructions K-12 data system for the
2016-17 school year. This program will assign state IDs to the voluntary early childhood programs.

Departmental Website:

The NDDPI websiteis a substantial part of the Department's technical assistance to districts, schools, and families. It contains guidelines, policy papers,
formsfor local, district, and parent use, resources for North Dakota Multi-Tiered System of Supports (NDMTSS) and the North Dakota State Standards,
assessment information, and student privacy policies and agreements. The overall design has moved from an agency-centric design to a user-centric design.

Other:

Annually the NDDPI sends notification of the final ND SPP/APR location on the NDDPI website viaemail to all local special education unit directors,
the ND Pathfinder Parent Center, and the IDEA Advisory Committee members. The ND SPP/APR is posted for public viewing at https://www.nd.gov
[dpi/School Staff/Special Ed/DataandReports/ In addition to this public posting, the ND Specia Education Guidelines are aso available on the NDDPI
Special Education website: https://www.nd.gov/dpi/School Staff/Specia Ed /Specia EducationStateGuidelines/.

Presentations on each of the guidelines and their requirements are also given to various stakeholder groups, state agencies, and special education staff when
necessary throughout the year. NDDPI staff members develop training materials that are widely disseminated across the state. Presentations on the topic
of the SPP/APR indicators, requirements, and data collection methods continue to be a frequent activity at North Dakota parent and education forums.

A secure website is also available to local Unit and District personnel for review of individual SPP/APR indicator data. To make sure that special education
unit directors and LEA superintendents have ready access to the data, the NDDPI has created aweb portal where they can log in and view report cards,
trend reports, and detailed indicator reports for the past several years. These reports provide an overview of current and past performance as well as
state-level, specia education unit-level, and district-level reports on SPP/APR Indicators 1-14. Also available are detailed reports for the Parent Survey
(Indicator 8) and the Post-Secondary Outcomes Survey (Indicator 14).

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Professional Development System:

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

North Dakota has programs in place to ensure there are highly qualified staff in the public schools to improve results for students with disabilities. North
Dakota has taken a“ grow-your-own” approach to filling the shortage areas in specia education and related services. Following are some of the
professional development programs the State funds:

Resident Teacher Program:

The Specia Education Resident Teacher Program seeks to attract and keep teachersin rural schoolsin North Dakota that have challenges recruiting and
retaining teachers. The purposeisto increase the pool of endorsed and prepared special educators already licensed and admitted to graduate programsin
special education. They complete afull-year internship in a school district or special education unit. The resident teachers work under the joint
supervision of an experienced specia educator and a university special education faculty member. Financial support for this program began in 1998 and
continues to assist in meeting the special educator shortage needs in North Dakota.

Foeech-Language Pathology Scholarship:

Due to a shortage of Speech-Language Pathologists in North Dakota public schools, seven scholarships, funded through IDEA B funds, are awarded to
graduate level Speech-Language Pathologists. These scholarships fund the student’s tuition, university fees and books. For each year the student accepts
the scholarship, he/she signs an agreement to work in a school district in North Dakota.

Traineeship Scholarship:

Each year NDDPI awards Traineeship Scholarshipsin priority disability areasto ND teachers who wish to pursue graduate level retraining in the field of
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special education. As part of the application, a recommendation is provided by the local Special Education Unit Director where the applicant is working.

This recommendation includes information about the applicant’s skills as well as the identified need of the Special Education Unit for ateacher trained in
the identified area. Scholarship amounts are based on the credit hours of coursework taken during a semester. Once accepted for the Traineeship
Scholarship, applicants may be funded for a maximum of three years or until they complete their endorsement, whichever comesfirst. Thereis an average
of 70 scholarships given per year in nine different special education and related service areas.

Professional Development Collabor ation:

The NDDPI plans and provides an annual Fall Educators Conference each October. The ND Office of Special Education serves on the planning committee
for this conference and sponsors several special education related sessions during the conference. The most recent annual conference had an attendance of
over 900 general and specia education professional from across North Dakota. The Special Education Office coordinates with the Federal Programs Office
to publish amonthly newsletter, which is disseminated to the Special Education and Title field staff.

The NDDPI with support from the North Dakota Department of Human Services, Prevent Child Abuse North Dakota, and the North Dakota Home
Visiting Coalition, held the fourth annual NDDPI Early Childhood Education Spring Conference. The conference not only provided an opportunity to
network with early childhood professionals from across the state, the conference featured breakout sessions on topics including sensory challenges,
preparing young learners, social and emotiona learning, toxic stress, physical activity in early learning settings and other issues relevant to quality early
childhood programs. The conference was intended for anyone with an interest in the early care and education of young children.

Law Conference on Students with Disabilities

The NDDPI Office of Special Education collaborated with the state specia education offices from Montana and South Dakota to organize and sponsor the
second Annual Northern Plains Law Conference for Students with Disabilities. The purpose of the multi-state conference isto provide the latest
information from special education legal issues, due process hearings, circuit court cases, OSEP/OCR guidance letters, and basic IDEA procedural
requirements for general/specia education staff, administrators, state/school district attorneys, state education department staff, related services staff,
parents and other stakeholders. There were over 200 attendees from the three states to the conference in North Dakota. The third Annual Conference will
be held in Montana.

Universal Design for Learning (UDL):

The NDDPI provides technical assistance and professional development focused on instructional planning incorporating UDL principles. The NDDPI
continues to emphasize the UDL framework within the improvement planning model developed as the main strategy of the State Systemic Improvement
Plan. NDDPI advocates the use of the UDL framework to design classroom instruction and large-scale assessments. The UDL framework and its guiding
principles provide students with equal access and opportunities to learn. Reducing curriculum barriers, providing scaffolds and supports promotes deep
learning, skill mastery and valid assessment of their learning. UDL isanatural component of early intervening initiatives, such as Multi-Tiered System of
Supports (MTSS). More in-depth guidance and learning opportunities regarding NIMAS and UDL that is designed for general and specia education
teachers, are posted on the department’s website at https://www.nd.gov/dpi/School Staff/Special Ed/A ccessibilityResources/

North Dakota Work Group on Improving Functional Behavioral Assessments (FBA) and Behavior Intervention Plans (BIP): North Dakota Behavior
Coaching Initiative

In 2016-17, NDDPI continued contractual arrangements with Dr. Rose lovanonne, Board Certified Behavior Analyst from University of South Floridato
proceed with the mentoring of the NDDPI's Prevent-Teach-Reinforce (PTR) Master Coach Cadre. The Master Coach Cadre met across the academic year
to review progress with PTR cases and also finalized the PTR professional development cycle for its use in the planning model of the State Systemic
Improvement Plan (SSIP).

Training efforts in the 2016-17 school year, focused specifically on identifying unit facilitators that would guide school building teams through the PTR
process. Those unit facilitators were then mentored by one of the PTR Master Coaches. Trainings in the area of Advanced PTR and New Participant PTR
were conducted. Dr. lovanonne also provided an on-site modeling session for the Master Coach Cadre to observe. This modeling session involved Dr.
lovanonne guiding teachers and staff through an actual student’s case.

Secondary Transition Trainings:

The NDDPI hosts annual training related to the federal secondary transition reguirements. The structure and specific topicsincluded in thistraining are
dictated by the annual Indicator 13 monitoring results. Biannually, a Secondary Transition Interagency Conference is held. This conference is sponsored
by the NDDPI but planned collaboratively by the members of the State Secondary Transition Community of Practice. This collaborative conference
engages all stakeholder groupsinvolved in the secondary transition planning process.

The NDDPI Special Education Unit holds an Intensive Technical Assistance Partnership Agreement with the National Technical Assistance Center on
Transition. The focus of the partnership project isto assist ND schools and ND Vocationa Rehabilitation to effectively implement five Evidence Based
and Promising Practices (EBPPs) that improve secondary transition services and result in positive post school outcomes for students with disabilities.

State Systemic I mprovement Plan (SSIP)

The identified measurable result of the North Dakota SSIP is to increase the six year extended graduation rate of students identified with emotional
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disturbance. The target population was identified as being students with behavioral, social/emotional, social communication and mental health needs. The

scope of NDDPI's effort was defined as keeping students enrolled in school, bringing students back to school (Re-entry), and assisting students to earn a
diploma. Stakeholders identified improvementsin classroom instruction and in the supports that engage students in that instruction. Local special
education units conducted a planning process to identify evidence based programs and practices that explicitly teach self-regulation skills and provide
behavioral supports to apply those skills during instruction activities. The NDDPI supported local units with professional development regarding the
planning model and process. The local units have identified evidence based and promising practices and have begun the first year of implementation of
those practices. Implementation will continue with formative evaluation conducted annually.

Regional Education Associations:

North Dakota includes eight Regional Education Associations (REAS) designated by the North Dakota State Century Code chapter 15.1-09.1-01. NDDPI
has the opportunity to coordinate with each REA to assist in the facilitation of professional development for school personnel throughout a region or
regions of the state. This partnership is exemplified through the North Dakota State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG).

Asdefined in the Century Code, a*“regional education association" means a group of school districts that have entered a joint powers agreement that has
been reviewed by the Superintendent of Public Instruction and verified as meeting the requirements of section 15.1-09.1-02. In order to be eligible for state
funding, an REA must offer the following services to its member districts:

a Coordination and facilitation of professional development activities for teachers and administrators employed by its member districts;

b. Supplementation of technology b. support services,

c. Assistance with achieving school improvement goals identified by the Superintendent of Public Instruction;

d. Assistance with the collection, analysis, and interpretation of student achievement data; and

e. Assistance with the expansion and enrichment of curricular offerings. Subsection 1 of the Century Code does not preclude an REA from offering
additional servicesto its member districts.

Sate Personnel Development Grant (SPDG):

The North Dakota State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) project, North Dakota Scaling Up and Implementation Science Framework (ND-SISF),
recently completed the fifth and final project year. The ultimate ND SPDG goal was to create a proactive, effective, and sustainable Professional
Development (PD) delivery framework, which could be duplicated locally, regiondly, and statewide. The ND-SI SF framework design centered on PD for
North Dakota's Multi-tiered System of Support (NDMTSS), however the framework can be replicated for any initiative.

To achieve this goal, work took place in multiple phases. The initial phase established Leadership Teams and a Planning Team. A SPDG director and a
coordinator from North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (NDDPI) Special Education Unit along with the Special Education Unit Director made
up the State L eadership Team, which was responsible for implementing the ND-SISF activities and providing comprehensive oversite for the entire
ND-SISF project. NDDPI formed a partnership with two North Dakota Regional Education Cooperatives (REAS) creating a State Transformation Team
(STT). A SPDG Advisory Committee was the third cog of the ND-SISF Leadership Team and consisted of representation from each of the following three
NDDPI divisions: Educational Success & Community Support, Student Support & Innovation, and Information and Administration. The Information
Technology Department (ITD) provided state support to the project. Other members of the SPDG Advisory Committee consisted of: representatives
from three REAS, two administrators from Loca Education Associations (LEAS) implementing NDMTSS, two state parent organizations, higher
education institutions, and several contracted content area expertsin MTSS, Rtl, and PBIS. A State Implementation & Scaling-Up Evidence-Based
Practices (SISEP) consultant and program/project evaluation consultant played major roles on the Advisory Team. All team members were aggressively
engaged in ND-SI SF work.

During the second phase of the ND-SISF, the Planning Team conducted data and needs assessments to determine the current level of implementation of
MTSS at al school levels (elementary, middle, and high school) using the SISEP Level of Implementation Assessment. Additionally, the Planning Team
reviewed the existing evaluation data on prior Response to Intervention (Rtl) and Positive Behavior Interventions and Support (PBIS) training and |ooked
for trends, which assisted with both indicating successes and areas that were in need of improvement. These data sources provided the basis for revisions
to the training curriculum. Since competency-devel opment at the organizational level was akey component of ND-SISF, expert consultants worked with
the Planning Team throughout this phase. Piloting MTSS PD began in the spring 2013 in West Fargo Public Schools (WFPS).

The Evaluation of ND-SISF PD Framework encompassed the third phase of the project. ND-SISF evaluation consisted of formative and summative
feedback for the SPDG Planning Team and the SIT on each project and performance measures. The feedback consisted of both qualitative and quantitative
measures. NDDPI recognizes the importance of multiple measures and multiple methods to triangulate the data. Evaluation methods used included:

1) Participant reactions (attitudinal measures);

2) Participant Learning (knowledge measures);

3) Organization and support change (behavior measures, outcomes);

4) Participant’s use of new knowledge and skill (behavior measures, outcomes); and

5) Student learning outcomes (student achievement outcomes).

1/21/2020 Page 9 of 98



FFY 2016 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)
Evaluation tools included Activity Reports, School-wide Information System (SWIS) Collaboration Survey, End-of-Event Surveys, Educator Self Rating

Scales, annua Stakeholder Survey, Coaching Evaluation Survey, Fidelity of Implementation Measures, North Dakota State Assessment (NDSA),
SPP/APR graduation, and dropout data, proficiency rates, and parent involvement. Interview and focus groups as well as participant survey evaluations
were major components of the eval uation process.

2016-2017 Highlights

Goal 1: Scaling-up professional development (PD) for educators, regarding Multi-Tiered System of Supports(MTSS) that will result in improved
academic and behavioral outcomes for students with disabilities at the secondary level.

ND-SISF demonstrated three major changes in the overall PD delivery system. First, the partnership with the REAs was the organizational unit that
delivered statewide NDMTSS PD to educators. Second, regions, districts, and buildings had the organizational structure and leadership to implement PD
utilizing their Leadership Teams. Finally, REAs provided support to both the District and Building Level Teams as well as coaches in order to build
capacity among school personnel to foster ND-SI SF sustainability. These changes reconfigured the organizational hierarchy of serving school districts with
PD. Instead of NDDPI serving as the primary deliverer of PD, the REAs delivered PD and provided technical assistance to buildings, districts, and regions
statewide. The shift in this organizational structure was integral to the ND-SISF PD framework.

ND-SISF Professional Development was offered through a cascading regional approach cresating efficiencies by providing schools with access to expert
trainers in each region while simultaneously increasing collaboration among schools with a shared focus on ND MTSS implementation. Schools could enter
the implementation phase at any level. Each team works towards full implementation. The levels of implementation included:

« Exploration (knowledge building; deepening understanding of core practices and ND MTSS model and components)
« Ingtalation (receiving training in secondary/tertiary supports and technical assistance in implementing core practices)
« Initial Implementation (integrate data management and modify systemsto align for successful implementation)
« Full implementation (monitor sustainability and continuous improvement)

North Dakota REAs provided an annual statewide ND MTSS conference.

A NDMTSS Playbook offered in both aweb and print version provided schools with an overview of courses offered for a 3-5 year implementation
process.

The REASs created a NDMTSS website, which included all NDMTSS information and a calendar of PD trainings held across the state.

Goal 2: Creating and assessing a statewide system of professional development based on principles of implementation science that will result in regional
delivery of high quality professional development for ND educators.

The ND-SISF Leadership Team and the Advisory Committee measured the progress and outcomes of the project using a variety of methods. The Outside
Evaluator worked with ND SPDG staff and stakeholders to conduct and collect ND-SISF evaluations. The forms and tools used to collect ND-SISF
evaluation dataincluded: ND-SISF Activity Reporting, SWIS Data, Collaboration Survey, End-of Event Surveys, Perceptions of Rtl Skills, Annual
Stakeholder Survey, Coaching Evaluation Survey, Fidelity of Implementation Measures, North Dakota State Assessment (NDSA), and SPP/APR Data.
The ND-SISF Outside Evaluator conducted a number of interviews and held focus groups with project partners gathering qualitative feedback on PD
activities, the organizational and leadership drivers, and collected suggestions for changes and impacts. The focus groups consisted of school personnel
implementing NDMTSS. Groups from each school provided vital implementation data. District Implementation Teams participated in a District Capacity
Assessment (DCA) administered by atrained DCA facilitator. This data was used by the implementation team to assess their system’s capacity to
identify what parts of the system were already in place and being implemented with fidelity, what needs had to be improved, as well aswhat work stills
needed to take place. ND-SI SF project evaluations and fidelity checks were collected at multiple levels, from the teacher to the systems level, which
created a comprehensive eva uation tool for the ND-SI SF project and overall school improvement.

Goal 3: Develop afield placement program for pre-service and in-service students to observe in model MTSS sites that will result in greater knowledge
and skills of pre-service students to implement high quality MTSS and communicate with parents related to MTSS.

NDDPI considered this goal to be acomponent of the state's overall ND-SISF PD framework. Schools implementing NDMTSS with fidelity became
demonstration sites for other schools to visit where educators could learn from each other. Two schools, an elementary and a high school, not only created
avisitation protocol, which included a follow-up survey to assess educator learning, they also served as field placement schools for pre-service students.
Over the five-year grant, the pre-service field placement program aligned with the SPDG grew to include in-service field placement students. Because of
the field placement program, pre-service undergraduate students in general and specia education and in-service graduate students were better prepared to
implement MTSS after graduation.

The field placement program addressed the need for parent/educator communications. A pamphlet aligned with NDMTSS work was created for parentsto
understand NDMTSS by the Pathfinder parent organization. Pathfinder also created an interactive voice over power point for parents and educators as
another learning tool. The pamphlet and the power point are located on the Pathfinder website as well as on NDDPI and NDMTSS websites. The parent
pamphlet was shared with other agenciesincluding NDDPI, REAs, and ND school districts.
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Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Stakeholder Involvement: F apply this to all Part B results indicators

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

The NDDPI has actively solicited broad stakeholder input on a statewide basis. In addition, the SEA members met periodically during the year to review
and update the SPP indicators, targets, and activities. Through the engagement of the stakeholdersin areview of the indicator trend and current APR data,
recommendations were solicited for revisions to targets and methodol ogies. Stakeholder agencies in North Dakota include the ND IDEA Part B Advisory
Committee and Part C ND Interagency Coordinating Council; the ND Early Childhood Special Education Advisory Committee; the NDMTSS State
Implementation Team; the ND Secondary Transition Community of Practice Advisory Council; the Speech and Language Pathology Taskforce; the
NDAA Advisory Committee; the ND Administratorsin Special Education Study Council; the Autism Spectrum Disorder Task Force; and the ND
Council of Educational Leaders. These stakeholder groups are comprised of members from the ND Department of Human Services (Part C); Division of
Vocational Rehabilitation; ND Department of Human Services/ Children and Family Services, Developmental Disabilities; ND Pathfinder Parent Center
(ND Parent Training and Information and Parent Information Resource Center); ND Division of Juvenile Services; ND Protection and Advocacy Project;
ND Board for Career and Technical Education; ND Job Services; Special Education administrators; the ND Center for Persons with Disabilities; university
professors; educators; parents; and students. In addition to taskforce meetings, NDDPI holds both a Spring and Fall statewide Special Education
Leadership Institute with all local special education directors and coordinators in attendance. During these sessions, NDDPI staff members proposed
changes, described new information pertaining to the indicators, presented technical assistance in areas of need, and collected feedback from the field.
Furthermore, the ND IDEA Advisory Committee has had continuous involvement in revisions and continues to indicate general consensus in support of
the ND targets and improvement activities as written in the ND SPP/APR.

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.

Reporting to the Public:

How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2015 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later
than 120 days following the State’s submission of its FFY 2015 APR, as required by 34 CFR 8300.602(b)(1)(i)(A); and a description of where, on its Web site, a complete copy of
the State’s SPP, including any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its FFY 2015 APR in 2017, is available.

District Performance Profiles are publicly reported at the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction's website as soon as practically possible, but no
later than 120 days following the State’s submission of its APR: https://www.nd.gov/dpi/report/profile. Profiles can be viewed by selecting the specific
district and school year desired. In addition, the department publicly made available a copy of its FFY 2015 SPP/APR submitted to OSEP in 2017 at its
website: https://www.nd.gov/dpi/School Staff/Special Ed/DataandReports/.

As part of the State's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) plan, the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction isin the process of developing a
dashboard to support accountability system and public reporting requirements. The dashboard (https:/insights.nd.gov/ ) is designed to be an interactive
portal to allow schools the opportunity to showcase and highlight strengths on multiple academic and nonacademic indicators, while providing
transparency to the public. This continued development will impact how future performance reports for LEAs will be generated and publicly reported.

Additional Feedback to OSEP

In the ND LEA reports where data was missing for certain indicators, this would have meant that either the LEA did not meet the minimum n-size
requirement or did not have any data for that indicator. To help distinguish between the two instances and to present such information in away that is
better interpreted by LEAs, NDDPI will be using “ N/A” to denote that the LEA had no data available for that indicator and " X" to mean that the LEA had
asample size of less than 10 but not 0. A sample size of less than 10 was censored for the public report. In addition, NDDPI will be using “ N*” for “Did
the District Meet the Target” to mean No, but would have met the target with significant testing which would have been "Y" with the previous way
NDDPI had applied significance testing. Footnotes will be revised accordingly. All these changes will be reflected in both the 2015-16 and 2016-17 LEAs
public report cards.

Attachments

File Name Uploaded By Uploaded Date
No APR attachments found.
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Actions required in FFY 2015 response

OSEP Response

States were instructed to submit Phase Ill Year Two of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) by April 2, 2018. The State provided the required information.

In the FFY 2017 APR, the State must report FFY data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SIMR). Additionally, the State must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its
progress implementing the SSIP. Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented since the State's last SSIP

submission (i.e., April 2, 2018); and (3) a summary of the infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to
impact the SIMR.

Required Actions
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Indicator 1: Graduation

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator:
Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular high school diploma.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2011

Target 2 70.00% 71.00% 72.00% 89.00% 89.00% 89.00% 89.00% 89.00% 89.00%

Data 80.24% 7957% 73.08% 73.08% 73.03% 71.32% 66.74% 67.92% 69.85% 69.93%
FFY 2015

Target 2 89.00%

Data 67.82%

Key: l:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 2 89.00% 89.00% 89.00%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Involvement section of the introduction.

I_ Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2015-16 Cohorts for Regulatory
Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate

(EDFacts file spec C151; Data group 10/12/2017 Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma 596
696)
SY 2015-16 Cohorts for Regulatory
Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate 10/12/2017 Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 878 null

(EDFacts file spec C151; Data group
696)

SY 2015-16 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort
Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec 10/12/2017 2014-15 Regqulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table 67.88% Calculate I_
C150; Data group 695)

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth with IEPs in the current year's Number of youth with IEPs in the current FEY 2015 Data FFY 2016 Target FEY 2016 Data

adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma year's adjusted cohort eligible to graduate

596 878 67.82% 89.00% 67.88%

Graduation Conditions

Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 4-year ACGR
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that
youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma. If there is a difference, explain.

The North Dakota Department of Public Instruction (NDDPI) and the local school districts have the authority to set graduation standards, grading
policies, and conditions for awarding diplomas as long as those policies do not violate the civil rights of students. The completion of a course of study
prescribed under state and local requirements should result in aformal recognition of the completion of that study. Diplomas for students who receive
special education services are awarded in the same manner as diplomas are awarded to students without disabilities. North Dakota School Century Code
15.1-21-02.1 includes the following requirement: Before a school district, a non-public high school, or the ND Department of Independent Study issues a
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diplomato a student, the student must have successfully completed at least 21 units of high school course work from the minimum curriculum offerings

established by North Dakota School Century Code 15.1-21-02.

Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? No

~ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Effective with the FFY 2010, the NDDPI incorporated a conditional, five and six-year extended adjusted cohort graduation rate rule, which includes the
impact of studentswho take longer than four yearsto receive their high school graduation diploma. Thisfive and six-year extended adjusted cohort
graduation rate credits schools and districts for successfully graduating students who take longer than four years to graduate high school with aregular high
school diploma. The NDDPI stipulates that it will account for the proper compilation, calculation, and reporting of any five-year and six-year extended
cohort graduation rates as specified in the non-regulatory guidance, dated December 22, 2008, issued by the U. S. Department of Education. Please see
attached Tablel-1.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 2: Drop Out

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator:
Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2011

13.92%

Target < 12.95% 11.98% 11.01% 19.80% 19.60% 19.50% 19.50% 19.50%

13.10% 13.88% 16.69% 16.69% 19.63% 17.41% 21.68% 21.02% 19.13% 18.41%
FFY 2015
Target < 19.25%
Data 20.26%

Key: l:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target < 18.75% 18.00% 17.00%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Involvement section of the introduction.

I_ Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement

Please indicate whether you are reporting using Option 1 or Option 2.
(=

Option 1
Option 2

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

NLITSET @i yEUiR iR (S5 WD @i speaE] Total number of high school students with IEPs FFY 2015 Data* FFY 2016 Target*  FFY 2016 Data

education due to dropping out

155 878 20.26% 18.75% 17.65%

~ Use a different calculation methodology

I_ Change numerator description in data table

Change denominator description in data table

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

To calculate the drop-out rate the NDDPI uses the same methodology asit uses for the graduation rate (i.e., the four-year graduation rate follows a cohort,
or agroup of students, who begin asfirst-time 9th graders in a particular school year and who graduate with aregular high school diplomain four years or
less. The cohort is"adjusted” by adding any students transferring into the cohort and by subtracting any students who transfer out, immigrate to another
country, or die during the years covered by the rate).

Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth.

Drop-outs are defined as students who leave school prior to graduation for reasons other than transfer to another school. Therefore, students receiving
special education services that exit with a certificate of completion or have reached the age limitation of attendance are considered drop-outs. Also,
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students choosing to exit school to attend an alternative form of education or employment training program are a so factored into the drop-out total .

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

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A -- Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.
C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.

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

Historical Data

Group Baseline
Name Year

2011 2012 2013

2 A Target 2 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%

] 2005

©

& Overal Data 98.10% 97.50% 96.60% 97.80% 97.62% 97.82% 97.83% 97.80% 97.17% 96.43%

< A Target 2 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%

g 2005

= Overall Data 98.10% 97.40% 97.90% 97.90% 98.19% 98.03% 98.08% 97.80% 97.37% 95.75%
Group Name FFY 2015

g A Target 2 95.00%

e

[}

¢ Overal Data 95.46%

< A Target 2 95.00%

=

= Overall Data 95.38%

Key: I:I Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 2018
j=2)
£ Az
k] - 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
i} Overall
14
= Az
I - 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%
= Overall

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Involvement section of the ntroduction.

I_ Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement

Would you like to use the assessment data below to automatically calculate the actual data reported in your FFY 2013 APR by the grade groups you provided on the Reporting Group Selection page? yes

Would you like the disaggregated data to be displayed in your final APR? yes

Data Source: SY 2016-17 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec C188; Data Group: 589) Date: 12/14/2017

Reading assessment participation data by grade

5 6 7 8

a. Children with IEPs 1260 1279 1228 m2 1057 1084 n n 787 n n

b. IEPs in regular assessment with no

- 758 747 703 527 490 483 353
accommodations

c. |[EPs in regular assessment with

- 386 417 394 454 427 462 293
accommodations

d. IEPs in alternate assessment against
grade-level standards

e. |[EPs in alternate assessment against modified
standards

f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate

standards 75 85 88 83 101 84 66
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Data Source: Sy 2016-17 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec C185; Data Group: 588) Date: 12/14/2017

Math assessment participation data by grade

5 6 7

a. Children with IEPs 1259 1281 1228 ms3 1058 1087 n n 787 n n

b. IEPs in regular assessment with no

- 990 906 749 569 541 561 391
accommodations

c. |[EPs in regular assessment with

- 151 262 348 412 376 385 250
accommodations

d. IEPs in alternate assessment against
grade-level standards

e. |[EPs in alternate assessment against modified
standards

f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate

standards 75 85 88 88 102 84 66

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Group Name ~ '\umber of Children with Mol ¢ EHIEN Wit (=372 FFY 2015 Data* FFY 2016 Target* FFY 2016 Data
IEPs Participating
A 7,807 7,481 95.46% 95.00% 95.82%
Overall

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Number of Children with Number of Children with IEPs

* *
Group Name IEPs Participating FFY 2015 Data’ FFY 2016 Target FFY 2016 Data
A 7,813 7,479 95.38% 95.00% 95.73%
Overall

Public Reporting Information

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

The North Dakota Department of Public Instruction publicly reports on participation of students with disabilities on statewide assessment, including SEA and LEA level reports on its website at https:/mww.nd.gov/dpi/report
[Profile/. The SEA and LEA assessment participation reports have been updated and now include 2016-17 school year report. Reports can be viewed by selecting the State of a specific district from the drop down menu and
school year desired (2016-17). Select "Participation Rates for Students with Disabilities" from the list of items under School District Profile and Special Education Reports, assessment participation information is displayed
for the year selected (2016-17).The assessment report for students with disabilities comprises students who took the North Dakota State Assessment, including those who took it with accommodation and those who took it
without accommodation. In addition, included in the report are students with disabilities who took the North Dakota Alternate Assessment based on alternate achievement standards.

¥ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

As part of the State's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) plan, the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction isin the process of developing a dashboard called ND Insights to support accountability system and public
reporting requirements. The dashboard is being designed to be an interactive portal to allow schools the opportunity to showcase and highlight strengths on multiple academic and nonacademic indicators, while providing
transparency to the public. The reports on the dashboard can be viewed at https://insights.nd.qov/ by selecting school, district, or state level reports. Reports for students with disabilities can be viewed by selecting demographics
from the menu where data for subgroups can be filtered. As NDDPI transitions to using the dashboard for State/District Report Cards and School Profiles, the special education office within the department continues to engage
the developers about expanding the dashboard to meet the public reporting requirements on outcomes for students with disabilities, including assessment results.The final phase of the design of the ND Insights is anticipated to
be completed in February 2019.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

OSEP Response

The State did not provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported publicly on the participation of children with disabilities on statewide assessments with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the
assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f). Specifically, the State has not reported the number of children with disabilities participating in regular assessments, and the number of those children
who were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State and school levels. The failure to publicly report as required under 34 CFR §300.160(f) is
noncompliance.
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Required Actions

Within 90 days of the receipt of the State’s 2018 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that the State has reported the number of children with disabilities participating in regular
assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State and school levels. In addition, OSEP reminds
the State that in the FFY 2017 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 CFR §300.160(f) for FFY 2017.

1/21/2020
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Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A -- Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs.
C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.

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

Historical Data

Group Baseline
Name Year

2011

2 A Target > 57.80% 60.00% 78.07% 78.07% 89.13% 89.13% 89.00% 100% 100%

E 2005

©

& Overal Data 54.30% 61.20% 57.10% 61.07% 62.76% 58.21% 56.42% 53.95% 4951% 18.63%

< A Target > 52.50% 55.00% 67.03% 67.03% 8357% 8357% 8357% 100% 100%

g 2005

= Overall Data 50.20% 56.90% 55.80% 61.91% 63.25% 58.67% 58.10% 54.87% 50.93% 13.45%
Group Name FFY 2015

g A Target 2 100%

e

[

¢ Overal Data 21.52%

< A Target 2 100%

B

= Overall Data 14.74%

Key: I:I Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2017 2018
2
= >
k] Az 100% 100% 100%
i} Overall
14
= Az
5] = 9
g Overall 100% 100% 100%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Involvement section of the ntroduction.

I_ Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement

Would you like to use the assessment data below to automatically calculate the actual data reported in your FFY 2013 APR by the grade groups you provided on the Reporting Group Selection page? yes

Would you like the disaggregated data to be displayed in your final APR? yes

Data Source: SY 2016-17 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec C178; Data Group: 584) Date: 12/14/2017

Reading proficiency data by grade

6 7

a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score

. . 1219 1249 185 1069 1018 1029 n n 712 n n
and a proficiency was assigned

b. IEPs in regular assessment with no
accommodations scored at or above proficient 189 154 155 74 75 70 55
against grade level

c. |[EPs in regular assessment with
accommodations scored at or above proficient 55 35 36 23 27 16 30
against grade level

d. IEPs in alternate assessment against
grade-level standards scored at or above
proficient against grade level
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e. IEPs in alternate assessment against modified
standards scored at or above proficient against
grade level

f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate
standards scored at or above proficient against 48 58 67 48 54 30 a4
grade level

Data Source: SY 2016-17 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec C175; Data Group: 583) Date: 12/14/2017

Math proficiency data by grade

a. Children wlth IEPs who»recelved a valid score 1216 1253 185 1069 1019 1030 n n 707 n n
and a proficiency was assigned

b. IEPs in regular assessment with no
accommodations scored at or above proficient 281 209 109 82 70 57 21
against grade level

c. |[EPs in regular assessment with
accommodations scored at or above proficient 20 23 22 17 8 7 5
against grade level

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

e. |[EPs in alternate assessment against modified
standards scored at or above proficient against
grade level

f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate
standards scored at or above proficient against 23 13 30 20 13 16 18
grade level

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Children with IEPs who

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

A 7,481 1,343 21.52% 100% 17.95%
Overall

Reasons for Group A Slippage

During the 2015-16 NDSA test administration, North Dakotawasin year 2 of arigorous coverage of academic content. Several factors may have caused
the drop in reading proficiency rates. Because of the technological disruptions that marked the NDSA during the 2014-15 testing, school districts had an
option to take a paper pencil-version of the NDSA or continue with electronic version for the 2015-16 school year. The paper-pencil version does not
alow for the adaptability as would the electronic version of the assessment.

In line with this, ND teachers have had alack of certainty regarding the ND standards because it was announced that ND would no longer take
assessments that are aligned to the Common Core State Standards. As aresult, ND rewrote English language arts and mathematic standards at the close of
the 2015-16 testing year. ND would be leaving the SBAC Consortium after the 2016-17 testing year.

ND will continue to actively engage stakeholders to define what quality instruction is and the kind of professiona development and technical assistance

that will be needed to equip teachers with effective instructional reading practices to promote an increase in reading proficiency scores.

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Children with IEPs who

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

A 7479 1,064 14.74% 100% 14.23%
Overall

Public Reporting Information

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

The North Dakota Department of Public Instruction had previously publicly reported on the performance of students with disabilities on statewide assessment on its website at https:/www.nd.gov/dpi/report/Profile/. However, as
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part of the State's Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) plan, the North Dakota Department of Public Instruction is in the process of developing a dashboard called ND Insights to support accountability system and public
reporting requirements. The dashboard is designed to allow schools the opportunity to showcase and highlight strengths on multiple academic and nonacademic indicators, while providing transparency to the public. Reports
on the dashboard can be viewed at https://insights.nd.gov/ by selecting school, district, or state level reports. Assessment performance reports for students with disabilities can be viewed by selecting state and/or searching a
specific district or school level report. Select Academic Progress from the list and under State Assessment, select student achievement. The Demographics menu displays data for subgroups, including IEP students. As
NDDPI transitions to using the dashboard for State/District Report Cards and School Profiles, the special education office within the department continues to engage the developers about expanding the dashboard to meeting
the public reporting requirements on outcomes for students with disabilities, including assessment performance.The final phase of the design of the ND Insights is anticipated to be completed in February 2019.

~ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

NDDPI’s Feedback:

The NDDPI has updated its public reporting information by including information on the ND Insights (dashboard) and aweb link (https.//insights.nd.gov/ ) where public reports on assessment results can be found.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:
A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and
B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b)

policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2016

0.97%

Target< 0.97% 0.97% 0.97% 0.97% 0.97% 0.97% 0.97% 0.97%

0.97% 0.50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

FFY

Target< 0.97%

Data 0%

Key: l:l Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target< 0.97% 0.97% 0.80%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Involvement section of the introduction.

I_ Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data
I

Has the State Established a minimum n-size requirement? * Yes c No

The State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement. 82

Number of districts that met the State’s minimum FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016

Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy n-size Data* Target* Data

0 97 0% 0.97% 0%

Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)):
{% Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State

{™ The rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA compared to the rates for nondisabled children in the same LEA

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology
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The NDDPI uses the “state bar” method for defining significant discrepancy. The FFY2016 (based on 2015-2016 data) state rate for
suspending/expelling students with disabilities for more than 10 days is 0.14%. The NDDPI is setting the state bar as five percentage
points higher than the state rate. Thus, any district that suspends or expels 5.14% or more of its students with disabilities for more than
10 days is flagged for significant discrepancy. There must be at least 30 students in the denominator of a suspension rate for it to be
flagged.

Of the 179 districts, 82 were excluded because their suspension/expulsion rate had fewer than 30 enrolled students with disabilities in
the denominator. Eighty(80) of these 82 had a 0% suspension/expulsion rate. In the entire state of North Dakota, 20 students with
disabilities were suspended/expelled for greater than 10 days in FFY2016. Eight(8) districts had a suspension rate greater than 0%; of
these 8 districts, 2 were excluded because there was not at least 30 students with disabilities enrolled at this district. Thus, when
exclusions are based on only those districts with a suspension rate greater than 0%, only 2 of the 179 districts were excluded from the
analyses.

~ Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

NDDPI’ s Feedback

NDDPI has reviewed and reconciled the inconsistency between the number of districts that met the minimum n size requirement and those that did not
and as aresult were excluded from the calculation for this indicator. In addition, the NDDPI has revised its baseline in accordance with the change in the
denominator, as required by the Measurement Table for thisindicator.

Actions required in FFY 2015 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.

FFY 2015 Identification of Noncompliance

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2016 using 2015-2016 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

In accordance with regulations, if district data had indicated disproportionate representation, the state would:

» Require the review and revision of polices, practices and procedures that contribute to disproportionate representation;

« Provide the state accepted plan and templates required for the required reviews; and

« Requirethe LEA to publicly report on the revision of policies, practices and procedures. When necessary, technical assistance is offered from the
NDDPI staff. The NDDPI also contracts with a consultant who will offer the technical assistance required by school districtsin reference to
appropriate identification of children who require specia education services.

{* 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 identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). If YES, select one of the following:

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2015

Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently

Findings of Noncompliance Identified Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

Corrected Within One Year Corrected

OSEP Response

The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2016, and OSEP accepts that revision.

Required Actions
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Compliance indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:
A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and
B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b)

policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive
behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

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

Historical Data

Baseline Data: 2016

FFY 2015
Target 0%
Data 0%

Key: D Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

Target 0% 0% 0%

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data
& Yes c No

The State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met the State-established n size. Report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of the requirement. 129

Has the State Established a minimum n-size requirement?

Number of those districts that have
policies, procedures, or practices

Number of districts that have a that contribute to the significant
significant discrepancy, by race or discrepancy and do not comply with Number of districts that met the FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016
ethnicity requirements State’s minimum n-size Data* Target* Data

0 0 50 0% 0% 0%

¥ All races and ethnicities were included in the review

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The NDDPI uses the “state bar” method for defining significant discrepancy. The FFY2016 (based on 2015-2016 data) state rate for
suspending/expelling students with disabilities for more than 10 days is 0.14%. The NDDPI is setting the state bar as five percentage
points higher than the state rate. Thus, any district that suspends or expels 5.14% or more of its students with disabilities for more than
10 days is flagged for significant discrepancy. There must be at least 30 students in the denominator of a suspension rate for it to be
flagged.

Of the 179 districts, 129 were excluded because their suspension/expulsion rate had fewer than 30 enrolled students with disabilities in
the denominator for any given race/ethnicity category. Forty-four(44) of these 50 had a 0% suspension/expulsion rate; the other six
suspended between 1-3 students. In the entire state of North Dakota, 20 students with disabilities were suspended/expelled for greater
than 10 days in FFY2016. Six districts had an overall suspension rate greater than 0%.

= Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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NDDPI’s Feedback

NDDPI has reviewed and reconciled the inconsistency between the number of districts that met the minimum n size requirement and those that did not
and as aresult were excluded from the calculation for thisindicator. In addition, the NDDPI has revised its baseline in accordance with the change in the
denominator, as required by the Measurement Table for thisindicator.

Actions required in FFY 2015 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.

FFY 2015 Identification of Noncompliance

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2016 using 2015-2016 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

In accordance with regulations, if district data had indicated disproportionate representation, the state would:

« Require the review and revision of polices, practices and procedures that contribute to disproportionate representation;

« Provide the state accepted plan and templates required for the required reviews; and

« Require the LEA to publicly report on the revision of policies, practices and procedures. When necessary, technical assistance is
offered from the NDDPI staff. The NDDPI contracts with a consultant who will offer the technical assistance required by school
districts in reference to appropriate identification of children who require special education services.

{*  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 identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). If YES, select one of the following:

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2015

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

Findings of Noncompliance Identified

Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

OSEP Response

The State has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2016, and OSEP accepts that revision.

Required Actions
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Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:
A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;

B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and
C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

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

Historical Data

Baseline
Year
Target 2 78.50% 79.00% 79.50% 80.00% 78.00% 78.10% 78.80% 75.00% 75.10%
. 2008 Data 78.62% 77.83% 77.68% 77.17% 77.88% 78.24% 78.02% 77.61% 75.32% 74.58%
Target < 3.90% 3.80% 3.70% 3.60% 4.05% 4.00% 3.90% 4.60% 4.85%
° 2008 Data 3.94% 3.59% 4.39% 4.98% 4.11% 3.96% 4.04% 4.13% 454% 5.11%
Target < 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00%
¢ 2008 2.14% 1.79% 1.53% 1.09% 1.33% 1.40% 1.47% 1.44% 1.60% 1.66%
FFY 2015
Target = 75.20%
. Data 74.08%
Target < 4.85%
¢ Data 5.33%
Target < 2.00%
C
Data 1.75%

Key: l:l Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2016 2017 2018
Target A2 75.30% 76.00% 77.50%
TargetB < 4.80% 4.80% 4.75%
Target C < 1.99% 1.97% 1.08%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Involvement section of the introduction.

I_ Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 12,395 null
spec C002; Data group 74)

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day 9,079 null
spec C002; Data group 74)

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017
spec C002; Data group 74)

B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the
day

705 null

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools 76 null
spec C002; Data group 74)

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 ¢2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities 110 null
spec C002; Data group 74)
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A\
Source Description Overwrite Data

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
spec C002; Data group 74)

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with IEPs Total number of children with IEPs FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016

aged 6 through 21 served aged 6 through 21 Data* Target* Data

A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6
through 21 inside the regular class 80% 9,079 12,395 74.08% 75.30% 73.25%
or more of the day

B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6
through 21 inside the regular class less 705 12,395 5.33% 4.80% 5.69%
than 40% of the day

C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6
through 21 inside separate schools,
residential facilities, or 202 12,395 1.75% 1.99% 1.63%
homebound/hospital placements
[c1+c2+c3]

Reasons for B Slippage

FFY 2016 data shows slippage on 5B from FFY 2015 data. Environmental setting data was examined across the special education unitsin North Dakota.
Specia Education Units which had an increase in the number of students in regular classroom less than 40% was minimal. However, with NDDPI
increased focus on students with mental and behavioral health across agencies dueto ND SIMR, it islikely there will be alarger number of students that
will betargeted in aless inclusive setting to receive specially designed instruction using evidence-based interventions and therapies.

The NDDPI will follow up with the districts who have a high 5B rate to ensure students are being included in the regular classroom environment to the
maximum extent possible. Thiswill be carried out through the SEA focused monitoring process, as well as through individual district contacts.

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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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. Regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program; and
B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

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

Historical Data

Baseline

Year

Target 2 29.55% 27.30% 27.30%

A 2011
Data 29.05% 30.60% 27.32% 26.43%
Target < 28.27% 29.00% 28.80%

B 2011
28.77% 27.53% 28.96% 32.98%

2015
Target = 27.50%
A Data 25.20%
Target < 28.60%
° Data 32.81%

Key: l:‘ Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update

FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2016 2017 2018
Target A2 27.70% 28.50% 29.60%
Target B < 28.40% 27.60% 26.50%
Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Involvement section of the ntroduction.

I_ Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 2,012 null
spec C089; Data group 613)

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017
spec C089; Data group 613)

al. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of

special education and related services in the regular early childhood program 495 null

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational

Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 bl. Number of children attending separate special education class 619 null
spec C089; Data group 613)

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 b2. Number of children attending separate school 39 null
spec C089; Data group 613)

SY 2016-17 Child Count/Educational
Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file 7/13/2017 b3. Number of children attending residential facility n null
spec C089; Data group 613)

FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with IEPs Total number of children with IEPs FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016

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

A. Aregular early childhood program and

receiving the majority of special education 495 2012 25.20% 27.70% 24.60%
and related services in the regular early
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Number of children with IEPs aged = Total number of children with IEPs FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FEY 2016 Data
3 through 5 attending aged 3 through 5 Data* Target*

childhood program

B. Separate special ed.ucatllon clalsls, 661 2012 2281% 28.40% 20.85%
separate school or residential facility

Use a different calculation methodology

Actions required in FFY 2015 response

none

OSEP Response

Required Actions
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Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE
Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:
A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

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

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

Historical Data

N 004 00 006 00 008 009 010 0 0 0 014
Target 2 83.50% 83.50% 83.50% 83.50% 83.50% 83.50%
Al 2013
Data 83.50% 82.44% 86.20% 90.83% 90.15% 84.50% 87.57%
Target 2 69.70% 69.70% 69.70% 69.70% 63.00% 63.00%
A2 2013
Data 69.70% 68.00% 68.50% 72.11% 72.14% 63.16% 68.23%
Target 2 84.00% 84.00% 84.00% 84.00% 84.00% 84.00%
B1 2013
Data 84.00% 81.82% 86.20% 88.61% 88.78% 86.42% 87.76%
Target 2 59.40% 59.40% 59.40% 59.40% 55.00% 55.00%
B2 2013
Data 59.40% 63.00% 60.20% 63.00% 61.88% 55.06% 56.73%
Target 2 80.50% 80.50% 80.50% 80.50% 80.50% 80.50%
C1l 2013
Data 80.50% 88.32% 82.70% 89.31% 89.25% 84.29% 89.47%
Target 2 76.10% 76.10% 76.10% 76.10% 72.00% 72.00%
Cc2 2013
Data 76.10% 83.00% 76.30% 78.00% 76.98% 72.20% 74.28%
FFY 2015
Target = 83.50%
Al
Data 88.01%
Target 2 63.00%
A2
Data 66.20%
Target 2 84.00%
B1
Data 90.71%
Target = 55.00%
B2
Data 55.17%
Target = 80.50%
C1
Data 86.78%
Target = 72.00%
c2
Data 73.18%
Key: D Gray — Data Prior to Baseline |:| Yellow — Baseline  Blue — Data Update
FFY 2016 - FFY 2018 Targets
FFY 2016 2017 2018
Target Al > 84.00% 84.00% 84.50%
Target A2 2 63.50% 63.50% 64.00%
Target B1 2 84.50% 84.50% 85.00%
Target B2 2 55.50% 55.50% 56.00%
Target C1 = 81.00% 81.00% 81.50%
Target C2 2 72.50% 72.50% 73.00%

Key:

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input - Please see the Stakeholder Involvement section of the introduction.

I_ Enter additional information about stakeholder involvement
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FFY 2016 SPP/APR Data

| Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed | 753.00

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

Number of Percentage of
Children Children
a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 1.00 0.13%
b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 85.00 11.29%
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 201.00 26.69%
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 317.00 42.10%
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 149.00 19.79%

e Do FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016
Data* Target* Data
Al. Of those preschool children who entered or exited the preschool
program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who 518.00 604.00 88.01% 84.00% 85.76%

substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6
years of age or exited the program. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within
age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age 466.00 753.00 66.20% 63.50% 61.89%
or exited the program. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

Reasons for A2 Slippage

The NDDPI Office of Special Education with input from the ND Early Childhood Special Education Advisory Committee aswell asND’s IDEA
Advisory Committee cannot specifically pinpoint the cause of slippage for Indicator 7A2. There were, however, suggested impacts that may have played
arolein the slippage occurrence.

« The NDDPI staff has completed a data review pertaining to initial evaluations of children three years of age. The NDDPI's specia education case
management system, known as TIENET, is capable of identifying children that are and are not referrals from Part C Early Intervention. Datafrom
2014-2016 indicated nearly 600 children, three years of age, were screened by a Special Education Unit and were found eligible for services, but those
children were not receiving Part C Early Intervention services. It has been suggested that the impact of not receiving early intervening servicesis
impacting the needs of children whose first services received are provided in Early Childhood Special Education.

Early Childhood professionals have brought forth concerns in regards to the severity/intensity of services that are needed to serve the current Early
Childhood Specia Education population. Professionals that have been in the field for a number of years reported that the intensity of services needed
isasignificant change from previous years. Professionals have shared that the provision of servicesin the area of social-emotional have risen greatly.

Since theinitial rollout in 2008, there has not been a state directed training regarding the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) process and summary
forms. It has been suggested that a group of Early Childhood professionals assist the NDDPI with the task of creating a statewide ECOs training.
The NDDPI Special Education officeisin the process of establishing a stakeholder group to work on this task.

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

Number of Percentage of

Children Children
a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 0.00
b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 84.00 11.16%
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 272.00 36.12%
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 305.00 40.50%
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 92.00 12.22%

NNEETEGr PEemiEEr FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016
Data* Target* Data

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

577.00 661.00 90.71% 84.50% 87.29%

B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within
age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age 397.00 753.00 55.17% 55.50% 52.72%
or exited the program. (d+e)/(at+b+c+d+e)

Reasons for B2 Slippage

The NDDPI Office of Special Education with input from the ND Early Childhood Special Education Advisory Committee aswell asND’s IDEA
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Advisory Committee cannot specifically pinpoint the cause of slippage for Indicator 7B2. There were, however, suggested impacts that may have played

arolein the dippage occurrence.

« The NDDPI staff has completed a data review pertaining to initial evaluations of children three years of age. The NDDPI’s specia education case
management system, known as TIENET, is capable of identifying children that are and are not referrals from Part C Early Intervention. Data from
2014-2016 indicated nearly 600 children, three years of age, were screened by a Special Education Unit and were found eligible for services, but those
children were not receiving Part C Early Intervention services. It has been suggested that the impact of not receiving early intervening servicesis
impacting the needs of children whose first services received are provided in Early Childhood Special Education.

Early Childhood professionals have brought forth concerns in regards to the severity/intensity of services that are needed to serve the current Early
Childhood Special Education population. Professionals that have been in the field for a number of years reported that the intensity of services needed
isasignificant change from previous years. Professional's have shared that the provision of servicesin the area of social-emotional have risen greatly.

Since theinitial rollout in 2008, there has not been a state directed training regarding the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) process and summary
forms. It has been suggested that a group of Early Childhood professionals assist the NDDPI with the task of creating a statewide ECOs training.
The NDDPI Special Education officeisin the process of establishing a stakeholder group to work on this task.

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

Number of Percentage of
Children Children
a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 2.00 0.27%
b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 74.00 9.83%
c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 162.00 2151%
d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 271.00 35.99%
e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 244.00 32.40%
NEETEGr PEmemiEEr FFY 2015 FFY 2016 FFY 2016
Data* Target* Data

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

433.00 509.00 86.78% 81.00% 85.07%

C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within
age expe