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Introduction

Instructions
Provide sufficient detail to ensure that the Secretary and the public are informed of and understand the State’s systems designed to drive improved results for students with disabilities and to ensure that the State Educational Agency (SEA) and Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) meet the requirements of IDEA Part B. This introduction must include descriptions of the State’s General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System, Stakeholder Involvement, and Reporting to the Public.
Intro - Indicator Data

Executive Summary
FFY 2018 Executive Summary
In accordance with Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), New Jersey’s SPP/APR includes the following information:  
• Introduction;
• baseline data for Indicators 1 through 17;
• targets for Indicators 1 through 16 for each year reflected in the SPP;
• data from FFY 2018;
• targets for Indicator 17;
• other responsive information for Indicators 1 through 16;
• an explanation of slippage on indicators where New Jersey did not meet its FFY 2018 target; and
•  information to address actions required by OSEP’s response to the FFY 2017 SPP/APR.

Additionally, specific content required to complete Phase III of the SSIP for Indicator 17 will be submitted by April 1, 2020, in accordance with the instructions.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
657
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

Please see attached narrative.
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.

Please see attached narrative.
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.

Please see attached narrative.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)

YES
Reporting to the Public
How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY17 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 2017 APR, as required by 34 CFR §300.602(b)(1)(i)(A); and a description of where, on its Web site, a complete copy of the State’s SPP, including any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its FFY 2017 APR in 2019, is available.

NJDOE posted the 2017-2018 local district profiles on June 13, 2019. (see https://www.state.nj.us/education/specialed/info/spp/ )

Consistent with the requirements established in the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA 2004), NJDOE made New Jersey’s FFY 2017 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report available to the public as indicated below. The NJDOE will use the same mechanisms to report annually to the public on the FFY 2018 SPP/APR regarding the State’s progress in meeting the measurable and rigorous SPP targets.

Public Means, Including Posting on the Website of the State Education Agency (SEA): The FFY 2017 SPP/APR were posted on the New Jersey Department of Education’s website following the submission to USDE with the requested clarifications. The SPP/APR were posted at: http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/info/spp/. The FFY 2018 SPP/APR will be posted at the same website after the submission to USDE with any requested clarifications.

NJDOE also posted the USDE response to the SPP/APR FFY 2017 submission that included USOSEP’s determination regarding the State’s compliance with the requirements of Part B of the IDEA at http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/info/spp/. The USOSEP’s response to the NJDOE’s SPP/APR FFY 2018 submission will again be posted at: http://www.nj.gov/education/specialed/info/spp/ .

Distribution to the Media: Annually, upon submission to USOSEP, the NJDOEP makes the SPP/APR available to the media through the NJDOE website and refers the press to the SPP/APR website when press inquiries are relevant to the SPP indicators.

Distribution to Public Agencies: Members of the State Special Education Advisory Council as well as other stakeholders participated in a meeting on October 17, 2019. The participants were informed of the posting of the SPP/APR on the NJDOE website. The stakeholders were informed of the USOSEP determination regarding the FFY 2016 SPP/APR submission and the posting of the determination letter from the USOSEP as well. The USOSEP Response table was discussed in detail with the stakeholders. Information regarding the submission of the SPP/APR and the state’s determination is also annually discussed with county supervisors of child study who communicate the information to local special education directors at their monthly meetings.

With regard to the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, NJDOEP will distribute a memo to school districts, agencies, organizations and individuals concerned with special education, in accordance with the NJDOE’s broadcast procedures. The memorandum will provide information regarding posting of the SPP/APR, the federal determination regarding the State’s implementation of the IDEA, the requirements for State determinations of local districts, and the requirements for annual public reporting of local districts’ performance and the posting of local district profiles.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2018 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 in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP's coherent improvement strategies, including 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; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting the State's capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

NJ will provide the required information in the April 1, 2020 SSIP submission of Phase III, Year 4.
Intro - OSEP Response

States were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   The State provided the required information.  The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report FFY 2019 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 in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, the State must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Intro - State Attachments
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Indicator 1: Graduation

Instructions and Measurement
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))
Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department of Education (Department) under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
Measurement
States may report data for children with disabilities using either the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA or an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate under the ESEA, if the State has established one.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

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.

Targets should be the same as the annual graduation rate targets for children with disabilities under Title I of the ESEA.

States must continue to report the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for all students and disaggregated by student subgroups including the children with disabilities subgroup, as required under section 1111(h)(1)(C)(iii)(II) of the ESEA, on State report cards under Title I of the ESEA even if they only report an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the purpose of SPP/APR reporting.

1 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	73.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	75.00%
	75.00%
	78.00%
	78.00%
	81.00%

	Data
	75.90%
	76.62%
	77.99%
	78.80%
	78.84%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	81.00%
	81.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.

Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma
	12,859

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	16,045

	 SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695)
	10/02/2019
	Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table
	80.14%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort eligible to graduate
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	12,859
	16,045
	78.84%
	81.00%
	80.14%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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.
New Jersey issues one state-endorsed high school diploma for all students, including students with disabilities. In order to graduate with a State-endorsed diploma in New Jersey, students must satisfy several requirements. Students must participate in a course of study consisting of a specified number of credits in courses designed to meet all of the New Jersey Student Learning Standards. State regulations at N.J.A.C. 6A:8-5.1(a)1 delineate minimum required credit totals for language arts, mathematics, science, social studies, health and physical education, visual or performing arts, world languages, technological literacy, and career education. Methods for meeting the minimum credit requirements are also set forth in Title 6A, Chapter 8 of the New Jersey Administrative Code, which concerns standards and assessments. Local attendance and other locally-established requirements must also be met in order to receive a State-endorsed diploma, as well as all statutorily mandated requirements.
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
1 - Required Actions

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
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))

Data Source
OPTION 1:

Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), using the definitions in EDFacts file specification C009.

OPTION 2:

Use same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012.

Measurement
OPTION 1:

States must report a percentage using the number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out in the numerator and the number of all youth with IEPs who left high school (ages 14-21) in the denominator.

OPTION 2:

Use same data source and measurement that the State used to report in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR that was submitted on February 1, 2012.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

Use 618 exiting data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018). Include in the denominator the following exiting categories: (a) graduated with a regular high school diploma; (b) received a certificate; (c) reached maximum age; (d) dropped out; or (e) died.
Do not include in the denominator the number of youths with IEPs who exited special education due to: (a) transferring to regular education; or (b) who moved, but are known to be continuing in an educational program.

OPTION 2:

Use the annual event school dropout rate for students leaving a school in a single year determined in accordance with the National Center for Education Statistic's Common Core of Data.

If the State has made or proposes to make changes to the data source or measurement under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012, the State should include a justification as to why such changes are warranted.

Options 1 and 2:

Data for this indicator are “lag” data. Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), and compare the results to the target.
Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth and, if different, what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs. If there is a difference, explain.

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	15.36%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	14.00%
	14.00%
	13.00%
	13.00%
	12.00%

	Data
	13.03%
	12.52%
	5.80%
	6.04%
	5.80%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	12.00%
	6.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.

Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 1
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	12,158

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by receiving a certificate (b)
	

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c)
	5

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d)
	868

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e)
	27


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data 
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	Total number of High School Students with IEPs by Cohort
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	868
	13,058
	5.80%
	12.00%
	6.65%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
In New Jersey, "drop outs" are defined as students who were enrolled at the start of the reporting period but were not enrolled at the end of the reporting period and did not exit special education through any other means. This includes dropouts, runaways, status unknown, students who moved but are not known to be continuing in another educational program.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target. 
2 - Required Actions
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement
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))

Data Source
3B. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS185 and 188.

Measurement
B. Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in an assessment) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The participation rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.

Indicator 3B: Provide separate reading/language arts and mathematics participation rates, inclusive of all ESEA grades assessed (3-8 and high school), for children with IEPs. Account for ALL children with IEPs, in all grades assessed, including children not participating in assessments and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.

3B - Indicator Data

Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade 
3
	Grade
 4
	Grade 
5
	Grade
 6
	Grade
 7
	Grade
 8
	Grade
 9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Overall
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Overall
	96.05%
	Actual
	98.63%
	82.87%
	91.09%
	93.37%
	94.25%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	Overall
	95.55%
	Actual
	98.59%
	82.99%
	90.93%
	93.45%
	94.23%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	97.00%
	97.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	97.00%
	97.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no)
YES
Data Source:  
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading  (EDFacts file spec FS188; Data Group: 589)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Reading Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	18,067
	19,070
	19,196
	18,906
	18,213
	18,066
	
	
	
	
	33,007

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	5,858
	5,080
	4,093
	3,291
	3,040
	2,627
	
	
	
	
	6,415

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	9,957
	11,623
	12,715
	13,436
	12,867
	13,109
	
	
	
	
	23,547

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	1,632
	1,660
	1,657
	1,463
	1,507
	1,461
	
	
	
	
	1,388


Data Source: 
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math  (EDFacts file spec FS185; Data Group: 588)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Math Assessment Participation Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs
	18,064
	19,074
	19,205
	18,909
	18,222
	18,057
	
	
	
	
	30,236

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	6,132
	5,267
	4,215
	3,507
	3,251
	2,826
	
	
	
	
	6,200

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	9,686
	11,429
	12,579
	13,184
	12,628
	12,851
	
	
	
	
	21,142

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	1,626
	1,656
	1,657
	1,463
	1,506
	1,457
	
	
	
	
	1,398


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	144,525
	138,426
	94.25%
	97.00%
	95.78%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	141,767
	135,660
	94.23%
	97.00%
	95.69%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Regulatory Information
The SEA, (or, in the case of a district-wide assessment, LEA) must make available to the public, and report to the public with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled children: (1) the number of children with disabilities participating in: (a) regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations in order to participate in those assessments; and (b) alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards; and (2) the performance of children with disabilities on regular assessments and on alternate assessments, compared with the achievement of all children, including children with disabilities, on those assessments. [20 U.S.C. 1412 (a)(16)(D); 34 CFR §300.160(f)] 

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

The public reports of assessment results for the New Jersey Student Learning Assessments for English Language Arts and Math are available in downloadable files here: https://www.nj.gov/education/schools/achievement/19/njsla/spring/index.htm

The public reports of assessment results for the Dynamic Learning Maps are available here:  https://www.nj.gov/education/schools/achievement/19/Other.html
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
3B - Required Actions
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement 
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))
Data Source
3C. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS175 and 178.

Measurement
C. Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs scoring at or above proficient against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.

Indicator 3C: Proficiency calculations in this SPP/APR must result in proficiency rates for reading/language arts and mathematics assessments (combining regular and alternate) for children with IEPs, in all grades assessed (3-8 and high school), including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.

3C - Indicator Data

Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade
 3
	Grade
 4
	Grade 
5
	Grade
 6
	Grade
 7
	Grade
 8
	Grade 
9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Grade 3
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	Grade 4
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	C
	Grade 5
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	D
	Grade 6
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	E
	Grade 7
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	

	F
	Grade 8
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	G
	HS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2005
	Target >=
	55.50%
	60.50%
	65.40%
	70.40%
	70.40%

	A
	Grade 3
	54.19%
	Actual
	39.92%
	22.78%
	22.88%
	24.38%
	24.33%

	B
	Grade 4
	2005
	Target >=
	50.60%
	55.50%
	60.50%
	65.40%
	70.40%

	B
	Grade 4
	50.21%
	Actual
	33.85%
	24.00%
	23.52%
	25.45%
	26.18%

	C
	Grade 5
	2005
	Target >=
	50.60%
	55.50%
	60.50%
	65.40%
	70.40%

	C
	Grade 5
	57.83%
	Actual
	30.09%
	20.55%
	21.19%
	23.41%
	23.36%

	D
	Grade 6
	2005
	Target >=
	50.60%
	55.50%
	60.50%
	65.40%
	70.40%

	D
	Grade 6
	37.30%
	Actual
	31.32%
	16.54%
	15.99%
	17.88%
	19.03%

	E
	Grade 7
	2005
	Target >=
	50.60%
	55.50%
	60.50%
	65.40%
	70.40%

	E
	Grade 7
	44.69%
	Actual
	26.41%
	17.56%
	17.54%
	20.32%
	23.37%

	F
	Grade 8
	2005
	Target >=
	50.60%
	55.50%
	60.50%
	65.40%
	70.40%

	F
	Grade 8
	34.81%
	Actual
	43.20%
	15.89%
	17.51%
	19.35%
	20.54%

	G
	HS
	2005
	Target >=
	50.60%
	55.50%
	60.50%
	65.40%
	70.40%

	G
	HS
	46.05%
	Actual
	70.31%
	10.73%
	12.48%
	13.31%
	15.20%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Grade 3
	2005
	Target >=
	61.80%
	66.10%
	70.30%
	74.60%
	74.60%

	A
	Grade 3
	72.00%
	Actual
	55.05%
	25.96%
	28.38%
	29.14%
	29.31%

	B
	Grade 4
	2005
	Target >=
	57.60%
	61.80%
	66.10%
	70.30%
	74.60%

	B
	Grade 4
	61.03%
	Actual
	52.37%
	19.91%
	22.56%
	22.87%
	23.74%

	C
	Grade 5
	2005
	Target >=
	57.60%
	61.80%
	66.10%
	70.30%
	74.60%

	C
	Grade 5
	53.90%
	Actual
	54.01%
	17.84%
	19.31%
	19.68%
	20.27%

	D
	Grade 6
	2005
	Target >=
	57.60%
	61.80%
	66.10%
	70.30%
	74.60%

	D
	Grade 6
	33.47%
	Actual
	46.99%
	14.12%
	13.86%
	13.93%
	14.01%

	E
	Grade 7
	2005
	Target >=
	57.60%
	61.80%
	66.10%
	70.30%
	74.60%

	E
	Grade 7
	26.93%
	Actual
	31.04%
	11.14%
	9.79%
	11.63%
	12.63%

	F
	Grade 8
	2005
	Target >=
	57.60%
	61.80%
	66.10%
	70.30%
	74.60%

	F
	Grade 8
	27.95%
	Actual
	34.30%
	11.43%
	11.63%
	12.31%
	13.20%

	G
	HS
	2005
	Target >=
	57.60%
	61.80%
	66.10%
	70.30%
	74.60%

	G
	HS
	33.80%
	Actual
	40.33%
	4.46%
	5.56%
	6.11%
	7.16%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Grade 3
	70.40%
	32.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	Grade 4
	70.40%
	32.00%

	Reading
	C >=
	Grade 5
	70.40%
	32.00%

	Reading
	D >=
	Grade 6
	70.40%
	32.00%

	Reading
	E >=
	Grade 7
	70.40%
	32.00%

	Reading
	F >=
	Grade 8
	70.40%
	32.00%

	Reading
	G >=
	HS
	70.40%
	32.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Grade 3
	74.60%
	32.00%

	Math
	B >=
	Grade 4
	74.60%
	32.00%

	Math
	C >=
	Grade 5
	74.60%
	32.00%

	Math
	D >=
	Grade 6
	74.60%
	32.00%

	Math
	E >=
	Grade 7
	74.60%
	32.00%

	Math
	F >=
	Grade 8
	74.60%
	32.00%

	Math
	G >=
	HS
	74.60%
	32.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
It was decided to align our target for this indicator with our state ESSA plan which is why the target was lowered.  
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

Include the disaggregated data in your final SPP/APR. (yes/no)

YES
Data Source: 
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec FS178; Data Group: 584)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Reading Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	17,447
	18,363
	18,465
	18,190
	17,414
	17,197
	
	
	
	
	31,350

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,458
	2,427
	1,779
	1,154
	1,061
	905
	
	
	
	
	1,476

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,283
	1,826
	2,128
	1,963
	2,431
	2,602
	
	
	
	
	3,947

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	465
	500
	601
	454
	590
	547
	
	
	
	
	424


Data Source:  
SY 2018-19 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec FS175; Data Group: 583)
Date: 
04/08/2020
Math Proficiency Data by Grade
	Grade
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	HS

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	17,444
	18,352
	18,451
	18,154
	17,385
	17,134
	
	
	
	
	28,740

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2,953
	2,314
	1,554
	864
	765
	653
	
	
	
	
	789

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,967
	1,822
	1,603
	1,152
	1,284
	1,418
	
	
	
	
	1,727

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	512
	597
	406
	333
	213
	250
	
	
	
	
	139


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	Number of Children with IEPs Proficient
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Grade 3
	17,447
	4,206
	24.33%
	70.40%
	24.11%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	18,363
	4,753
	26.18%
	70.40%
	25.88%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	18,465
	4,508
	23.36%
	70.40%
	24.41%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	18,190
	3,571
	19.03%
	70.40%
	19.63%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	17,414
	4,082
	23.37%
	70.40%
	23.44%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	17,197
	4,054
	20.54%
	70.40%
	23.57%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	G
	HS
	31,350
	5,847
	15.20%
	70.40%
	18.65%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	Number of Children with IEPs Proficient
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Grade 3
	17,444
	5,432
	29.31%
	74.60%
	31.14%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	Grade 4
	18,352
	4,733
	23.74%
	74.60%
	25.79%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C
	Grade 5
	18,451
	3,563
	20.27%
	74.60%
	19.31%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	D
	Grade 6
	18,154
	2,349
	14.01%
	74.60%
	12.94%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	E
	Grade 7
	17,385
	2,262
	12.63%
	74.60%
	13.01%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	F
	Grade 8
	17,134
	2,321
	13.20%
	74.60%
	13.55%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	G
	HS
	28,740
	2,655
	7.16%
	74.60%
	9.24%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	D
	Grade 6
	In the 2016-17 school year, New Jersey adopted the New Jersey Student Learning Standards (NJSLS) in place of the Common Core Curriculum for math and language arts. As a result, in the 2017-18 school year, New Jersey transitioned from the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) in mathematics and language arts to the New Jersey State Learning Assessment (NJSLA). The NJSLA represents a more rigorous assessment of student achievement and more accurately measures the skills developed under the New Jersey Student Learning Standards (NJSLS). Whenever a new assessment is introduced, a drop in performance is not unusual. It should also be noted that the majority of groups measured in Math and Reading performance demonstrated an increase as compared to FFY 2017.


Regulatory Information
The SEA, (or, in the case of a district-wide assessment, LEA) must make available to the public, and report to the public with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled children: (1) the number of children with disabilities participating in: (a) regular assessments, and the number of those children who were provided accommodations in order to participate in those assessments; and (b) alternate assessments aligned with alternate achievement standards; and (2) the performance of children with disabilities on regular assessments and on alternate assessments, compared with the achievement of all children, including children with disabilities, on those assessments. [20 U.S.C. 1412 (a)(16)(D); 34 CFR §300.160(f)]
Public Reporting Information
Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results. 

The public reports of assessment results for the New Jersey Student Learning Assessments for English Language Arts and Math are available in downloadable files here: https://www.nj.gov/education/schools/achievement/19/njsla/spring/index.htm

The public reports of assessment results for the Dynamic Learning Maps are available here:  https://www.nj.gov/education/schools/achievement/19/Other.html 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In response to OSEP feedback provided (4/27/20): We omitted an explanation re: the setting of targets for FFY 2019. The reason that the target appears to be lower than the baseline for some grade levels is that our state assessment changed (see reason for slippage Grade 6) and we noticed an overall trend of lower proficiency data for students with disabilities. Because of the state assessment change and we decided to go back and use the FFY 2016 data as baseline data for the setting of the FFY 2019 target. We do not want to maintain the trajectory set by the 2013 baseline data since those targets seem unattainable/unrealistic for one year's growth.  Also, we are aligning our targets to our ESSA plan while setting more incremental, attainable targets moving forward.
3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
The State provided FFY 2019 targets for this indicator. OSEP accepts the the targets for Math Grade 7 and Grade 8, however, OSEP cannot accept the targets for Reading Grade 3 through Grade 8 and HS, or Math Grade 3 through Grade 6 and HS, because the State's end targets for FFY 2019 do not reflect improvement over the baseline. OSEP notes that the State reported in its narrative that because of the change in its State assessment it "decided to go back and use the FFY 2016 data as baseline data for the setting of the FFY 2019 target", however, the baseline data change is not reflected in the data fields for this indicator. Therefore, OSEP is unable to determine whether the State proposes changing its baseline for all grades in Math and Reading. The State must revise its FFY 2019 Reading Grade 3 through Grade 8 and HS, and  Math Grade 3 through Grade 6 and HS targets to reflect improvement, or revise its baseline in the data fields for this indicator. 
3C - Required Actions
The State must revise its FFY 2019 Reading Grade 3 through Grade 8 and HS, and  Math Grade 3 through Grade 6 and HS targets to reflect improvement, or revise its baseline in the data fields for this indicator. 
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

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

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable))] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.
Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons:
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or

--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs

In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.

Indicator 4A: Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation (based upon districts that met the minimum n size requirement, if applicable). If significant discrepancies occurred, describe how the State educational agency reviewed and, if appropriate, revised (or required the affected local educational agency to revise) its policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, to ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices comply with applicable requirements.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
4A - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	4.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	1.30%
	1.30%
	1.20%
	1.10%
	1.00%

	Data
	0.76%
	0.77%
	1.51%
	1.83%
	0.91%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	1.00%
	0.90%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

NO

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of districts in the State
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	5
	657
	0.91%
	1.00%
	0.76%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

"Significant Discrepancy" is defined as a susupension rate of greater than 5 times the baseline statewide average (i.e., a rate of more than 3%)

Methodology: The New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE) determined whether significant discrepancies were occurring in each LEA by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State. NJDOE used a set number of times above the state average to determine significant discrepancy. Data from the Report of Children with Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or Suspended/Expelled for More than 10 Days of the Annual Report of Children Served were used in the process.

Specifically, first, NJDOE calculated the baseline state average (i.e., a rate of .6%) for the baseline year of 2004-2005 for all districts in the state. Second, NJDOE used a multiple of the baseline statewide average (i.e., more than 5 times the state average) to determine local districts demonstrating a significant discrepancy. In calculating the percent of districts with a significant discrepancy for this FFY 2018 APR, all LEAs were included in the calculation. No LEAs in the state were excluded from this calculation based on a minimum cell size requirement. An LEA was determined to demonstrate a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year if the LEA rate exceeded 3.0% (0.6% x 5 = 3.0%).
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017- 2018 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.
Districts identified as having a significant discrepancy in suspension/expulsion rates of children with disabilities for greater than 10 days in a school year participate in a targeted review process. The review includes a self-assessment, and/or desk audit and/or an onsite targeted review of discipline requirements, including policies, procedures and practices regarding development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural safeguards. The targeted review may include: (a) record reviews; (b) interviews with general and special education staff members; (c) review of written policies, procedures and practices; and (d) review of district discipline and suspension data. District data, reported through the Student Safety Data System (SSDS), are reviewed and analyzed to identify the specific schools within the identified districts where most suspensions over 10 days occurred. School-based discipline practices and tracking data are analyzed to identify noncompliance and patterns of suspension. Districts where data, interviews and record review indicated that policies, procedures and practices were not consistent with IDEA and N.J.A.C. requirements related to suspension and expulsion are identified as noncompliant, findings are issued, and corrective action is required.

Technical assistance is provided, as needed, with regard to policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. Districts are provided with resources, as needed, for additional information on compliant policies, procedures and practices related to positive behavioral interventions and supports, school-wide behavioral systems and federal and state regulations. A brochure outlining the IDEA and N.J.A.C. requirements related to suspension/expulsion, developed by the New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE), is also disseminated to district staff. Districts are provided with additional training as described below (see discussion of improvement activities).

All of the districts identified with significant discrepancies in their suspension rates participated in the targeted review process described above by completing a self-assessment of positive behavioral supports. The self-assessment was utilized to determine compliance with the federal requirements related to this indicator.

Results of the Review: Three districts identified noncompliance in the self-assessment.
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:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
For Indicators 4A and 4B, a review is conducted in districts that demonstrate a significant discrepancy in their rate of suspensions and expulsions over 10 days and/or a significant discrepancy in suspension/expulsion rate by race and ethnicity. Compliance with IDEA requirements related to discipline procedures, and positive behavioral supports, is reviewed. The review may consist of self-assessment, desk audit or onsite review of discipline requirements, including policies, procedures and practices regarding development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports and procedural safeguards is conducted by the LEA. Following the review, a written report of findings is generated. Corrective action activities are included in the report if noncompliance is identified and are based on any identified root causes of the noncompliance. Corrective action activities included the revision of procedures, staff training, and activities related to implementation of procedures, and/or oversight of implementation of procedures.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	3
	3
	
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
Verification of correction is conducted by the NJDOE in accordance with USOSEP 09-02 memo. Districts are required to correct noncompliance identified during monitoring activities within one year of identification. If noncompliance is not corrected, state-directed corrective action plans are required that include specific activities, timelines and documentation to demonstrate correction. Corrective action activities include the development or revision of policies and procedures, training, activities related to implementation of procedures and/or oversight of implementation of procedures. In addition to requiring corrective actions that address any root causes of noncompliance, the NJDOE verifies correction consistent with USOSEP Memorandum 09-02 by reviewing files with individual noncompliance to be corrected and reviewing subsequent data collected following the implementation of the corrective actions that demonstrate 100 percent compliance with regulatory requirements. Technical assistance is provided as needed to assist districts in timely correction, training of staff and/or development of oversight activities to ensure implementation of IDEA. Technical assistance documents (e.g., state notice and IEP sample forms, discipline requirements power point presentation) are disseminated to assist districts with establishing or revising procedures that comply with federal and state special education requirements.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

To verify correction of noncompliance consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the NJDOE monitors determined, through desk audit or onsite visit, that each LEA with a finding of noncompliance:

(1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data obtained through the desk audit and/or onsite visit, and 
(2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. 
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4A - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.

The State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, on the correction of noncompliance that the State identified in FFY 2018 as a result of the review it conducted pursuant to 34 C.F.R. § 300.170(b).  When reporting on the correction of this noncompliance, the State must report that it has verified that each district with noncompliance identified by the State:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
4A - Required Actions
Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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))

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of 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) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.

Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or

--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs

In the description, specify which method the State used to determine possible discrepancies and explain what constitutes those discrepancies.

Indicator 4B: Provide the following: (a) the number of districts that met the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) the number of those districts in which policies, procedures or practices 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.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If discrepancies occurred and the district with discrepancies had policies, procedures or practices that contributed to the significant discrepancy and that do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
Targets must be 0% for 4B.

4B - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2017
	0.15%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.30%
	0.15%
	0.15%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

NO

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity
	Number of those districts that have policies procedure, or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements
	Number of districts in the State
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	10
	1
	657
	0.15%
	0%
	0.15%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE) determined whether there was a significant discrepancy in the suspension rate for each racial/ethnic group in each LEA by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State. Specifically, for each LEA, the suspension rate was calculated for each racial/ethnic group by dividing the number of children with IEPs suspended for greater than 10 days in a school year by the number of children with IEPs reported in the specified racial/ethnic group.

In order to compare the district rate for each racial/ethnic group to other LEAs in the state, the state rate for all children with IEPs suspended was calculated by dividing the number of children of all racial/ethnic groups suspended for greater than 10 days by the number of children with IEPs in the state. The state rate for FFY 2018 was  0.47%. The district rate for each racial/ethnic group was then compared to the state rate and if the district rate for a specific racial/ethnic group was greater than three times the state rate (or greater than 1.41%), the district was determined to demonstrate a “significant discrepancy” for the specific racial/ethnic group.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017-2018 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.

For FFY 2018, 10 districts identified for significant discrepancy by race or ethnicity in the rate of suspensions or expulsions greater than 10 days in a school year participated in a self-assessment of policies, procedures and practices to determine if the district demonstrated noncompliance with requirements related to the discipline of students with disabilities. The self-assessment was aligned with the IDEA requirements identified by the USOSEP as related to Indicator 4B and included a review of compliance indicators related to the requirements of 34 CFR §§300.170(a) and 300.646(a)(3) as well as a review of 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.

Result of the Review: One (1) districts had findings of noncompliance in one or more of the requirements reviewed indicating that policies, procedures or practices contributed to the significant discrepancy.
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:
The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.

Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
NJDOE revised, or required the affected districts to revise their policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards to ensure compliance with the IDEA.

To verify correction of noncompliance consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the NJDOE monitors determined, through desk audit or onsite visit, that each LEA with a finding of noncompliance:

1. was correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements by reviewing updated data that demonstrate compliance; and
2. had corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction by reviewing a sample of the files where noncompliance was identified.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	1
	1
	
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
To ensure correction of noncompliance, districts were required to revise their policies, procedures and practices, and/or revise IEPs based on findings of noncompliance. This involved: (a) development or revision of district or school policies and procedures; (b) training of staff on those new or revised policies; (c) revision of individual student IEPs to reflect requirements; and (d) implementation of oversight mechanisms to ensure that parents and case managers are informed of suspensions. The findings made related to this indicator ranged from individual child files missing necessary documentation of a behavioral intervention plan or manifestation determination to districts or schools not having procedures in place.

To verify correction of noncompliance, when possible, NJDOE reviewed individual child files or school records to ensure correction of each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the school district. In some cases, actions occurred, although late and in some cases, individual files were corrected. In the case of policies or procedures, NJDOE verified the presence of revised policies and procedures.

NJDOE also reviewed subsequent data in each school district demonstrating compliance with the specific requirements. These data were reviewed through additional desk audits, data and record submissions, and in some cases, onsite reviews.

The NJDOE continues to ensure correction of noncompliance in accordance with the OSEP 09-02 memo, in collaboration with districts. Monitors provide technical assistance to districts to assist with the development of compliant policies and practices and identification of the root cause of noncompliance. NJDOE staff members from the Learning Resource Centers, in collaboration with the monitors, also provide technical assistance on the development of policies, procedures and practices related to positive behavioral supports in districts with high rates of suspension. All districts identified for a significant discrepancy in their suspension and expulsion rates are invited to specific training and ongoing technical assistance opportunities to assist with correction of noncompliance, identification of root causes, and implementation of best practices in implementing positive behavioral support systems, differentiated instruction and placement in the least restrictive environment.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

To verify correction of noncompliance, when possible, NJDOE reviewed individual child files or school records to ensure correction of each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the school district. In some cases, actions occurred, although late and in some cases, individual files were corrected. In the case of policies or procedures, NJDOE verified the presence of revised policies and procedures.

NJDOE also reviewed subsequent data in each school district demonstrating compliance with the specific requirements. These data were reviewed through additional desk audits, data and record submissions, and in some cases, onsite reviews.

The NJDOE continues to ensure correction of noncompliance in accordance with the OSEP 09-02 memo, in collaboration with districts. Monitors provide technical assistance to districts to assist with the development of compliant policies and practices and identification of the root cause of noncompliance. NJDOE staff members from the Learning Resource Centers, in collaboration with the monitors, also provide technical assistance on the development of policies, procedures and practices related to positive behavioral supports in districts with high rates of suspension. All districts identified for a significant discrepancy in their suspension and expulsion rates are invited to specific training and ongoing technical assistance opportunities to assist with correction of noncompliance, identification of root causes, and implementation of best practices in implementing positive behavioral support systems, differentiated instruction and placement in the least restrictive environment.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator) for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  The State must demonstrate, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that the districts identified with noncompliance in FFY 2018 have corrected the noncompliance, including that the State verified that each district with noncompliance:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirement(s) (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data, such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the district, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
4B- Required Actions
Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Education environments (children 6-21): 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))

Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS002.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)]times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA, explain.

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	48.00%
	48.50%
	49.00%
	49.50%
	50.00%

	A
	41.90%
	Data
	45.85%
	44.93%
	45.99%
	45.08%
	44.62%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	16.50%
	16.00%
	15.50%
	15.50%
	15.00%

	B
	17.80%
	Data
	16.12%
	16.09%
	14.72%
	14.36%
	14.74%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	7.60%
	7.40%
	7.40%
	7.20%
	7.10%

	C
	10.30%
	Data
	7.65%
	7.60%
	7.51%
	7.25%
	7.14%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	50.50%
	50.50%

	Target B <=
	15.00%
	14.00%

	Target C <=
	6.90%
	6.90%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	220,362

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	99,433

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	31,824

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools
	14,321

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities
	511

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
	648


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	
	Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	99,433
	220,362
	44.62%
	50.50%
	45.12%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	31,824
	220,362
	14.74%
	15.00%
	14.44%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	15,480
	220,362
	7.14%
	6.90%
	7.02%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
5 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
5 - Required Actions
Indicator 6: Preschool Environments

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Preschool environments: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs 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))

Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS089.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education class, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA, explain.

6 - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 
NO

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	42.50%
	43.00%
	43.50%
	44.00%
	44.50%

	A
	38.69%
	Data
	39.89%
	42.30%
	43.67%
	44.83%
	45.73%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	36.00%
	35.50%
	35.00%
	34.50%
	34.50%

	B
	40.06%
	Data
	37.83%
	37.19%
	36.71%
	39.33%
	39.67%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	45.00%
	46.00%

	Target B <=
	34.00%
	34.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	20,701

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	a1. 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
	9,821

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b1. Number of children attending separate special education class
	7,171

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b2. Number of children attending separate school
	838

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b3. Number of children attending residential facility
	13


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	
	Number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	9,821

	20,701
	45.73%
	45.00%
	47.44%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	8,022
	20,701
	39.67%
	34.00%
	38.75%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
6 - Required Actions
Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Outcomes:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

Summary Statement 1: Of those preschool children who entered the preschool program below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 1: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in category (d)) divided by (# of preschool children reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (b) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (d))] times 100.

Summary Statement 2: The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 2: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (d) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (e)) divided by (the total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e))] times 100.

Instructions
Sampling of children for assessment is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

In the measurement include, in the numerator and denominator, only children who received special education and related services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. States will use the progress categories for each of the three Outcomes to calculate and report the two Summary Statements. States have provided targets for the two Summary Statements for the three Outcomes (six numbers for targets for each FFY).

Report progress data and calculate Summary Statements to compare against the six targets. Provide the actual numbers and percentages for the five reporting categories for each of the three outcomes.

In presenting results, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.” If a State is using the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS), then the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined as a child who has been assigned a score of 6 or 7 on the COS.

In addition, list the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator, including if the State is using the ECO COS.

7 - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2013
	Target >=
	72.60%
	72.00%
	72.00%
	72.50%
	72.50%

	A1
	72.60%
	Data
	72.60%
	71.96%
	85.98%
	73.24%
	

	A2
	2013
	Target >=
	76.25%
	77.00%
	77.00%
	78.00%
	78.00%

	A2
	76.25%
	Data
	76.25%
	77.50%
	77.47%
	76.22%
	

	B1
	2013
	Target >=
	66.67%
	66.00%
	67.00%
	68.00%
	69.00%

	B1
	66.67%
	Data
	66.67%
	72.10%
	78.30%
	66.02%
	

	B2
	2013
	Target >=
	48.25%
	51.00%
	51.00%
	52.00%
	53.00%

	B2
	48.25%
	Data
	48.25%
	56.00%
	51.85%
	56.64%
	

	C1
	2013
	Target >=
	70.29%
	70.00%
	70.00%
	70.50%
	71.00%

	C1
	70.29%
	Data
	70.29%
	69.57%
	76.17%
	52.38%
	

	C2
	2013
	Target >=
	56.00%
	59.00%
	59.00%
	60.00%
	60.00%

	C2
	56.00%
	Data
	56.00%
	56.50%
	58.02%
	62.94%
	


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	73.00%
	73.00%

	Target A2 >=
	78.50%
	78.50%

	Target B1 >=
	70.00%
	70.00%

	Target B2 >=
	54.00%
	54.00%

	Target C1 >=
	71.00%
	71.00%

	Target C2 >=
	61.00%
	61.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

0
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	0
	0.00%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	0
	0
	
	73.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	0
	0
	
	78.50%
	
	N/A
	N/A


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

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	0
	0.00%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY  2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	0
	0
	
	70.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	0
	0
	
	54.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A


Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
	
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Children

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	0
	0.00%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%


	
	Numerator
	Denominator
	FFY  2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	0
	0
	
	71.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	0
	0
	
	61.00%
	
	N/A
	N/A


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

YES
	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


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

Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)

YES

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

As mentioned in the FFY 2017 SPP/APR, our state is currently transitioning to a new methodology to collecting data on this Indicator. In order to efficiently execute this transition, the NJDOE convened a task force to investigate all options for collecting Preschool Outcomes data. Through discussions with the task force and consultation with our National Technical Assistance DaSy representative, Sharon Walsh, it was decided that utilizing the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) moving forward would be the most beneficial option for our state. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In order to provide sufficient time for stakeholders to prepare for the change to the COS and ensure that the summaries would be completed accurately, the NJDOE implemented a Pilot of ten districts this year. The Acting 619 Coordinator trained all applicable personnel in the ten districts including administration, child study team members, coaches, and teachers. In addition to the trainings, she has discussed all available resources created by the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center with the districts, so they have multiple methods for accessing information and answering questions. Individual technical assistance is provided as needed at the district level.
By April 2020, the first cohort of approximately 75 districts will be notified of their participation in utilizing the COS for this upcoming school year. It is important to note that our task force agreed that implementing the COS universally would not be appropriate for our current state climate given the mounting pressures on assessment and data collection; therefore, New Jersey will utilize a cohort-based method to limit the amount of additional expectations placed on school districts each year. Included in the first cohort of 75 districts, will be the ten districts that have been a part of the Pilot for this past school year. The Pilot districts will be able to assist in supporting the new districts engaging in this work. Each year, a new cohort of districts will be introduced, and they will be involved in data collection for a duration of three years. 
Finally, to memorialize this data collection process, the Acting 619 Coordinator has been working with the Web Development team in the Office of Information Technology to build a data system to store the Indicator 7 data. This data system will allow districts to enter their COS information in real time and additionally mitigate the errors of incomplete or duplicate records. Each year, the Part B Data Manager will pull a report from the data system which will be utilized to convert the data to complete the Indicator 7 reporting, including the summary statements. Data from the COS will be used to support school districts with implementing evidence-based practices to improve student assessment and student outcomes. 
7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

The State did not provide data for FFY 2017. The State must provide the required data for FFY 2018 in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR
As mentioned in the FFY 2017 SPP/APR, our state is currently transitioning to a new methodology to collecting data on this Indicator. In order to efficiently execute this transition, the NJDOE convened a task force to investigate all options for collecting Preschool Outcomes data. Through discussions with the task force and consultation with our National Technical Assistance DaSy representative, Sharon Walsh, it was decided that utilizing the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) moving forward would be the most beneficial option for our state. 
In order to provide sufficient time for stakeholders to prepare for the change and ensure that the summaries would be completed accurately, the NJDOE implemented a Pilot of ten districts this year. The Acting 619 Coordinator trained all applicable personnel in the ten districts including administration, child study team members, coaches, and teachers. In addition to the trainings, she has discussed all available resources created by the Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center with the districts, so they have multiple methods for accessing information and answering questions. Individual technical assistance is provided as needed at the district level.
By April 2020, the first cohort of approximately 75 districts will be notified of their participation in utilizing the COS for this upcoming school year. It is important to note that our task force agreed that implementing the COS universally would not be appropriate for our current state climate given the mounting pressures on assessment and data collection; therefore, New Jersey will utilize a cohort-based method to limit the amount of additional expectations placed on school districts each year. Included in the first cohort of 75 districts, will be the ten districts that have been a part of the Pilot for this past school year. The Pilot districts will be able to assist in supporting the new districts engaging in this work. Each year, a new cohort of districts will be introduced, and they will be involved in data collection for a duration of three years.                                               
Finally, to memorialize this data collection process, the Acting 619 Coordinator has been working with the Web Development team in the Office of Information Technology to build a data system to store the Indicator 7 data. This data system will allow districts to enter their COS information in real time and additionally mitigate the errors of incomplete or duplicate records. Each year, the Part B Data Manager will pull a report from the data system which will be utilized to convert the data to complete the Indicator 7 reporting, including the summary statements.  Data from the COS will be used to support school districts with implementing evidence-based practices to improve student assessment and student outcomes.
7 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.

The State did not provide any data for this indicator. Because the State provided no data for this indicator, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target.

OSEP's response to the State's FFY 2017 SPP/APR required the State to include in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR the required data for FFY 2018. The State provided none of the required information.
   
7 - Required Actions
The State did not provide data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide the required data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR. 
Indicator 8: Parent involvement

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of parents from whom response is requested is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

If the State is using a separate data collection methodology for preschool children, the State must provide separate baseline data, targets, and actual target data or discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool data collection methodologies in a manner that is valid and reliable.

While a survey is not required for this indicator, a State using a survey must submit a copy of any new or revised survey with its SPP/APR.

Report the number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, age of the student, disability category, and geographic location in the State.

If the analysis shows that the demographics of the parents responding are not representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services in the State, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State distributed the survey to parents (e.g., by mail, by e-mail, on-line, by telephone, in-person through school personnel), and how responses were collected.

States are encouraged to work in collaboration with their OSEP-funded parent centers in collecting data.
8 - Indicator Data

	Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children? 
	NO


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	80.60%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	84.00%
	84.50%
	85.00%
	85.50%
	85.50%

	Data
	85.18%
	82.33%
	84.45%
	84.49%
	83.65%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	86.00%
	86.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities
	Total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	7,870
	9,287
	83.65%
	86.00%
	84.74%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
41,255

Percentage of respondent parents

22.51%

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

The preschool data was collected using the same methodology that was used to collect the school age data, therefore it is equally valid and reliable to the school age data.  The methodology is described below.

	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


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

New Jersey decided to sample districts using a representative cohort method.  This means that the entire population of parents with children receiving services are divided up into separate cohorts.  Each cohort, or sample, was selected to be demographically representative of the entire state.  In our trainings with school districts we describe each of these cohorts as a “mini New Jersey.”  The reason for the sampling is to counter attrition in survey participation due to fatigue.  If the same parents get the survey every year, they won’t participate as often.

The demographics included in the sampling frame include disability type, race/ethnicity status, and gender.  NJDOE established a ± 3% sampling error, i.e. the sample that is chosen will be representative of districts serving students with disabilities within the state at a level of error that will be plus or minus 3% -- an error band of 6%.  Through the establishment of the ± 3% sampling error and the use of a sampling calculator, selection bias should be prevented.
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	NO

	The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
	NO


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
While the demographic differences of the responding sample are not all within the ± 3% range to be representative, they have always been close enough to be acceptable. Looking at Cohort 13’s results, three of the four disability categories were within range to be representative. The fourth, Learning Disabilities, narrowly missed the mark at -3.37%. This is less than one percent away. Gender was representative and minority status narrowly missed the band for being representative (-3.09%). Again, it was by less than one percent.

  1.  NJDOE will continue to work with the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) and utilize their networking resources in order to promote and encourage parent participation and response to the survey.

  2.  In response to our stakeholders recommendations at our October, 2019 meeting we determined the top 6 spoken languages in addition to English in NJ and NJOSE is currently working with our vendor to translate the parent survey into the following languages: Spanish, Arabic, Mandarin Chinese, Portuguese, Korean, and Haitian.

  3.  NJDOE will continue providing participating districts with suggestions to increase parent access to the survey such as distributing and collecting surveys at school events, using parent email addresses, and inviting parents into the school computer lab to complete the survey electronically.
Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.

When compared to other cohorts in the 11-year history, Cohort 13 was the second-best year for gender representation (2nd), while primary disability (6th) was average, and minority demographic representation was the best ever (1st).  Gender was within the +/- 3.0% threshold for representativeness and primary disability was close.  Just like every other year, minority respondents were under-represented and outside the +/- 3.0% guideline, but this is the closest it has ever been to the guideline (-3.09%).

The primary disability numbers – learning disability (LD), emotional disability (ED), intellectual disability (ID), and all other disabilities (AO) – differ by absolute values between 0.16% and 3.37% in Cohort 13.  The value with the maximum difference, -3.37%, ranks Cohort 13 as having the sixth-smallest difference from the target representation among the cohorts in the 11-year history.  Using +/- 3.0% as a guideline, the learning disability (LD) group was under-represented in the sample.  

In Cohort 13, the representativeness for gender ranked 2nd out of the 11-year history – under-representing females by 0.20%.  This number is within the +/- 3.0% threshold for representativeness.  

Minorities have always been under-represented, and while this trend continued in Cohort 13, it was the best it has ever been as the group was only under-represented by 3.09%.  The minority under-representation has ranged from 4.23% to 10.71% in other years.

While it is appropriate to compare the responding population to the target population for the cohort, it is important to remember that the target population for the Cohort is itself a sample of the State population and thus differs to some degree.  Additional state demographic comparison is provided because, technically, the sample is supposed to represent the “state”, not just the cohort.  Each cohort is supposed to represent a “mini-New Jersey” as it is described to districts in the webinars, and each cohort may be a little bit off from the state numbers due to the sampling process.  Additionally, the parents who respond may be demographically off from the cohort target.  So, if the cohort target can be slightly off from the state, and the responding population can be off from the cohort target, it is good to look at just how far the responding population differs from the state population.  

In two of the 3 categories, the Cohort 13 respondents were closer to the 2016 state population percentages than they were to the Cohort 13 sample.  Primary disability only varied by a maximum value of -1.37 compared to the 2016 state population while it differed from the Cohort 13 target population by a maximum value of -3.37%.  Gender was slightly more under-represented using the 2016 state data (-1.20%) compared to the Cohort 13 sample (-0.20%).  Race/ethnicity was also closer to the 2016 state numbers (-2.09%) than the Cohort 13 sample population (-3.09%).

The updated 2018 state population numbers improved on the differences in primary disability (max 0.62% difference) and gender (-1.05% difference), while getting worse for race and ethnicity (-4.21% difference).  Much of this can be credited to the sampling done in 2016.  Cohorts 11 through 16 appear to be drawn so that their demographics reflect the changing demographic makeup of the state.  While this improved the situation for primary disability and gender, the growth of the minority population in the state has outpaced any corrections that could be made with the sampling framework.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2018 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue. The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
8 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must report whether its FFY 2019 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the State is taking to address this issue.  The State must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.  
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Data Source
State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.

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

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2018, describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification as required by 34 CFR §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum n and/or cell size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2018 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2019).
Instructions
Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories.

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

If the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n and/or cell size. If the State used a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size for any racial/ethnic group.

Consider using multiple methods in calculating disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups to reduce the risk of overlooking potential problems. Describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation.

Provide the number of districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services and the number of those districts identified with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Targets must be 0%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken. If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
9 - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	4.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.15%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)

NO

	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services that is the result of inappropriate identification
	Number of districts in the State
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	3
	0
	657
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
The State uses the same calculation to identify significant disproportionality (CCEIS) and disproportionate representation (Indicators 9 and 10). New Jersey was prepared to solely utilize a risk ratio for the FFY 2018 calculation, but then the implementation date was delayed by USDE to July 2020. In March 2019, when a court decision determined that the delay was not in accordance with the regulations, the State did not have sufficient time to inform all stakeholders of the need for immediate implementation and provide technical assistance to newly identified districts in time to implement the new calculation for FFY 2018 reporting.  
 
Disproportionate Representation is defined as a risk ratio of 3.0 or higher for three consecutive years with no minimum n size. For FFY 2018, the State identified those districts who met the state definition and were identified in the previous year using the previous definition. The previous year's calculation defined disproportionate representation and examined data for over-identification from both a functional and statistical perspective:

Functional Definition:
Implementation of policies, procedures, and practices in the general education instructional, behavioral, and intervention process and/or the special education identification, referral, evaluation or eligibility determination process that results in a systemic, pervasive, persistent pattern of inappropriate over-identification of students with disabilities of a specific racial/ethnic group as eligible for special education and related services or in a specific eligibility category.

Statistical Definition/ Methodology:
The measures included three descriptive statistics:
· unweighted risk ratio of 2.0;
· risk rate comparison; and
· a measure of impact comparing expected vs. observed numbers of students identified as eligible for special education (systemic, pervasive) 

All three measures included a statistical test of significance – chi square. In order to determine persistence, districts were ranked on each of the three measures (risk ratio, risk rates, and a measure of impact [i.e. number of students impacted by the disproportionate representation for a consecutive three-year period, including the FFY being reported in the SPP/APR]). Ranks for the three-year period were totaled and those districts with the lowest ranks (e.g. Ranks of 1 to 50), an impact number of more than 25 students, and a risk ratio of 2.0 or greater were identified as having a disproportionate representation.

Data were analyzed for all three measures described above for all required racial/ethnic groups in each district in the state, for children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA.

For FFY 2019 and moving forward, the State will only use the 3.0 risk ratio or higher threshold with no minimum n size to identify districts with disproportionate representation.
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services was the result of inappropriate identification.

In FFY 2018,  3 districts were identified for disproportionate representation. Districts identified for disproportionate representation participated in a self-assessment of policies, procedures and practices to determine if the district demonstrated noncompliance with requirements related to the identification of students with disabilities. The self-assessment was aligned with the IDEA requirements identified by the USOSEP as related to Indicators 9 and 10 and included a review of compliance indicators related to the requirements of 34 CFR 300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through 300.311. As a result of the self-assessment, zero (0) LEAs had findings of noncompliance in one or more of the requirements reviewed.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	
	0


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
9 - Required Actions
Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Disproportionality
Compliance indicator: Percent of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(C))

Data Source
State’s analysis, based on State’s Child Count data collected under IDEA section 618, to determine if the disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts, that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups, with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.

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

Based on its review of the 618 data for FFY 2018, describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate representation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification as required by 34 CFR §§300.600(d)(3) and 300.602(a), e.g., using monitoring data; reviewing policies, practices and procedures, etc. In determining disproportionate representation, analyze data, for each district, for all racial and ethnic groups in the district, or all racial and ethnic groups in the district that meet a minimum n and/or cell size set by the State. Report on the percent of districts in which disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services is the result of inappropriate identification, even if the determination of inappropriate identification was made after the end of the FFY 2018 reporting period (i.e., after June 30, 2019).
Instructions
Provide racial/ethnic disproportionality data for all children aged 6 through 21 served under IDEA, aggregated across all disability categories.

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

If the State has established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n and/or cell size. If the State used a minimum n and/or cell size requirement, report the number of districts totally excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement because the district did not meet the minimum n and/or cell size for any racial/ethnic group.

Consider using multiple methods in calculating disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups to reduce the risk of overlooking potential problems. Describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation.

Provide the number of districts that met the State-established n and/or cell size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups identified with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in special education and related services and the number of those districts identified with disproportionate representation that is the result of inappropriate identification.

Targets must be 0%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
10 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	4.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	0%
	0%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Has the state established a minimum n and/or cell size requirement? (yes/no)

NO

	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories
	Number of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that is the result of inappropriate identification
	Number of districts in the State
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	13
	0
	657
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
The State uses the same calculation to identify significant disproportionality (CCEIS) and disproportionate representation (Indicators 9 and 10). New Jersey was prepared to solely utilize a risk ratio for the FFY 2018 calculation, but then the implementation date was delayed by USDE to July 2020. In March 2019, when a court decision determined that the delay was not in accordance with the regulations, the State did not have sufficient time to inform all stakeholders of the need for immediate implementation and provide technical assistance to newly identified districts in time to implement the new calculation for FFY 2018 reporting.  

Disproportionate Representation is defined as a risk ratio of 3.0 or higher threshold for three consecutive years with no minimum n size. For FFY 2018, the State identified those districts who met the new State definition and had been identified in the previous year using the old definition. The previous year's calculation defined disproportionate representation and examined data for over-identification from both a functional and statistical perspective:

Functional Definition:

Implementation of policies, procedures, and practices in the general education instructional, behavioral, and intervention process and/or the special education identification, referral, evaluation or eligibility determination process that results in a systemic, pervasive, persistent pattern of inappropriate over-identification of students with disabilities of a specific racial/ethnic group as eligible for special education and related services or in a specific eligibility category.

Statistical definition: 

The statistical definition included a statistical test of significance – chi square and a measure of impact comparing expected vs. observed numbers of students identified as eligible for special education.

Using the criteria established above, for FFY 2018, NJDOE determined that 13 LEAs met the data threshold for disproportionate representation.

For FFY 2019, the State will use only the 3.0 risk ratio or higher threshold for three consecutive years with no minimum n size to identify districts with disproportionate representation.
Describe how the State made its annual determination as to whether the disproportionate overrepresentation it identified of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories was the result of inappropriate identification.

In FFY 2018,  13 districts were found to have disproportionate representation. Districts identified for disproportionate representation participated in a self-assessment of policies, procedures and practices to determine if the district demonstrated noncompliance with requirements related to the identification of students with disabilities. The self-assessment was aligned with the IDEA requirements identified by the USOSEP as related to Indicators 9 and 10 and included a review of compliance indicators related to the requirements of 34 CFR 300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through 300.311.

As a result of the self-assessment, zero LEAs identified noncompliance indicating that the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	0
	0
	
	0


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Child Find

Compliance indicator: Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system and must be based on actual, not an average, number of days. Indicate if the State has established a timeline and, if so, what is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations.
Measurement
a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.

b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).

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

Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Note that under 34 CFR §300.301(d), the timeframe set for initial evaluation does not apply to a public agency if: (1) the parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation; or (2) a child enrolls in a school of another public agency after the timeframe for initial evaluations has begun, and prior to a determination by the child’s previous public agency as to whether the child is a child with a disability. States should not report these exceptions in either the numerator (b) or denominator (a). If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in b.

Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
11 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	83.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	91.41%
	90.92%
	91.32%
	91.96%
	91.29%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received
	(b) Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	26,009
	24,296
	91.29%
	100%
	93.41%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)

1,713

Account for children included in (a) but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.
01: Incomplete Residency
Between 1-5 Days: 13
Between 6-15 Days: 13
Between 16-30 Days: 7
Between 31-60 Days: 11
Between 61-90 Days: 4
Between 91-120 Days: 1
More than 120 Days: 2
Total: 51

02: Additional Evaluations Needed
Between 1-5 Days: 80
Between 6-15 Days: 73
Between 16-30 Days: 62
Between 31-60 Days: 74
Between 61-90 Days: 25
Between 91-120 Days: 26
More than 120 Days: 6
Total: 346

03: Specialized Evaluations Needed
Between 1-5 Days: 66
Between 6-15 Days: 73
Between 16-30 Days: 76
Between 31-60 Days: 77
Between 61-90 Days: 29
Between 91-120 Days: 8 
More than 120 Days: 3
Total: 332

06: Vacancies of Child Study Team or Related Services Personnel
Between 1-5 Days: 35
Between 6-15 Days: 26
Between 16-30 Days: 33
Between 31-60 Days: 29
Between 61-90 Days: 7
Between 91-120 Days: 10
More than 120 Days: 8
Total: 148

07: Child Study Team or Related Services Personnel were Unavailable
Between 1-5 Days: 185
Between 6-15 Days: 131
Between 16-30 Days: 104
Between 31-60 Days: 89
Between 61-90 Days: 14
Between 91-120 Days: 18
More than 120 Days: 18
Total: 559

09: Late Referral: If the Written Referral for the Initial Evaluation was Made Fewer than 120 Days Prior to Age 3
Between 1-5 Days: 2
Between 6-15 Days: 3
Between 16-30 Days: 3
Between 31-60 Days: 1
Between 61-90 Days: 0
Between 91-120 Days: 0
More than 120 Days: 0
Total: 9

No Reason or Invalid Reason 
Between 1-5 Days: 83
Between 6-15 Days: 74
Between 16-30 Days: 63
Between 31-60 Days: 34
Between 61-90 Days: 9
Between 91-120 Days: 3
More than 120 Days: 2
Total: 268

TOTAL OF ALL DELAY REASONS: 1713
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

The State established a timeline within which the evaluation must be conducted

What is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations? If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in (b).
In accordance with 34 C.F.R. §300.301(c)(1)(ii) and 34 C.F.R. §300.301(c)(1)(ii), New Jersey has established a timeline within which evaluations must be completed and has also established procedures by which eligibility is determined. New Jersey’s system of evaluation and determination of eligibility includes the following procedures which must be completed within specific timelines from when a parent provides consent for evaluation, as detailed in New Jersey’s special education regulations. These include providing written notice of a meeting; disseminating to the parents any evaluations or reports that will be used to determine eligibility, at least 10 days prior to the eligibility meeting; conducting the eligibility meeting; and if the student is eligible, conducting an IEP meeting; providing written notice of the IEP; obtaining consent to implement the IEP; and having a program that is in place for the student. To comply with the requirement to have the entire process completed within 90 days from the date parental consent is obtained, the data for this indicator are collected based on the requirement that evaluations and a written report must be completed no later than the 65th day from parental consent.

The evaluation timeline set for initial evaluation does not apply to a public agency if: (1) The parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation; or (2) A child enrolls in a school of another public agency after the timeframe for initial evaluations has begun, and prior to a determination by the child’s previous public agency as to whether the child is a child with a disability (34 CFR §300.301(d)). As a result, in accordance with the instructions for Indicator 11 in the USOSEP measurement table, these exceptions are not reflected in either the numerator or denominator in the calculation of data for Indicator 11.

In addition, because there is an automatic stay-put whenever mediation or due process hearing is initiated, this was also determined by NJDOE to be a valid exception to the state established timeline [N.J.A.C. 6A:14-2.6(d) 10 and N.J.A.C. 6A:14-2.7(u)]. As instructed in the measurement table, evaluations that met this exception are included in the numerator and denominator. The NJDOE determined that all other reasons for a delay in timelines are either not valid or not permitted in regulation.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Statewide census data for this indicator are collected through the Annual Data Report which is now reported to NJDOE through the New Jersey Standards Measurement and Resource for Teaching (NJSMART) student level database on October 15th of each year. LEAs report dates of consent and dates for the completion of evaluations, by student. Reasons for any delays in meeting evaluation timelines are also reported by student. Data are aggregated to the district and state level for reporting in Indicator 11 and for analysis to identify and verify correction of noncompliance. Data for Indicator 11 represent evaluations conducted for the entire reporting year – July 1, 2017 to June 30, 2018 as reported by districts on October 15, 2018.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	2,258
	2,258
	
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
As required by OSEP Memorandum 09-02, NJDOE aggregates data for this indicator for the full reporting period at the district level to determine which LEAs demonstrate noncompliance. Individual instances of noncompliance are grouped by finding to make findings at the district level. Districts with findings are required to determine the root cause of the noncompliance, as appropriate, and to implement corrective actions to address any root causes identified and to correct any noncompliance policies, procedures or practices that may have contributed to the noncompliance.

To verify correction of noncompliance, the NJDOE monitors determined, through desk audit and/or interviews, that each LEA with a finding of noncompliance:

1. Achieved 100% compliance based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and
2.  Had developed and implemented the IEP, although late, for any child for whom implementation of the IEP was not timely, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The specific actions taken to verify correction included review of data submitted by the districts indicating the dates of completion of IEP implementation, although late, and the review of updated data submitted by the districts regarding referrals conducted subsequent to FFY 2017. Interviews conducted with special education directors indicated that root causes of delays continue to be vacancies and the unavailability of child study team or related services personnel. Districts reported that, consistent with prior year findings, delays were at times due to difficulty scheduling specialists for additional evaluations. NJDOE has provided technical assistance regarding communication with referring early intervention programs, registration strategies, maintaining and using data for oversight and reallocation of staff to meet district needs.

NJDOE analyzes subsequent data submitted through NJSMART to determine whether each LEA with identified noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements. The data must demonstrate 100% compliance. The amount of data reviewed varies based on the level of the noncompliance and the size of the LEA.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
11 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions
Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement

a. # of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination.


b. # of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to their third birthdays.


c. # of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.


d. # of children for whom parent refusal to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR 
§300.301(d) applied.


e. # of children determined to be eligible for early intervention services under Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays.


f. # of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 
CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.

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

Percent = [(c) divided by (a - b - d - e - f)] times 100.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Category f is to be used only by States that have an approved policy for providing parents the option of continuing early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
12 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	73.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	92.87%
	92.19%
	92.05%
	91.86%
	92.04%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 
	3,348

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	0

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	2,561

	d. Number for whom parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR §300.301(d) applied. 
	174

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	21

	f. Number of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
	


	
	Numerator

(c)
	Denominator

(a-b-d-e-f)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	 2,561
	3,153
	92.04%
	100%
	81.22%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The data for Indicator 12 is collected through the State's student-level data system, NJSMART.   The data stewards at the New Jersey Department of Education conduct ongoing reviews of the data collection and analysis procedures as part of continuous process improvement.  Through this ongoing quality improvement process, it was determined that data flagged by the vendor for terminal errors in previous years could be scrubbed at the state level and be deemed usable for the purposes of the SPP/APR. As a result of this decision, additional student level data was included in this year's calculation for Indicator 12. 

According to the data, a total of 592 students did not have a program in place by their 3rd birthday.  Delay reasons were provided for only 53 of the 592 students.  The data submitted for the remaining 539 students did not include delay reasons. Therefore, it cannot be determined if the reasons for the delay in providing a program for these 539 students by age 3 were valid. In order to address this issues, the department is conducting data retreats this spring with districts which will focus on the importance of data quality.  In addition, we are working with the NJSMART vendor to incorporate business rules that will prevent districts from submitting incomplete data.
Number of children who served in part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination that are not included in b, c, d, e,or f

592

Account for children included in (a), but not included in b, c, d, e, or f. Indicate the range of days beyond the third birthday when eligibility was determined and the IEP developed, and the reasons for the delays.
01: Incomplete Residency
Between 1- 5 Days: 2
Between 6 - 15 Days: 2
Between 16-30 Days: 2
Between 31-60 Days: 2
Between 61-90 Days: 1
Between 91-120 Days: 2
More than 120 Days: 2
Total: 13

02: Additional Evaluations Needed
Between 1- 5 Days: 1
Between 6 - 15 Days: 2
Between 16-30 Days: 2
Between 31-60 Days: 1
Between 61-90 Days: 3
Between 91-120 Days: 2
More than 120 Days: 1
Total: 12

03: Specialized Evaluations
Between 1- 5 Days: 1
Between 6 - 15 Days: 0
Between 16-30 Days: 0
Between 31-60 Days: 0
Between 61-90 Days: 0
Between 91-120 Days: 2
More than 120 Days: 0
Total: 3

06: Vacancies of Child Study Team or Related Services Personnel
Between 1- 5 Days: 0
Between 6 - 15 Days: 1
Between 16-30 Days: 0
Between 31-60 Days: 0
Between 61-90 Days: 1
Between 91-120 Days: 1
More than 120 Days: 0
Total: 3

07: Child Study Team or Related Services Personnel were Unavailable 
Between 1- 5 Days: 4
Between 6 - 15 Days: 2
Between 16-30 Days: 4
Between 31-60 Days: 5
Between 61-90 Days: 5
Between 91-120 Days: 2
More than 120 Days: 0
Total: 22

08: Wrong Code/No Code
Between 1- 5 Days: 86
Between 6 - 15 Days: 117
Between 16-30 Days: 119
Between 31-60 Days: 130
Between 61-90 Days: 64
Between 91-120 Days: 14
More than 120 Days: 9
Total: 539

TOTAL FOR ALL DELAY REASONS: 592
Attach PDF table (optional)
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?
State database that includes data for the entire reporting year
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Statewide census data for this indicator for the full reporting period are collected through the Special Education Collection which is reported to NJDOE through the New Jersey Standards Measurement and Resource for Teaching (NJSMART) student level database on October 15th of each year. LEAs report if the child was receiving services through the early intervention system (EIS), the date of IEP implementation and the reasons for any delays in implementing the IEP beyond the third birthday. Reasons for any delays in meeting evaluation timelines are also reported by student. Data are aggregated to the district and state level for reporting in Indicator 12 and for analysis to identify and correct noncompliance.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	190
	190
	
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
As required by OSEP Memorandum 09-02, NJDOE aggregates data for this indicator for the full reporting period at the district level to determine which LEAs demonstrate noncompliance. Individual instances of noncompliance are grouped by finding to make findings at the district level. Districts with findings are required to determine the root cause of the noncompliance, as appropriate, and to implement corrective actions to address any root causes identified and to correct any noncompliance policies, procedures or practices that may have contributed to the noncompliance.

To verify correction of noncompliance, the NJDOE monitors determined, through desk audit and/or interviews, that each LEA with a finding of noncompliance:

1. Was correctly implementing 34 CFR §300.124(b), (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and
2. Had developed and implemented the IEP, although late, for any child for whom implementation of the IEP was not timely, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The specific actions taken to verify correction included review of data submitted by the districts indicating the dates of completion of IEP implementation, although late, and the review of updated data submitted by the districts regarding referrals conducted subsequent to FFY 2017. Interviews conducted with special education directors indicated that root causes of delays continue to be vacancies and the unavailability of child study team or related services personnel. Districts reported that, consistent with prior year findings, delays were at times due to difficulty scheduling specialists for additional evaluations. NJDOE has provided technical assistance regarding communication with referring early intervention programs, registration strategies, maintaining and using data for oversight and reallocation of staff to meet district needs.

NJDOE analyzes subsequent data submitted through NJSMART to determine whether each LEA with identified noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements. The data must demonstrate 100% compliance. The amount of data reviewed varies based on the level of the noncompliance and the size of the LEA.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
12 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
12 - Required Actions
Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: Secondary transition: Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.

If a State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16, the State may, but is not required to, choose to include youth beginning at that younger age in its data for this indicator. If a State chooses to do this, it must state this clearly in its SPP/APR and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age.

Instructions
If data are from State monitoring, describe the method used to select LEAs for monitoring. If data are from a State database, include data for the entire reporting year.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target. Describe the method used to collect these data and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Targets must be 100%.

Provide detailed information about the timely correction of noncompliance as noted in OSEP’s response for the previous SPP/APR. If the State did not ensure timely correction of the previous noncompliance, provide information on the extent to which noncompliance was subsequently corrected (more than one year after identification). In addition, provide information regarding the nature of any continuing noncompliance, improvement activities completed (e.g., review of policies and procedures, technical assistance, training, etc.) and any enforcement actions that were taken.

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
13 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	90.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	90.41%
	76.24%
	75.29%
	80.14%
	98.72%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition
	Number of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	400
	431
	98.72%
	100%
	92.81%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Fifty-four (54) districts were included in the targeted review of secondary transition requirements and seven (7) of those districts were identified with noncompliance. Six (6) of the seven (7) district had noncompliance in a single area: post-secondary goals based on age-appropriate transition assessments. Information from districts staff indicate that district-level policies, such as administering transition assessments only to students in grades 11 and above, may be contributing factors. The Department will provide training and technical assistance to those individual districts that were determined noncompliant. In addition, the Department is developing a Transition Toolkit that will be posted on the NJDOE website for universal access. This toolkit will provide information on regulatory requirements, best practices in transition planning, data collection forms for in-district compliance reviews, resources and aims to assist districts in achieving compliance in the area of secondary transition.
What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Data for this indicator were obtained through a targeted review process. Each year, a sample of districts and charter schools, where students ages 16 and above are enrolled, is selected to participate in the transition targeted review. During FFY 2018, 54 districts/charter schools with students aged 16 and above were selected to participate in the targeted review. A sample of student files was collected from each district/charter school representing a variety of disability categories, racial/ethnic groups, grade levels and placements. The revised checklist, developed by the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC), was used by state monitors to review each student file. Files were determined noncompliant if one or more of the 8 questions on the checklist received a response of “no.” Targeted technical assistance was offered to all districts/charter schools in the cohort.

A report of results, including findings of noncompliance, as needed, was issued to each of the districts/charter schools participating in the targeted review. Noncompliance was found in seven (7) districts/charter schools. Districts/charter schools are required to develop corrective action plans to address the noncompliance and to correct it as soon as possible, but no later than one year from the date of the report. To verify correction of noncompliance, that will be reported in the FFY 2019 APR to be filed February 1, 2020, the NJDOE monitors will verify through desk audits and onsite visits in each district/charter school with a finding of noncompliance:

is correctly implementing the specific relevant regulatory requirements by reviewing updated subsequent data for a period of time, based on the level of noncompliance, that demonstrate 100% compliance with the regulatory requirements; and
has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction, by reviewing a sample of the files found to have noncompliance.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017
	Findings of Noncompliance Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected Within One Year
	Findings of Noncompliance Subsequently Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	5
	5
	
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
As required by OSEP Memorandum 09-02, NJDOE aggregates all available data for this indicator for the full reporting period at the district level to determine which districts/charter schools demonstrate noncompliance and ensure that the all instances of noncompliance are addressed. Individual instances of noncompliance are grouped by requirement to make findings at the district/charter school level. Districts/charter schools with findings are required to determine the root cause of the noncompliance, as appropriate, and to implement corrective actions to address any root causes identified and to correct any noncompliance policies, procedures or practices that may have contributed to the noncompliance.
To verify correction of noncompliance, the NJDOE monitors determined through desk audits and onsite visits that each district/charter schools with a finding of noncompliance:

1. Is correctly implementing the specific relevant regulatory requirements by reviewing updated subsequent data for a period of time, based on the level of noncompliance, that demonstrate compliance; and
2. Has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction by reviewing a sample of the files found to have noncompliance, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

Districts/charter schools where noncompliance was identified related to Indicator 13 were required to correct the noncompliance as soon as possible, but in no case not later than one year from identification in accordance with the USOSEP memo 09-02. Each district/charter school with a finding of noncompliance for this indicator was required to either review and revise its procedures, including procedures for transition assessment, review and revise its IEP form, conduct staff training regarding transition procedures, and review and revise IEPs of students whose IEPs were determined to be noncompliant. NJDOE reviewed procedures, all or a sample of the revised files in each district/charter, and files of students whose IEPs were developed subsequent to the monitoring, to verify the correction of each individual case of noncompliance.

Districts/charters were also required to submit updated subsequent data such as IEPs and/or other documentation generated for students subsequent to the date of their targeted review report to demonstrate current implementation of the requirements at 100% compliance. Districts/charters where oversight was a root cause of noncompliance were also required to implement a system of oversight to ensure compliant implementation of the specific regulatory requirements.

All findings of noncompliance with Indicator 13 identified in FFY 2017 were verified as corrected in accordance with OSEP memorandum 09-02 within one year of identification.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
13 - OSEP Response
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the State must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the State must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
13 - Required Actions
Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Results indicator: Post-school outcomes: Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:

Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

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

Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
A. Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

B. Percent enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

C. Percent enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

Instructions
Sampling of youth who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates of the target population. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

Collect data by September 2019 on students who left school during 2017-2018, timing the data collection so that at least one year has passed since the students left school. Include students who dropped out during 2017-2018 or who were expected to return but did not return for the current school year. This includes all youth who had an IEP in effect at the time they left school, including those who graduated with a regular diploma or some other credential, dropped out, or aged out.
I. Definitions
Enrolled in higher education as used in measures A, B, and C means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (two-year program) or college/university (four or more year program) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school.

Competitive employment as used in measures B and C: States have two options to report data under “competitive employment” in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, due February 2020:
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.

Option 2: States report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.

Enrolled in other postsecondary education or training as used in measure C, means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis for at least 1 complete term at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps, adult education, workforce development program, vocational technical school which is less than a two-year program).

Some other employment as used in measure C means youth have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering services, etc.).

II. Data Reporting
Provide the actual numbers for each of the following mutually exclusive categories. The actual number of “leavers” who are:


1. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school;


2. Competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education);


3. Enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in 


higher education or competitively employed);


4. In some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary 
education or training program, or competitively employed).

“Leavers” should only be counted in one of the above categories, and the categories are organized hierarchically. So, for example, “leavers” who are enrolled in full- or part-time higher education within one year of leaving high school should only be reported in category 1, even if they also happen to be employed. Likewise, “leavers” who are not enrolled in either part- or full-time higher education, but who are competitively employed, should only be reported under category 2, even if they happen to be enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program.

III. Reporting on the Measures/Indicators
Targets must be established for measures A, B, and C.

Measure A: For purposes of reporting on the measures/indicators, please note that any youth enrolled in an institution of higher education (that meets any definition of this term in the Higher Education Act (HEA)) within one year of leaving high school must be reported under measure A. This could include youth who also happen to be competitively employed, or in some other training program; however, the key outcome we are interested in here is enrollment in higher education.

Measure B: All youth reported under measure A should also be reported under measure B, in addition to all youth that obtain competitive employment within one year of leaving high school.

Measure C: All youth reported under measures A and B should also be reported under measure C, in addition to youth that are enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program, or in some other employment.

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, disability category, and geographic location in the State.

If the analysis shows that the response data are not representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State collected the data.

14 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	46.00%
	46.00%
	46.50%
	47.00%
	47.00%

	A
	45.00%
	Data
	49.24%
	51.88%
	53.26%
	52.50%
	52.20%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.50%
	75.50%
	76.00%

	B
	74.00%
	Data
	74.05%
	81.27%
	82.32%
	80.53%
	83.67%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	86.00%
	86.00%
	86.00%
	86.50%
	86.50%

	C
	84.00%
	Data
	84.07%
	87.76%
	89.57%
	88.80%
	89.55%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	47.50%
	48.00%

	Target B >=
	76.00%
	77.00%

	Target C >=
	86.50%
	87.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	1,246

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	594

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	385

	3. Number of respondent youth enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education or competitively employed)
	56

	4. Number of respondent youth who are in some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary education or training program, or competitively employed).
	48


	
	Number of respondent youth
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Enrolled in higher education (1)
	594
	1,246
	52.20%
	47.50%
	47.67%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	979
	1,246
	83.67%
	76.00%
	78.57%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4)
	1,083
	1,246
	89.55%
	86.50%
	86.92%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 2: Report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.
	Was sampling used? 
	YES

	If yes, has your previously-approved sampling plan changed?
	NO


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

The New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE) is following the guidelines established by the National Post School Outcomes (NPSO) Center for the sampling methodology, data collection procedures and data analysis for the purposes of developing and implementing a study to yield valid and reliable data as described in the SPP/APR. Consistent with New Jersey's (USOSEP approved) sampling plan, all districts in the state that have high school programs are participating in this study over a five year period. Using the NPSO sampling calculator, districts were randomly assigned to one of five cohorts. Each cohort consists of a representative sample of districts according to the demographic characteristics: district size; number of students with disabilities; disability type; race/ethnicity; gender (percentage of female students); ELL status; and dropout rate.

The sampling calculator developed by NPSO is based on a 5 way clustering process which has as its basis a probability model. Using the calculator, data were entered for the sampling parameters listed above for all New Jersey school districts serving students with disabilities. The sampling calculator selects a representative sample for each of five yars reflecting the population of the State at a pre-set confidence level of plus or minus 3%. NJDOE established a +/- 3% sampling error, i.e. the sample that is chosen will be representative of districts serving students with disabilities within the state at a level of error that will be plus or minus 3% -- an error band of 6%. Through the establishment of the +/- 3% sampling error and the use of the NPSO sampling calculator, selection bias should be prevented.
	Was a survey used? 
	NO


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
Representativeness: Using the NPSO Response Calculator (see attached) NJOSE calculated the representativeness of respondents to all student exiters from Cohort III districts (from the 2017-2018 school year). Representativeness is calculated for each demographic category by subtracting the percentage of respondents from the percentage of all student exiters in Cohort III for each category. A difference of ±3% is considered a statistical difference.

Comparison of Representativeness: Student exiters who responded to the survey were representative of all student exiters from 2017-2018 for all categories of disability, gender and students in separate, out of district placements.
	Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	YES


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

For accessibility purposes, the NPSO Response Calculator re: Representativeness (see Definition above) has been recreated below rather than attached:
1) Target Lever Totals
Overall 1687
LD 794
ED 104
CI 34
AO 755
Female 621
Minority 805
Out of District 133
Dropout 36
Abbott 270
 
2) Response Totals
Overall 1246
LD 587
ED 78
CI 26
AO 555
Female 472
Minority 579
OOD 86
Dropout 14
Abbott 187

3) Target Lever Representation
LD 47.07%
ED 6.16%
CI 2.02%
AO 44.75%
Female 36.81%
Minority 46.47%
OOD 7.88%
Dropout 2.13%
Abbott 16.00%

4) Respondent Representation
LD 47.11%
ED 6.26%
CI 2.09%
AO 44.54%
Female 37.88%
Minority 46.47%
OOD 6.90%
Dropout 1.12%
Abbott 15.01%

5) Difference
LD 0.04%
ED 0.10%
CI 0.07%
AO -0.21%
Female 1.07%
Minority -1.25%
OOD -0.98%
Dropout -1.01%
Abbott -1.00%

Note: positive difference indicates over-representation, negative difference indicates under-representation. A difference of greater than +/-3% was not found in this representativeness report. We encourage users to also read the Westat/NPSO paper Post-School Outcomes: Response Rates and Non-response Bias, found on the NPSO website at http://www.psocenter.org/collecting.html.
14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
14 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
14 - Required Actions
Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

Results Indicator: Percent of hearing requests that went to resolution sessions that were resolved through resolution session settlement agreements.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).

Measurement
Percent = (3.1(a) divided by 3.1) times 100.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and report on them in the corresponding SPP/APR.

States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data under IDEA section 618, explain.

States are not required to report data at the LEA level.

15 - Indicator Data

Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range not used
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	16

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	15


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	77.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	55.00%
	56.00%
	57.00%
	58.00%
	59.00%

	Data
	93.75%
	61.54%
	100.00%
	71.43%
	77.78%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	60.00%
	75.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3.1 Number of resolutions sessions
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	15
	16
	77.78%
	60.00%
	93.75%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
15 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.  
15 - Required Actions
Indicator 16: Mediation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / General Supervision

Results indicator: Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3(B))

Data Source
Data collected under section 618 of the IDEA (IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey in the EDFacts Metadata and Process System (EMAPS)).

Measurement
Percent = (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1) times 100.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the target.

States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10. In a reporting period when the number of resolution sessions reaches 10 or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and report on them in the corresponding SPP/APR.

States may express their targets in a range (e.g., 75-85%).

If the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data under IDEA section 618, explain.

States are not required to report data at the LEA level.

16 - Indicator Data
Select yes to use target ranges
Target Range not used
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	678

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints
	121

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints
	136


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

FFY 2018 Stakeholder Involvement

The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education (NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following:
the Directors of Special Education to provide updates to members regarding office events and progress,
the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives,
the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments recorded in the minutes, and
the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results.
Stakeholder meetings were conducted on October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The purpose of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the SPP/APR. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following:
reviewed current data,
discussed improvement activities,
analyzed available data, and
engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.

The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meeting:

Family Voices
SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network
Dumont Public Schools
The State Special Education Advisory Council
New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education
Montclair State University
Special Olympics New Jersey
The ARC of New Jersey
NJ Association of School Psychologists
NJ Juvenile Justice Commission
Edgewater Park Public Schools
Westbridge Academy
The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School
Advancing Opportunities
AIM Institute of Research and Learning
Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities
Ramapo College of New Jersey
New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children
Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey
New Jersey City University
The Search Day Program
New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association
ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities
NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation 

The January 16, 2020 stakeholder meeting was held to review data and solicit stakeholder input into the targets for FFY 2019.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	38.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	37.00%
	38.00%
	38.50%
	38.50%
	39.00%

	Data
	38.23%
	32.87%
	33.16%
	35.63%
	38.86%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	39.00%
	39.50%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints
	2.1.b.i Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints
	2.1 Number of mediations held
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	121
	136
	678
	38.86%
	39.00%
	37.91%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target. 
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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A. Summary of Phase III  


State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) and Theory of Action 


In the early part of Phase I of the State System Improvement Plan (SSIP), the New Jersey Department of 


Education (NJDOE), Offices of Special Education (OSE) met with stakeholders to review all aspects of 


State data related to the State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) indicators and 


work towards selecting a State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR). Stakeholders expressed interest in 


working toward a goal that could ultimately have significant impact on students’ post-high school success, 


and subsequently identified improving the five-year graduation rate for students with Individualized 


Education Programs (IEPs) graduating in 2019 to 85% as the State Identified Measurable Result (SIMR). 


  
New Jersey uses an adjusted cohort graduation rate for calculating graduation rates for all students and for 


all subgroups, including students with IEPs.  Student data are collected annually, for all students who exit 


high school, through the New Jersey Standards Measurement Resource for Teaching (NJSMART) data 


collection system.  The adjusted cohort graduation rate is calculated for both four-year and five-year exiting 


students.  The five-year rate is the number of students in a cohort who graduated within five years (i.e., 


those students receiving a regular diploma) by the total number of first-time ninth graders who entered the 


cohort five years earlier.  The five-year rate was selected after analyzing data and determining that the vast 


majority of students with IEPs graduate within 5 years of entering high school.  Focusing on this rate 


accounts for variation in learning rates that result in an extra year of study to meet state and local graduation 


requirements and receive a regular diploma. The calculation is included below: 


  


5 Year Cohort Graduates in Year X 


 [First Time 9th graders in year X-5] + [Transfers in] – [Verified Transfers out]-[Excluded from cohort]* 


 


*(Exclusions are aligned with federal requirements.) 


 


There have been no revisions made to the State Identified Measurable Result since it was first identified in 


Phase I. With stakeholder input, the State set rigorous annual targets for the SIMR.  The baseline was 


established with data from 2013 which revealed that 80% of students in New Jersey with IEPs graduated 


by the end of the 5th year of high school.  Since 2013, the five-year graduation rate for students with 


disabilities has improved from this baseline of 80% to 83.83% in FFY 2018. Table 1 illustrates the baseline 


rate, annual targets, actual rate, and the FFY 2019 target set after consulting with stakeholders. 


 


Table 1: Five-Year Graduation Rates and Targets FFY 2013-2019 


 


Year Target Actual Data 


FFY 2013  Baseline 80.00% 


FFY 2014 81% 80.84% 


FFY 2015 82% 81.43% 


FFY 2016 83% 82.11% 


FFY 2017 84% 83.52% 


FFY 2018 85% 83.83% 


FFY 2019 85%  
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Table 2 provides a breakdown of exiting data beginning with the FFY 2014, five-year cohort. Reasons for 


exiting for each student in the cohort are provided.  Data include all students in the cohort who exited 


through August 31st of each year.   


Table 2: Exiting Data for Students Receiving Special Education FFY 2014-2018: 


 


Federal 


Fiscal 


Year  


 


5-Year 


Adjusted 


Cohort 


Graduation 


Rate % 


Total  


Cohort 


Count 


Adjusted  


Cohort 


Count 


Graduated Transfer 


Out-


Unverified 


Off-Track 


Continuing 


Active 


Student 


Status 


Unknown 


Drop-


out  


Excluded  


From 


Cohort 


FFY 


2014 


 


80.84% 17,883 16,801` 13,582 729 


(4.3%) 


 


1350  


(8.1%) 


60 1,080 


(6.4%) 


1,082 


(6.4%) 


FFY 


2015 


 


81.43% 17,380 16,301 13,274 681 


(4.2%) 


1,278 


(7.8%) 


50 1,018 


(6.2%) 


1,079 


(6.6%) 


FFY 


2016 


 


82.11% 17,484 16,393 13,460 613 


 (3.7%) 


1,328 


(8.1%) 


22 970 


(5.9%) 


1,091 


(6.7%) 


FFY 


2017 


83.52% 17,136 16,100 13,447 553 


(3.4%) 


1,265 


(7.9%) 


7 828 


(5.1%) 


1,036 


(6.4%) 


FFY 


2018 


83.83% 17,042 16,014 13,424 502 


(3.13%) 


1279 


(7.99%) 


15 794 


(4.96%) 


1,028 


(6.4%) 


 
New Jersey continues to make progress toward achieving the SIMR with annual increases in the percentage 


of students with IEPs who are graduating within five-years.  The State continues to evaluate implementation 


of the coherent improvement activities in order to ensure continued progress toward achieving the SIMR. 


  


The difference between the graduation rate for students with disabilities in FFY 2018 and the annual target 


for that year represents a total of 188 students.   Table 2 identifies components of the adjusted cohort rate 


that influence the graduation rate. 


 


Dropout Rate:  This category represents the number of students in the five-year graduation rate cohort who 


dropped out of school.  The rate decreased from FFY 14 to FFY 18 (6.4% to 4.96%); however, the rate 


remains higher than the dropout rate for all students for FFY 18 (1.2%). 


 


Off-Track Continuing: This category represents students for whom the submitted grade level indicates that 


the students are still attending school but are at least one year behind their assigned cohort year.  Students 


with disabilities who exercise their right to continue in high school through age 21, under the Individuals 


with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), are represented in this category.  The rate of students graduating 


with a regular diploma at age 21 has remained relatively constant over time.  The State’s Person-Centered 


Approaches for Students in Transition (PCAST) project continues to focus mainly on students with 


intellectual disabilities, who have a low 5-year graduation rate but often stay in school through 21. 


Excluded from Cohort: This category represents students who are excluded from the adjusted cohort under 


special circumstances, including death of a student and transfer out of state/country. This category remains 


at 6.4% from FFY 2017 and also represents the same percentage of students from FFY 2014. Please note 


that this category does not negatively impact a school district’s graduation rate since the circumstances are 
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beyond the control of the district.  Students in this category are therefore not included in either the numerator 


or the denominator of the calculation.  


 
Transferred Out Unverified:  These students left one school district and did not re-enroll in another New 


Jersey school district or inform their school district that they were leaving the state. The number of students 


in this category has declined over time; however, NJSMART training and improved district awareness 


efforts continue, with a goal of decreasing this number further. 


  


Theory of Action 


 


In Phase I, the State developed a Theory of Action that identified improvement strategies and outlined the 


steps needed to meet the SIMR.  The improvement strategies were designed to address the root causes of 


low performance on an array of SPP/APR indicators that are ultimately associated with graduation rate such 


as Indicators: 2, 3B, 3C, 4A, 4B, 5, 13, and 14. Based on feedback received after the submission of Phase 


I, combined with stakeholder input, the State streamlined the initial theory of action, focusing on three 


coherent improvement strategies: Positive Behavior Supports in Schools; Universal Design for Learning; 


and the New Jersey Tiered System of Supports (NJTSS). Utilizing these strategies allowed the State to 


focus on systems change that would ultimately positively impact the number of students who graduate with 


a diploma and the tools they needed to be successful in employment, postsecondary education and life in 


their communities.   


Throughout Phase II, the State worked to develop a plan to ensure alignment between activities designed 


to achieve the SIMR and NJDOE initiatives. State staff worked with stakeholders to identify the relevant 


data from our selected improvement activities and engaged in discussions centered on the resources needed 


to effectively implement and evaluate those activities.  


 


During Year I of Phase III, the State developed its State Plan required by the Every Student Succeeds Act 


(ESSA).  In order to improve equitable consideration of students who need an extra year to meet graduation 


requirements, the new school accountability system includes the four- and five-year graduation rates 


equally in the calculation of each high school’s summative score for all students and all subgroups for the 


purpose of identifying schools in need of comprehensive or targeted support.  This aligns the State’s SIMR 


with goals established for all students.   Additionally, in the calculation of summative scores, the subgroup 


score, which will be the average of all individual subgroup scores, will be weighted equally with a school’s 


overall score for all students to determine the final score for each indicator (with the exception of the English 


language progress toward proficiency indicator). By weighting all subgroups equally in the subgroup score 


and weighting overall and subgroup scores equally in indicator calculations, NJDOE is committed to 


ensuring its ESSA school accountability system does not unintentionally ignore school-level gaps in 


performance by one or more subgroups (New Jersey ESSA plan, p. 60). 


 


New Jersey continued its work and evaluation of activities toward achieving an improved five-year 


graduation rate for students with IEPs throughout Year II and III of Phase III. Since the Phase I Theory of 


Action was created, stakeholder input suggested shifting the focus from overarching frameworks like 


NJTSS to evidence-based instructional strategies which had a more direct link to the desired outcome of 


the SIMR. Consequently, last year’s SSIP included Community-Based Instruction (CBI) as part of the 


identified cohesive improvement strategies. CBI was identified because of its impact on specific sub-


populations of students who typically have difficulty with post-secondary transition and who, according to 


statewide data, tends to drop out from high school more frequently.  


 


The Theory of Action has not been revised but is under review at this time because some of the anticipated 


outcome measures delineated in Phase I have proven to be difficult to measure over time and a number of 



http://www.state.nj.us/education/ESSA/plan/plan.pdf
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these measures have not necessarily demonstrated a direct connection to the SIMR. For reference purposes, 


the Theory of Action is included in Appendix A. 


The coherent strategies or principal activities employed during the year, including infrastructure 


improvement strategies 


 


In alignment with the Theory of Action, New Jersey continued to implement, monitor, and adjust three 


coherent improvement strategies with the additional focus on Community-Based Instruction (CBI) to 


address the needs of a specific sub-group of students with disabilities as suggested by stakeholders in Phase 


III Year III: 


  


New Jersey Tiered Systems of Support (NJTSS) –  Based on the Response to Intervention (RTI) and Multi-


Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) practices of selecting and organizing the use of evidence-based 


practices in schools, NJTSS is a framework that supports the systematic development of an effective school 


with the core components of high quality curricula and instructional practices, including three tiers of core 


instruction and intervention,  effective school leadership, positive school culture and climate, teacher 


professional growth, and family and community engagement.  With the use of universal screenings, data 


analysis, and progress monitoring, students who experience barriers to learning are provided a continuum 


of supports and interventions.  New Jersey was in year three of a five-year special education personnel 


development grant from the United States Department of Education (USDE) to implement NJTSS for early 


reading.  Student-level data showing numbers of students meeting benchmarks in reading, grades 


Kindergarten through grade three, in schools participating in grant activities will be reported in this years 


NJTSS Annual Performance Report.   


The primary activities conducted during this past year include: 


• The initial implementation of the Parent and Family Engagement Assessment Tool to assist districts 


with the measurement of one of the NJTSS essential components.  The tool is posted on the NJTSS 


website for all districts to access; 


• Continuation of a cooperative agreement with the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) for 


the provision of professional development to districts on the engagement of parents in the 


implementation of NJTSS including a collection of resources for parents and Special Education 


Parent Advisory Groups to access; 


• Continued coaching of Special Education Professional Development Grant (SEPDG) cohort 1 and 


cohort 2 districts along with the addition of cohort 3 schools; 


• Collection of implementation fidelity data for the core components of NJTSS with cohort schools 


to measure progress towards the establishment of routine screening, assessment, and RTI practices; 


• Publication of the NJTSS Implementation Guidelines on the NJDOE website, which serves as a 


manual for districts that are developing the NJTSS model in their schools; 


• Implementation of the MTSS Implementation Self-Assessment Tool; and 


• Continued partnership with the New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association (NJPSA) to 


provide workshops and to support a coaching model that provides school administrators working 


on developing NJTSS with practical and logistical support around issues such as scheduling and 


effective allocation of resources. 


 


Community-Based Instruction –CBI is an evidence-based instructional practice that involves sustained 


and repeated instruction that is conducted outside of school property, in the student’s community. It 



https://www.nj.gov/education/njtss/comp/assessment.htm

https://spanadvocacy.org/programs/start/njtss/

https://www.nj.gov/education/njtss/guidelines.pdf

http://njpsa.org/documents/Fallconf2018/handouts/NJTSS%20Presentation.pdf
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provides students with the opportunity to learn relevant knowledge and skills that are tied to the NJ Student 


Learning Standards and skills needed for competitive, integrated employment.  CBI focuses on the 


following content areas: community living, recreation, career awareness, and career exploration.  


The primary activities conducted during this past year include: 


• Providing participating schools with a “Foundations of CBI Training Series” that included four 


full-day trainings: Fundamentals of CBI, Using CBI to Teach the Application of Academic Skills 


During Community Living, Using CBI to Teach Community-based Recreation, and Management 


and Leadership in CBI; 


• Providing schools with trainings entitled: Using CBI for Career Exploration, Job Coaching for 


Community Employment, Technology Implementation in CBI, and Using CBI Effectively for 


Students aged 18-21; 


• Conducting on-site technical assistance to participating schools in order to address implementation 


fidelity issues and to gather information re: CBI practices; 


• Creating a community of practice with shared resources, experiences, instructional tools/strategies, 


lesson plans, and problem-solving strategies along with opportunities for in-person interactions; 


• Utilizing a shared email list of CBI practitioners for the community of practice to disseminate news 


and information; and 


• Analysis of the available data around the use of the CBI program quality indicators for the first 


time since the inception of this project. 


Universal Design for Learning – The New Jersey Office of Special Education (NJOSE) has continued its 


efforts in designing professional development opportunities around Universal Design for Learning (UDL) 


with a special concentration on student engagement to support teachers in the planning and implementation 


of the New Jersey Student Learning Standards (NJSLS).   


The primary activities conducted during this past year include: 


• Providing onsite technical assistance on UDL implementation in targeted and comprehensive 


schools; 


• Integrating UDL concepts into previously developed in-district training around classroom 


management and positive behavior supports in the classroom with a specific focus on student 


engagement as a proactive behavioral strategy; 


• Providing professional learning opportunities to district staff in overview presentations of UDL; 


• Promoting UDL at select county directors of special education roundtable meetings; and 


• Providing training around maximizing the impact of UDL in the classroom. 


New Jersey Positive Behavior Support in Schools (NJPBSIS) – The NJOSE continues to fund and support 


the New Jersey Positive Behavior Support in Schools (NJPBSIS) project. PBSIS utilizes a proactive, multi-


tiered, school-wide educational approach to behavior.  Through collaboration with the Boggs Center at 


Rutgers Robert Wood Johnson Medical School, the PBSIS State Team provides training and technical 


assistance in universal (schoolwide) interventions, secondary interventions for students with repeated 


challenging behaviors, and tertiary interventions for students with more intense behavioral needs.  The 


training and technical assistance is provided to cohort schools over a multi-year period.  Specific evidence-


based practices within the multi-tiered framework include using functional behavioral assessments to 


identify appropriate interventions and Check in-Check out, a secondary tier intervention that provides 


regular behavioral support to individual students. This year, NJPBSIS continued to emphasize the use of 


implementation fidelity data utilizing the Benchmarks of Quality (BoQ). For the second consecutive year, 


each school participating in the NJPBSIS network was prompted to return BoQ data to the State Team for 


analysis at the end of the school year, a practice that will be repeated annually in order to enhance SEA, 


LEA, and stakeholder understanding of the relationship between implementation fidelity and outcome data. 
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The primary activities conducted during this past year include: 


 


• Adding a new cohort of schools for Year 1 of the two-year training; 


• Utilizing relevant data points by which to identify school districts to provide direct invitations to 


apply for the program; 


• Analyzing Benchmarks of Quality data to determine if there is a relationship between 


implementation fidelity and outcomes;  


• Continuing to utilize Check-in, Check-out as a specific evidence-based practice of focus within 


PBSIS for use with students at risk of dropping out of high school; 


• Developing a statewide recognition system to acknowledge schools who implement PBIS with high 


levels of fidelity as both an incentive for schools to provide BoQ data and to further develop the 


implementation network (pending Commissioner approval); and 


• Utilizing detailed technical assistance tracking methods to assist with allocation of resources and 


the coordination of supports to schools by using a 3-tiered model. 


The NJDOE Project Leads for each of the four coherent improvement activities continued to develop and 


utilize project plans with benchmarks and timelines to ensure timely feedback to project partners. An SSIP 


Development Team was created during Phase III Year I.  This team, which consists of NJOSE leadership 


and the project leads of the coherent improvement activities, will begin to discuss streamlining and revising 


the Theory of Action to determine revisions and adjustments that may be needed.  


 


Infrastructure Improvement Strategies 


The NJDOE continues to work toward the following mission and vision: 


 


Mission 


The New Jersey Department of Education supports schools, educators and districts to ensure all of New 


Jersey's 1.4 million students have equitable access to high quality education and achieve academic 


excellence. 


Vision 


Become a model organization that strengthens teaching, leading and learning in order to increase 


educational equity for all students. 


 The Office of Special Education remains in the Division of Student Services which transitioned to a new 


Assistant Commissioner, Peggy McDonald.The Office of Special Education has been even more involved 


in coordinated efforts with other divisions around early childhood education, school climate improvement, 


addressing the issue of equity in our schools, and school-based mental health. Dr. Kim Buxenbaum is the 


director of the Office of Special Education.  She is leading the CBI, PBIS and UDL initiatives and 


collaborating with the NJTSS team.  This year she is initiating a statewide mental health work group to 


develop guidelines for districts to enhance their multi-tiered systems of support with mental health supports 


through school staff and partnerships with community mental health agencies.  


 


The NJDOE continues to utilize a system of project management tracking to ensure alignment to the 


Department’s Responsibilities and Governor Murphy’s Educational Priorities. Projects across all Divisions 


continue to be monitored to provide an overview of NJDOE’s successes, collaborative achievements, and 
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areas in need of improvement. The Department plans to transition to a more streamlined and user-friendly 


project management software in the near future. 


The Office of Comprehensive Support in the Division of Field Services continues to provide support to 


schools identified as in need of comprehensive or targeted support under the ESSA.  Support for students 


with IEPs in these schools continues to be provided by consultants and specialists from the Office of Special 


Education who work collaboratively with the Office of Comprehensive Supports in schools where there are 


needs specific to students with disabilities.  PBSIS continues to be implemented in schools identified for 


targeted and comprehensive support that have significantly high rates of suspension (when compared to NJ 


school averages), disproportionality with regard to race/ethnicity in the school suspension data, and/or 


significantly higher rates of suspension and expulsion of students with disabilities when compared to other 


schools.   


The Office of Supplemental Education Programs (Titles I-IV) is part of the Division of Student Services 


and involved in all Division meetings and planning activities. In overseeing the implementation, tracking, 


and reporting of NDOE’s ESSA plan activities, this office has been an important part of coordinating 


projects and aligning efforts across offices and divisions.  


Implementation of federal and state laws which require that states provide a free, appropriate public 


education to students with disabilities continues to be overseen by three offices within the Division of 


Student Services, NJDOE.  The Office of Special Education is primarily responsible for professional 


development and technical assistance to school districts and parents.  The Office of Special Education 


Policy and Dispute Resolution is primarily responsible for governance, mediation, due process, and 


complaint investigation while the Office of Fiscal and Data Services provides grant management, fiscal 


oversight, and data analyses. The Offices work closely together, and in collaboration with offices 


throughout the Department, to ensure the needs of students with disabilities are considered in all NJDOE 


activities and projects.  The responsibility for overseeing the SSIP is with the Assistant Director of the 


Office of Special Education.  The Assistant Director is supported by the Director of the Office of Special 


Education, project leads, and staff from the Office of Fiscal and Data Services.  


In order to address some of the diminished staff capacity that was cited in last year’s report, the Office of 


Special Education has finalized two Memoranda of Agreements focused on improving the inclusion rates 


for students with disabilities throughout the State of New Jersey.  The first agreement between Montclair 


State University and NJDOE OSE will provide 5 years of tiered levels of support to districts throughout the 


state around academic, social emotional, and behavioral strategies for students with disabilities from pre-K 


through high school. The second agreement, between NJDOE OSE, Special Olympics NJ, and Rowan 


University, will focus on expanding youth leadership programs and Unified Sports Programs promoting 


social inclusion throughout New Jersey while studying its impact on inclusion over the next five years. One 


additional agreement currently in process is targeted at addressing Universal Design for Learning through 


training opportunities, technical assistance, and coaching throughout the state. 


 
Specific evidence-based practices that have been implemented to date. 


 


In the initial SSIP, the State indicated that support for districts regarding evidence-based practices to 


improve results for students with disabilities would be delivered at three levels, depending upon the needs 


of the school or district.  Level 1 is universal support that is offered to all districts through the State website, 


dissemination of products, tools information, and topical workshop sessions at the Learning Resource 


Centers.  Information is shared at monthly meetings with state-employed county superintendents, education 


specialists, and supervisors of child study who meet in their counties with staff from all districts and charter 


schools. Level 2 involves multi-day trainings with opportunities for initial implementation in participants’ 


schools. Level 3 involves multiple year commitments for full implementation support.  This model is 


reflected in the State’s approved ESSA plan.  The state plan for differentiated support to school districts is 


detailed beginning on page 84 of the ESSA plan. 



http://www.state.nj.us/education/ESSA/plan/plan.pdf
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The New Jersey Tiered System of Supports statewide initiative continues to provide districts with coaching 


in the selection of universal screening tools to address reading for students in Kindergarten through third 


grade. Utilizing a tool developed through the NJTSS Early Reading Grant, districts can evaluate their 


current reading screening practices regarding the specific expectations for early reading in New Jersey’s 


Student Learning Standards and the five areas of reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, 


fluency and comprehension. The project continues to facilitate development of curricula that are accessible 


to all students through: comprehensive core reading programs and evidence-based instructional practices 


and interventions that incorporate the principals of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) to address learner 


variabilities across all three tiers.   


Community-Based Instruction (CBI) is an evidence-based practice identified by the NJ SPP/APR 


stakeholder group as an area of focus after facilitated groups produced feedback that the Office of Special 


Education should look to connect projects that are more directly related to graduation and post-school 


outcomes to the SIMR. The CBI project was developed in partnership with the Boggs Center on 


Developmental Disabilities at Rutgers University, Robert Wood Johnson Medical School. This project 


continues to grow, and this report represents the first fidelity data that has been from collected from districts 


utilizing the implementation fidelity tool referenced in last year’s SSIP report.  


 


Designing curricula that is accessible to all students increases the likelihood of all students benefitting from 


the learning environment, materials, and instructional methods.  Universal Design for Learning was chosen 


as one evidence-based practice included in the State’s SSIP because, consistent with NJDOE OSE’s Theory 


of Action, it can lead to more differentiated and engaging instruction for students which should also 


contribute to a reduction in off-task and maladaptive behavior in the classroom. UDL is an integral part of 


both NJTSS and NJPBSIS as a Universal prevention practice. 


Positive Behavior Supports in Schools (PBSIS) was developed in partnership with Rutgers, The State 


University of New Jersey to support districts in New Jersey.  This project is sustained by the NJOSE and is 


funded through the allocation of IDEA Part B funds.  PBSIS uses a systems approach to promote 


sustainability.  The program uses “Check-in, Check-out,” a variation of the Check and Connect model, as 


an intervention strategy to support individual students at risk of multiple suspensions and dropout (Tier 2) 


as an evidence-based practice to track as part of the SSIP.  The What Works Clearinghouse identifies Check 


and Connect as an evidence-based practice for dropout prevention but while it can be considered a Tier 2 


intervention for at-risk students, the intensity and resources needed to implement Check and Connect 


effectively make it more of a Tier 3 intervention.  For Tier 3 interventions, NJPBSIS trains schools in a 


“Function-based Problem Solving” model that prepares I&RS teams to conduct functional behavioral 


assessments for Tier 3 students. While NJPBISIS is schoolwide and not limited to students with disabilities, 


the incorporation of these evidence-based strategies from the Universal Tier through Tier 3 result in reduced 


office conduct referrals and reduced out of school suspensions for all students as well as more significant 


reductions for students with disabilities. These practices are implemented in schools identified as needing 


targeted or comprehensive support under ESSA as well. 


 


Brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes 


 


Evaluation questions were developed for each improvement practice. Section C provides detail on the 


evaluation questions and measures identified to assess progress toward systemic improvement and 


achievement of the SIMR. Evaluation activities focused on implementation fidelity measures across all four 


improvement strategies and were aligned to the current Theory of Action. Each cohesive improvement 


strategy, however, is gathering and utilizing this information to varying degrees.  For example, NJPBSIS 


uses the Benchmarks of Quality to measure implementation and allow for comparisons to outcome 


measures that include office conduct referrals and out-of-school suspensions, while CBI has collected data 
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on its fidelity measure for the first time and UDL data collection remains stalled due to diminished capacity 


to specifically train districts on UDL. UDL instructional strategies are, however, measured to some extent 


in the data reported in the NJTSS cohort schools.  


The outcome measures reported in this document represent information collected and analyzed at the end 


of the school year and, in some cases after two years of training and initial implementation. Below is a list 


of outcome measures for each improvement practice: 


For NJTSS: 


End of school year data for 2018-19 Cohort 1 and 2 schools including the following measures: 


• Screening Mapping Tool 


• The Screening Tools Quality Evaluation Rubric 


• Mid-Year Reflection Evaluation 


• Core Instruction Analysis Tool 


• Classroom Observation Checklist 


• District Year-End Action Plan 


For CBI: 


• Percentage of participating districts that increased the number of students participating in 


community living CBI programs 


• Percentage of participating districts that increased the number of students participating in 


vocational CBI programs 


• Percentage of participating districts that increased the number of sites for teaching community 


living using CBI 


• Percentage of participating districts that increased the number of worksites for vocational CBI 


• Percentage of participating districts that improved their implementation fidelity measures from the 


previous school year. 


For UDL: 


• Number of training sessions provided according to each level of technical assistance support (Tier 


1, Tier 2, or Tier 3) 


• Incorporation of UDL training information to NJTSS-ER resources including SPAN and NJPSA 


For NJPBSIS: 


• Average number of office conduct referrals (OCRs) per day per 100 students for all students 


• Average number of OCRs per day per 100 students for students with disabilities 


• Out-of-school suspensions for all students 


• Out-of-school suspensions for students with disabilities 


• Implementation fidelity as measured by scores on the Benchmarks of Quality 


Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies 


This year, the number of consultants available to provide follow-up technical assistance in districts on the 


implementation of UDL was significantly impacted due to lack of staffing capacity. To remedy this, the 


NJDOE OSE is attempting to enter into a Memorandum of Agreement with consultants to assist in both 


providing technical assistance directly to districts as well as to NJDOE OSE to develop a plan to build 
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capacity to provide technical assistance on a significantly larger scale. The UDL work during this report 


period mostly consisted of integrating UDL into current workshops provided to districts around inclusive 


teaching strategies as well as promoting UDL practices through both the NJTSS and NJPBSIS projects. 


 


Strides were made regarding the utilization of the Community Based-Instruction implementation fidelity 


tool and the first year-to-year data comparison was conducted. NJPBSIS analyzed the collected 


implementation data from its network schools last year, and it was determined that Benchmarks of Quality 


data provide an important snapshot into the fidelity of implementation of the core components of a tiered 


system of PBIS in a school, and that implementation fidelity (as measured by the BoQ) is strongly correlated 


with reduced office conduct referrals for behavior and out-of-school suspension for all students as well as 


students with disabilities. This has led to the routine practice of collecting BoQ data from all schools trained 


or currently participating in NJPBSIS training. Currently under review is a proposed system in which the 


New Jersey Department of Education, like many other SEAs, will continue to partner with NJPBSIS 


recognize schools across the state for exemplary implementation of PBIS but with an incentivized system 


of additional access to resources and support. Our response rate for schools providing BoQ data increased 


from last year’s report and a survey for schools that do not provide implementation fidelity data is currently 


developed and under review to assist with further understanding barriers to implementation. A review of 


the FFY 18 data around dropout rate for students with disabilities revealed that the majority of students 


with disabilities who dropout of high school fall under the following disability categories: Specific Learning 


Disability, Other Health Impaired, and Emotionally Disturbed. This indicates that the initial logic of 


addressing five-year graduate rate by adopting an approach that addresses both the academic and behavioral 


needs of our students is still sound, however, the need for more targeted and specific approaches is currently 


being evaluated. 


 


B.  Progress in Implementing the SSIP 


 


Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress 


Progress on implementing New Jersey Tiered System of Supports (NJTSS) 


This year, as part of the Special Education Professional Development Grant, NJTSS early reading (NJTSS-


ER) coaches continued to receive extensive professional development on early reading and coaching from 


Rutgers University grant partners.  The NJTSS-ER coaches continued coaching district leadership teams 


and literacy coaches in 40 schools comprising the first and second cohorts identified in the grant.  Specific 


accomplishments are detailed in the Data Section below.   Twenty Cohort 3 schools began to receive 


coaching from NJTSS-ER coaches in the Fall, the final coaching cohort of the grant period. While these 


cohorts are not going to have a direct or immediate impact on the SIMR within the next several years, the 


information gained by NJDOE staff and school districts in building the infrastructure to implement a multi-


tiered system of support with fidelity can be applied to all grade levels with some adjustments. Also, the 


NJTSS K-3 literacy work is relevant to NJDOE’s goals beyond the scope of the SSIP with regard to the 


five-year graduation rate for students with disabilities since research suggests that if a student is not reading 


by the end of the third grade, they are four times as likely to drop out of high school (Hernandez, 2011). 


Analysis implementation data from the Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 schools receiving intensive coaching from 


the NJTSS-ER team suggests that the NJTSS-ER initiative has been successful in improving students’ early 


reading performance. The specific data can be found in Section C of this report, but the overall results from 


both Cohorts 1 and 2 were that reading performance in levels K-3 improved when benchmarks were 


compared from the Fall of 2018 to the Spring of 2019. Additionally, with coaching support in place, both 


Cohorts were able to implement the essential components of the NJTSS framework with between 60-80% 


fidelity. Each school continues to use the tools provided by the NJTSS-ER consultants to develop a Year-


End Action Plan.  
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While early reading interventions may not impact the 5-year graduation rate for students with disabilities 


in the FFY 18 or even FFY 19 reporting periods, the information gained by the NJDOE by allocating its 


resources into an MTSS framework that pulls together evidence-based academic interventions into a tiered 


support framework is valuable as we approach the academic needs of our high school students with 


disabilities. Also, in the long term, the NJDOE hopes to collect information on the changes to inclusion 


rates, achievement scores, and teachers’ ability to provide appropriately differentiated instructional 


strategies in the least restrictive environment. All of these factors were identified in the Theory of Action 


as potentially impacting the 5-year graduation rate over time.  


The cooperative agreement with SPAN has resulted in additional supports for parents in the form of 


resources around promoting inclusion through NJTSS and UDL on the SPAN website as well as webinars 


for parents. Coaching, training and website resources for principals and supervisors in the practical 


implementation of NJTSS in the schools continue to be developed and provided through a cooperative 


agreement with NJPSA. 


Progress on Implementing Community Based Instruction (CBI) 


 


Data collected last year regarding the implementation of CBI programming in 53 schools/districts 


throughout New Jersey indicated that 43.4% of participant districts increased the number of students 


participating in CBI for community living and 26.4% of the schools reported an increase in the number of 


students participating in Vocational CBI. This year, a Quality Benchmark and Fidelity Measurement for 


CBI Rating Form (QBFMCRF) was utilized, and data collected on improved implementation quality.  This 


tool includes 32 quality indicators that are categorized based on essential components of programming 


including: budgeting, policies and procedures, scheduling and population, activities and locations, laws and 


regulations, in-school instruction, use of systemic instruction/implementation team, and staff 


training/supervision. Initial use of the Quality Benchmark and Fidelity Measurement for CBI resulted in 


32% of schools improving at least one core component of their CBI programs to be implemented at full 


fidelity as measured by the QBFMCRF. 


 


During the timeframe of the training series, the school team is provided foundational training and support 


in creating program development plans that they begin to implement with technical assistance and 


additional training support. This emphasis on implementation fidelity is a result of SEA training on 


implementation science and the need to ensure that schools are putting programs into place with careful 


consideration of the factors that make such programming effective and, in turn, result in the desired 


outcomes.  


 


Progress on Implementing Universal Design for Learning (UDL) 


 


The UDL Classroom Walkthrough Tool was developed in Year II and is beginning to be utilized by LRC 


specialists providing district TA in inclusive instructional strategies. While there is not data to report at this 


time, this tool will eventually be used for the evaluation of fidelity of implementation. This past year, and 


additional set of two of the Learning Resource Center (LRC) specialists were trained on using the tool and 


will began using it as one method of measuring consultation outcomes in the coming year 2019-2020 school 


year.  


 


The number of trainings provided to schools increased slightly from 31 in Year III to 32 in Year III, reaching 


over 614 educators. No new training modules were developed, however, the focus of training shifted from 


providing general introductory trainings in UDL to more intensive coaching in coteaching with UDL and 


onsite feedback to schools. Presentations on UDL were also provided to 2 County Meetings of Directors of 


Special Education in order to emphasize the use of UDL as an instructional framework that should be used 


in the planning and development of curricula. 



https://spanadvocacy.org/promoting-inclusive-practices-utilizing-njtss-original/

http://njpsa.org/professional-learning-resource-links/

http://www.state.nj.us/education/udl/walkthrough/walkthrough.pdf
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Progress on Implementing Positive Behavior Supports in Schools (PBSIS) 


 


NJPBSIS continues to expand its Tier 1 resources available to all schools on the njpbs.org website as well 


as national resources available on the NJDOE website.  This year, additional resources and training modules 


were created and posted on the website:  


• What’s New: a frequently updated landing page with new links and resources for schools; 


• The NJ PBSIS Excel Office Conduct Referral Template was updated again to include additional 


risk ratios for race/ethnicity and at-risk/504 students; 


• Additional data monitoring resources to accompany this new template including video 


instructions and guidance on how best to utilize the template; 


• Eleven “mini-intensive” training modules for schools to use at faculty/staff meetings in order to 


promote the use of core behavioral prevention practices in the classroom; and 


• More updated examples of schools implementing with fidelity and success.  


 


Additionally, NJPBSIS developed new and update learning modules that were presented as monthly 


webinars and were utilized as brief trainings on best practices in positive behavioral support.  The newly 


added modules focused on three topics that were presented along with the four topics developed in the last 


reporting period to provide all schools in New Jersey with eleven webinar sessions covering seven different 


topics. The three topics added were:   


• Strategies for increasing staff buy-in; 


• Maximizing the implementation of the schoolwide reinforcement system; and 


• Utilizing office conduct referral data in decision-making. 


In Level 2 of technical assistance, the New Jersey Office of Special Education continued to work with the 


New Jersey Department of Education, Office of Comprehensive Support, to provide more intensive support 


to district schools identified with specific needs (targeted and/or comprehensive schools) as the result of a 


data review, needs assessment, and/or monitoring.  The specific supports implemented for these schools 


include: 


• NJ PBSIS State Team Liaison assigned to building; 


• Pre-training meeting with administration or leadership; 


• Monthly conference calls; 


• NJ PBSIS State Team Liaison to attend initial meeting for staff’s introduction to plan; 


• Feedback on implementation plans; and 


• Implementation of a consistent communication protocol. 


 
Once again, the application process for Tier 3, or “cohort” schools included the identification of schools 


through suspension data collected through NJSMART for SPP/APR Indicator 4, as well as bonus “points” 


in the application for schools with data for indicators 9 and 10 that were above the state average. School 


districts were ranked and divided into 3 regions: North, Central, and South in order to create a list of school 


districts which were provided with invitations that cited these data points to encourage them to participate 


in a NJPBSIS informational application webinar. The webinar explained the program, it’s required 


commitment and most recent outcome data. Then a competitive application process utilized multiple raters 


to select 30 schools to be part of “Cohort 11.”  


In Level 3 of Technical Assistance (the cohort model), the following additional supports are provided in 


addition to Level 2 TA: 



http://www.njpbs.org/index.html

http://www.njpbs.org/Intervention_Resources/documents/_NJPBSISDataTracking-GraphingTEMPLATEwithExtraSection.xlsx

http://www.njpbs.org/Intervention_Resources/data_monitoring.html

http://www.njpbs.org/Other/classrom_env_management.html

http://www.njpbs.org/Intervention_Resources/press_video.html
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• A summer planning meeting with school administration or leadership; 


• Data tracking system development support and review; 


• Increased intensity in coach trainings; 


• Additional instruction, direction, and follow up reminders; and 


• Inclusion of NJDOE leadership in meetings. 


 


In Phase III, Year IV, NJPBSIS continued to focus on collecting fidelity data from previously participating 


schools that have continued to implement in the years following the typical three-year training period in 


addition to the three cohorts of schools still actively being training and coached in implementing the PBIS 


components. Implementation fidelity data from districts is used to drive three statewide decision-making 


processes:  


1. Which schools may need more intensive coaching in implementation after they have 


“graduated” from the cohort? Some schools need reviews/refreshers and/or new staff to be 


trained. 


2. What topics are relevant and should be covered in follow up webinars or mini-intensive 


modules to be developed? 


3. Which schools are selected as “showcase” schools at the annual Leadership Conference at 


the end of the school year? This will also drive the selection of schools to be honored if the 


statewide recognition system is approved and implemented for next year. 


 


Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Implementation 


 


How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of the SSIP 


 
Stakeholders receive regular updates regarding the coherent improvement activities at two formal 


stakeholder meetings during the year.  Information is also shared via the monthly meetings of the State 


Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC) through director reports, project lead presentations, and 


Question and Answer sessions.   As discussed earlier, NJTSS workshops, including a series geared towards 


parents and families, were created in Year III and continued in Year IV along with parent-focused materials 


through the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network website.  Most recently, the groups at the January 2020 


stakeholder meeting provided feedback on the progress of the SSIP as well as input into the setting of the 


FFY 2019 target (remaining at 85%). Beginning with our SSEAC meetings in September of 2020, each 


month will feature a focused presentation on a set of SPP/APR indicators, including the SSIP. 


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


implementation of the SSIP 


The NJ Offices of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and Special Education 


(NJOSE), meet monthly with stakeholders who are members of the State Special Education Advisory 


Council (SSEAC). The meeting allows for the following: 


• the Directors of the Special Education Offices to provide updates to members regarding office 


events and progress, 


• the group to discuss and provide input regarding NJDOE priorities and initiatives, 


• the public to be privy to meeting information and to be able to comment and have those comments 


recorded in the minutes, and 


• the group to discuss SPP indicators and initiatives targeted to improve results. 


 


Stakeholder meetings specific to SPP/APR review and discussion (all 17 indicators) were conducted on 


October 17, 2019 and January 16, 2020. The focus of the October 17, 2019 meeting was to review the 
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SPP/APR and solicit feedback while the January 16, 2020 meeting was held to review targets and set 


adjusted targets for FFY 19. Stakeholders, along with staff from NJDOE accomplished the following: 


• reviewed current data; 


• discussed improvement activities; 


• analyzed the achievement of, and failure to achieve, previously set targets;  


• discussed and provided input into the setting of the FFY 19 target for the SSIP, and; 


• engaged in a collaborative dialogue about the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP. 


 


The following organizations were represented at the stakeholder meetings: 


• Family Voices 


• SPAN – The Statewide Parent Advocacy Network 


• Dumont Public Schools 


• The State Special Education Advisory Council 


• New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education 


• Montclair State University 


• Special Olympics New Jersey 


• The ARC of New Jersey 


• NJ Association of School Psychologists 


• NJ Juvenile Justice Commission 


• Edgewater Park Public Schools 


• Westbridge Academy 


• The BOGGS Center – Robert Wood Johnson Medical School 


• Advancing Opportunities 


• AIM Institute of Research and Learning 


• Alliance for the Betterment of Citizens with Disabilities 


• Ramapo College of New Jersey 


• New Jersey Council for Exceptional Children 


• Learning Disabilities Association of New Jersey 


• New Jersey City University 


• The Search Day Program 


• New Jersey Principals and Supervisors Association 


• ASAH an association representing private schools for students with disabilities 


• NJ Division of Vocational Rehabilitation  


 


C.  Data on Implementation and Outcomes 


How the State monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness of the implementation 


plan.   


New Jersey Tiered System of Supports (NJTSS) 


Evaluation questions for NJTSS, aligned with the theory of action and the NJTSS-ER grant, include the 


following: 


• To what extent have schools implemented a multi-tiered system of early reading support? 


• What is the early reading performance of students in schools receiving support in the 


implementation of NJTSS-ER? 
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The measures used to answer these questions include: 


• Use of the Screening Mapping Tool 


• The Screening Tools Quality Evaluation Rubric 


• Mid-Year Reflection Evaluation 


• Core Instruction Analysis Tool 


• Classroom Observation Checklist 


• District Year-End Action Plan 


Community Based Instruction: (CBI) 


 


Evaluation questions for Community Based Instruction include the following: 


 


• To what extent were more students educated in the Least Restrictive Environment (CBI for 


targeted students) while preparing to transition to post-secondary life? 


 


The measures used to answer this question were: 


• Quality Benchmark and Fidelity Measurement of Community-based Instruction (CBI) Program 


Rating Form 


• Participation rates for students enrolled in CBI programs 


• Comparison of CBI program capacity from last year to this year 


 


Universal Design for Learning:  (UDL) 


 


Evaluation questions for Universal Design for Learning include the following: 


 


• To what extent did the NJDOE enhance educators’ knowledge of UDL principles and strategies 


for embedding them in instruction?  


• To what extent did the NJDOE increase resources for New Jersey educators regarding UDL? 


• To what extent did professional development in UDL result in increased levels of engagement in 


the classroom? 


 


The measures used to answer these questions include:  


 


• Collection of number of UDL overview sessions and number of participants; 


• Evaluation of overview sessions by participants; and 


• UDL Classroom Walkthrough Tool. 


 


Positive Behavior Supports in Schools (PBSIS):  


Evaluation questions for PBSIS include the following:  


• To what extent was staff capacity for implementing whole school, whole class, and individualized 


behavioral interventions increased?  


• To what extent did implementation of the three-tiered approach to behavior result in a reduction of 


negative classroom behaviors (as measured by office conduct referrals, or OCRs) for all students 


and for students with disabilities? 


• Did implementation result in a reduction of suspensions for all students and for students with 


disabilities? 
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• Did implementation of PBSIS result in an increased level of engagement in the students’ 


educational experience and instruction? 


The measures used to answer these questions include: 


• Collection of the number of days suspended, all students and students with disabilities;  


• Collection of the number of office conduct referrals, all students and students with disabilities; 


and  


• Benchmarks of Quality Fidelity Tool. 


Data is collected from multiple cohorts of schools participating in PBSIS initiative. Additional data will 


come from other educators receiving technical assistance on specific practices e.g., check in/check out. 


How the State has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the SSIP as necessary. 


 


NJTSS 


 


The activities of the NJTSS-ER grant were tracked through a combination of weekly collaborative meetings 


between Rutgers and NJDOE staff, quarterly progress reports providing a summary of activities and data, 


as well as an established ongoing feedback loop from districts and district advisory meetings. 


  


Evaluation Question: To what extent have schools implemented a multi-tiered system of early reading 


support? 


 


Table 3 illustrates the progress that Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 schools have made in implementing the core 


components of NJTSS for which they have received coaching: 


 


Table 3: Comparison of NJTSS Cohort 1 (n = 19) and Cohort 2 (n = 15) regarding implementation of the 


core components of MTSS 
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Cohort 1 schools had been participating in NJTSS coaching for two academic years when the data above 


was collected. The implementation data suggest that 60% of all K-3 classrooms in Cohort 1 were using 


universal screening methods and the remaining 40% were piloting use of screeners. When examining these 


percentages, it is important to note that a MTSS typically takes at least five years to fully implement with 


fidelity, so after two years, many of the Cohort 1 schools are still working on fully mapping their curriculum 


to the scope and sequence, beginning the process of systematically applying diagnostic assessments to 


identify students’ needs, and not yet focusing tier 2 intervention on student-specific skill needs. 


 


Cohort 2 schools had been participating in NJTSS coaching for only one academic year when the data from 


Table 3 was collected. No Cohort 2 schools had fully mapped the curricula to the scope and sequence while 


12% had not started using universal screening procedures. Table 3 also demonstrates the variability in 


readiness and implementation amongst cohort schools. With 80% of Cohort 2 schools already 


demonstrating core programs that provide direct instruction in skills compared to 60% of Cohort 1 schools, 


one could conclude that Cohort 2 schools had already been providing programs with skill instruction at its 


core.  


 


Evaluation Question:  What is the early reading performance of students in schools receiving support in 


the implementation of NJTSS-ER? 


 


While Table 3 demonstrates the persistence and time that is required for schools to move towards the 


implementation of NJTSS, Tables 4 and 5 will demonstrate some initial outcomes resulting from the 


investment of these resources into building a tiered system of support. 


 


Table 4: Comparison of Cohort 1 Benchmark Data from the Fall of 2018 to the Spring of 2019 
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All four grade levels in the Cohort 1 schools exhibited improvements in early reading performance 


(average % benchmark attainment). These are promising data since this can still be considered “early” in 


the implementation of a MTSS. As shown below, Table 5 exhibits improvements in early reading 


performance (average % benchmark attainment) for Cohort 2 schools. State-level coaches focused their 


initial efforts on improving foundational skills instruction in phonemic awareness and phonics which are 


especially relevant in kindergarten and first grade and, consequently, performance increases were the 


largest in these grades. 


 


Table 5: Comparison of Cohort 1 Benchmark Data from the Fall of 2018 to the Spring of 2019 
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CBI 


 


Evaluation Question: To what extent were more students educated in the Least Restrictive Environment 


(CBI for targeted students) while preparing to transition to post-secondary life? 


 


Data about community-based instruction (CBI) programs was requested from fifty school districts that 


attended the CBI trainings conducted in partnership between the NJDOE OSE, and the Boggs Center at 


Rutgers, beginning in the 2017-2018 school year.  Thirty school districts responded to the request for this 


data in the current 2019-2020 school year and in one or two of the previous two school years, 2017-2018 


and 2018-2019. Of the thirty school districts that responded to the request for this data in the current and 


prior school years, the results are summarized in Table 6 and 7: 


Table 6: Data from 2017-18 participant districts collected in 2018-2019 (n = 30) 


Results # of Schools 
Percentage of 


Respondents 


Increased Number of Students Participating in Community Living 


CBI Programs 
11 36.6% 


Increased Number of Students Participating in Vocational CBI 


Programs 
8 26.6% 


Increased Community Living Sites for CBI 10 33.3% 


Increased Worksites in the Community for CBI 9 30% 


Expanded CBI from high school down to middle and elementary 


schools 
6 20% 


Improved the Percentage of CBI Program Quality Indicators that are  


Considered “Fully Implemented” 
4 13.3% 
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Table 7: Data from 2018-19 participant districts collected in 2018-2019 (n = 23) 


Results # of Schools 
Percentage of 


Respondents 


Increased Number of Students Participating in Community Living 


CBI Programs 
12 52.2% 


Increased Number of Students Participating in Vocational CBI 


Programs 
6 26% 


Increased Community Living Sites for CBI 10 43.5% 


Increased Worksites in the Community for CBI 8 34.8% 


Expanded CBI from high school down to middle school 5 21.7% 


Improved the Percentage of CBI Program Quality Indicators that are  


Considered “Fully Implemented” 
13 56.5% 


 


The first set of data from utilizing the Quality Benchmark and Fidelity Measurement of Community-based 


Instruction (CBI) Program Rating Form has provided the participating schools with the opportunity to 


measure pre- and post- training program quality and implementation fidelity. Gains were noticeably more 


evident in first-year participants in the program. This is most likely due to the metric used by CBI staff. 


Participants who were involved in CBI for two years measured the quality of programming after a full 


year of implementation, so it does not represent a pre-training post-training measure but more of a first 


year vs. second year comparison. 


Data suggest that schools are expanding the meaningful transition activities for students with disabilities 


by increasing student participation and both community living and worksite availability as well as 


expanding programming for younger grade levels. 


 


UDL 


Evaluation Question: To what extent did the NJDOE enhance educators’ knowledge of UDL principles 


and strategies for embedding them in instruction?  


 


Despite a diminished capacity to provide training in UDL, the NJDOE provided 2 information sessions to 


county directors of special education, 10 trainings providing 315 educators with an overview of using UDL 


in the classroom. At a more intensive level of support, 6 trainings were provided targeting co-teaching 


partners around utilizing UDL in the classroom, and 125 educators received intensive coaching on 


implementing UDL in the classroom. Table 8 summarizes this information organized into levels of support.  


 


Table 8: Summary of UDL Trainings Provided to Schools for School Year 2018-2019 


Level 1 – Universal Training Sessions 
# of Trainings 


Provided 


# of Educators 


Trained 


Maximizing the Impact of UDL in the Classroom 10 315 


Universal Design for Learning – Lesson Planning 1 10 


Level 2 – Intensive Training Sessions # of Trainings  # of Educators  


UDL for Co-teaching Partners 6 164 


Level 3 – Sustained Coaching Sessions # of Trainings  # of Educators  


UDL Coaching Sessions and Follow-up Consultation 15 125 


Total 32 614 
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While this represents a reduction in the number of sessions provided to teachers from last year to this year, 


it also represents a shift in focus from universal training sessions to more intensive on-site coaching and 


feedback directly to high schools and middle schools.  


 


Evaluation Question: To what extent did the NJDOE increase resources for New Jersey educators 


regarding UDL? 


 


Through the work completed by the NJTSS-ER project, the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network (SPAN) 


posted UDL information for parents and parent groups as part of educating stakeholders about effective 


instructional practices in the inclusive classroom. Looking towards next year’s reporting period, the 


recently executed Memorandum of Agreement with Montclair State University and the New Jersey 


Coalition for Inclusive Education will emphasize UDL strategies and provide a three-tiered approach to 


assisting New Jersey Schools with implementation of quality instruction for all students. At this time, the 


plan is to seek outside consultation to build NJDOE staff capacity to provide UDL supports to schools, 


however, NJDOE has also attempted to integrate the UDL approach to all instructional supports provided 


to our districts. So far in the 2019-2020 school year, NJTSS, NJPBSIS, and individualized co-teaching 


supports provided by LRC specialists have all focused on UDL in the provision of core classroom 


instruction. 


 


Evaluation Question: To what extent did professional development in UDL result in increased levels of 


engagement in the classroom? 


 


Unfortunately, plans to utilize the UDL walkthrough tool in order to measure the impact of training and 


coaching in the classroom were not implemented in the coaching sessions documented in Table X. This 


will be an area of focus moving forward and the LRC Math Specialist and Instructional Strategies 


Specialists are both piloting the use of this tool in the current consultation sessions provided to districts.  


 


NJPBSIS 


 


Evaluation Question: To what extent was staff capacity for implementing whole school, whole class, and 


individualized behavioral interventions increased?  


During the project year, the NJ PBSIS Team provided technical assistance and coaching contacts to school 


personnel in Cohort 10 and 11 schools to support the implementation of the Universal intervention. Contacts 


to Cohort 11 totaled 1,489 and included emails (943), telephone calls (26), and onsite visits (106) for a total 


of 414 hours. Contacts to Cohort 10 totaled 2,301 and included emails (1,344), telephone calls (24), and 


onsite visits (203) for a total of 733 contact hours. 


The NJ PBSIS Team provided 858 coaching and technical assistance contacts to 74 schools and districts in 


Cohort 10 and maintenance on the implementation of advanced tier interventions (Tiers 2 and 3) for a total 


of 192 hours of contact time. Contacts included emails (588), telephone calls (21), and onsite visits (89). 


During the progress period, the NJ PBSIS Team provided 30 coaching and technical assistance contacts to 


11 schools in maintenance on the implementation of advanced tier interventions for a total of 3 hours of 


contact time. Contacts included emails (27), telephone calls (2), and onsite visits (1). 


The Benchmarks of Quality were collected from 80 schools currently implementing the NJPBSIS model in 


order to determine if the training invested in these schools is translating into practice. Table 9 below 


illustrates the fidelity patterns across the core components of NJPBSIS and reflects fidelity data from 


schools that have been trained across all 15 years of the project to give us more information regarding the 


sustainability of implementation. 



https://spanadvocacy.org/programs/start/njtss/

https://www.njcie.org/professional-development-trainings

https://www.njcie.org/professional-development-trainings
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Table 9: Summary of the Benchmarks of Quality Percentage In-Place Patterns for the 2018-2019 School 


Year.  Reflects Cohort Schools from Years 1-15. 


  All Schools 


Combined 


N= 80 


Below Fidelity 


Group (>70%) 


N=25 


High Fidelity Group 


(<70%) 


N=55 


Universal Team 84% 65% 93% 


Staff Awareness 64% 49% 72% 


Discipline Procedure 75% 60% 82% 


Data Analysis 57% 32% 68% 


Expectations 89% 78% 94% 


Recognition System 81% 69% 87% 


Instructional Events 62% 42% 72% 


Implementation Plan 65% 47% 74% 


Class System 79% 67% 85% 


Evaluations 72% 53% 80% 


Overall 74% 58% 81% 


 


A longitudinal analysis of the BoQ illustrates that on average schools maintain fidelity on the BoQ over 


time.  The average implementation BoQ across all years of implementation is 71%. Therefore, for schools 


actively participating in the NJPBSIS training cohorts, the training results in appropriate levels of 


implementation fidelity.  


Evaluation Question: To what extent did implementation of the three-tiered approach to behavior result in 


a reduction of negative classroom behaviors (as measured by office conduct referrals, or OCRs) for all 


students and for students with disabilities? 


Table 10 represents a comparison between the rate of OCRs (average per day per 100 students to control 


for school size) pre-implementation and across the first three years of implementation. 
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Table 11 provides a summary of the same set of schools, but with the focus on OCRs for students with 


disabilities. 


 
 


Both tables demonstrate a steady decline in OCRs for all students, especially students with disabilities.  


Developing schools that are more responsive to behavior with evidence-based positive behavioral 


interventions, such as check and connect, and more inclusive of students with behavioral incidents is a focus 


of the SSIP-related activities because it was found that the subcategory of students with disabilities in New 


Jersey that are most likely to dropout are those with emotional and/or behavioral disabilities. 


 


Evaluation Question: Did implementation result in a reduction of suspensions for all students and for 


students with disabilities? 


Table 12 represents a comparison between the rate of Out of School Suspension (OSS) (average per day 


per 100 students to control for school size) pre-implementation and across the first three years of 


implementation. 
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Table 13 provides a summary of the same set of schools, but with the focus on OSSs for students with 


disabilities. 


 


For students with IEPs, we see the same outcome patterns in referrals to the office (OCRs) and out of 


school suspensions (OSS).  One difference is that we are not able to calculate the APDP100 because 


enrollment numbers for students with IEPs were not provided.  For this data set, the formula – Average 


Per School is used.  The average per school shows a steady decrease across the implementation periods.  


At the Pre-Implementation period, on average, schools were referring students with IEPs to the office 310 


times in the school year.  In comparison by Implementation Year 3, schools were referring students with 


IEPs to the office 114 times in the school year at 63% reduction in the average referrals per school. The 


same significant pattern is observed for OSS.  At the Pre-Implementation period, the average OSS 


assignments per school was 51 per year.  By Implementation year 3, OSS assignments were decreased to 


21, a reduction of 59%. 


Evaluation Question: Did implementation of PBSIS result in an increased level of engagement in the 


students’ educational experience and instruction? 


In order to address this evaluation question derived from the Theory of Action, the impact of NJPBSIS on 


available instruction time was examined. The impact was substantial.  Using a conservative marker of 20 


minutes as the average out-of-class time to process a referral, we can estimate a reduction in time lost 


commensurate with the reductions in referrals to the office.  During Pre-Implementation, the minutes lost 


for ADPD100 is 22 (20 minutes x 1.10 APDP100). By Implementation Year 3, this is reduced to 9.4 


minutes.  If the average school during Pre-Implementation (145,374 referrals/186 schools) has 781 


referrals, we can estimate that, on average a school is losing 260 hours of instructional time per year (781 


referrals x 20 minutes out of class / 60 minutes = 260 hours).  In contrast, by Implementation Year 3, 


instructional time lost as a result of reductions in referrals to the office was reduced to 190 hours (12,549 


referrals/22 schools = 570 referrals x 20 minutes = 11,408 minutes / 60 minutes = 190 hours).   


Table 14 illustrates instructional time lost due to OCRs for all students across a 3-year implementation 


period. 
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For students with IEPs, similar reductions are evident.  Because enrollment for students with IEPs was 


not available and thus the APDP100 could not be calculated, instructional time lost was calculated by 


determine the average number of referrals per school in each comparison year (# of referrals/# of schools 


in the data set). The average number of referrals was multiplied by 20 minutes and then divided by 60 to 


arrive at the average hours lost per school.   During Pre-Implementation, on average, each school in the 


data set was losing 103 hours of instructional time due to referrals to the office.  By Implementation Year 


3, hours lost was reduced to 38 hours, a reduction of 62%. 


 


Table 15 illustrates the loss of instructional time due to OCRs for students with IEPs across a 3-year 


implementation period. 


 


By decreasing the number of suspensions for students with disabilities, NJPBSIS assists schools in 


creating a school climate that is more inclusive of students with emotional/behavioral needs and matches 


them with more effective interventions instead of removing them from school, which only results in a loss 


of instructional time. 
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Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation. 


Stakeholders are informed of the ongoing implementation of the SSIP through monthly State Special 


Education Advisory Council (SSEAC) meetings and annual SPP/APR stakeholders meeting. This year, two 


SPP/APR meetings were held so that targets could be discussed and set for FFY 2019. Opportunities for 


feedback are also provided through structured, open-ended sets of questions at the conclusion of the annual 


stakeholders meeting. Participants can write individual responses on the question form and hand it in to 


NJDOE staff or participate in facilitated feedback groups at the meeting with NJDOE staff responsible for 


taking group notes and collecting feedback. (See also Section B above). 


D.  Data Quality Issues:  Data limitations that affected reports of progress on implementing the 


SSIP and achieving the SIMR 


Limitations related to the quality or quantity of the data used to report progress or results 


Data collection for UDL was once again limited this year to the measurement of NJDOE capacity to train 


school staff and curriculum supervisors. This is being addressed by attempting to build in UDL data 


collection points within other projects, ie: NJTSS and NJPBSIS, as well as targeted consultations with 


districts.  


Both CBI and NJPBSIS are limited by the response rate of schools involved in both projects. Schools in NJ 


are being tasked with a tremendous amount of data collection that some schools are having difficulty 


integrating the data collected through these projects into their daily, monthly, and annual routines.  


Overall, the limitations of the data collected are the direct connection of these data to the SIMR. On one 


hand, the Theory of Action has delineated a roadmap towards impacting our 5-year graduation rate for 


students with disabilities, but on the other hand, there are several portions of the ToA that are challenging 


to measure and connect with the SIMR. As an office, we are taking the feedback provided by OSEP in 


October and reevaluating the data points that are the focal point of the SSIP and, in turn, the Theory of 


Action is under review to see if projects, measures and data points should be revised heading into the 2020-


2021 school year. While this will not impact data collected in FFY 2019, it is an important exercise moving 


forward. Considerations are being given to more targeted approaches to identifying students with 


disabilities who are at risk for dropping out and providing individualized  


Implications for assessing progress or results 


Overall, NJDOE collects a robust amount of data through NJSMART and specific to the implementation 


of its projects and partners with regard the activities provided to the districts supported, the quality of the 


training provided, implementation fidelity, and outcomes. The challenge that persists is to establish a closer 


connection of these data (or possibly establishing new data points) to be able to derive more information 


regarding the impact of the coherent improvement strategies on the SIMR.  


Plans for improving data quality 


The following are identified steps to improve data quality: 


• The Office of Fiscal and Data Services were planning data retreats to address data quality issues 


for districts who are identified as having incomplete or inconsistent data sets in the NJSMART 


system (Unfortunately, at the time of this report, those retreats are on hold due to the COVID-19 


pandemic response.); 


• NJPBSIS plans on addressing this issue by incentivizing the data collection process through a 


recognition system; 
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• CBI program staff plan to set an expectation with current and incoming participants that data is part 


of the obligation of signing up for support; 


• Continue to memorialize data collection protocols; 


• Monitor data collection methods through the NJDOE SSIP team meetings (once per month 


throughout the year); 


• Continue to train consultants and specialists in use of fidelity protocols to provide data around 


consultation outcomes to schools/districts; and 


• Begin implementation of fidelity measures for comparison of pre- and post- training and 


consultation across all improvement strategies.  


E.  Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements 


Infrastructure changes that support SSIP initiatives 


Refer to Section A “Infrastructure Improvement Strategies” for a summary of changes made to NJDOE 


infrastructure that supports SSIP initiatives (page 8). 


Evidence that SSIP’s evidence-based practices are being carried out with fidelity and having desired 


effects 


Data indicate increased educator knowledge regarding NJTSS, CBI, UDL and PBSIS.  Data also show 


implementation of instructional coaching in both NJTSS for early reading, PBSIS, CBI, and (to a lesser 


extent) UDL.  Increased resources for NJTSS, CBI, PBSIS, and UDL demonstrate an increase in availability 


of accessible information on all four practices through multiple means.   


Student level data continues to indicate decreases in office conduct referrals and out-of-school suspensions. 


Also, district CBI capacity has increased through the CBI program. Fidelity data suggests that schools see 


a decrease in office conduct referrals and out-of-school suspensions when PBSIS is implemented with 


fidelity. By comparison, PBSIS with lower-than-standard (70%) implementation fidelity still results in a 


decrease in outcome measures, but to a lesser degree. NJTSS-ER coaches have contributed to the 


improvement of early reading benchmark achievement in grades K-3. UDL trainings have become more 


focused and tailored to the individual needs of districts receiving coaching from NJDOE staff. 


Finally, although multiple factors impact progress toward the SIMR, the graduation rate for students with 


disabilities continues to increase and the dropout rate continues to decrease incrementally. 


Outcomes regarding progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that are necessary steps 


toward achieving the SIMR 


 Progress in Achieving Objectives - NJTSS 


The following is a list of short-term objectives attained by the NJTSS interdivisional team during Phase III 


Year III: 


 


Increased use of literacy screening measures in districts receiving NJTSS coaching; 


• An increased set of skills targeted in district consultation including: 


• Revising and Developing Curriculum Maps 


• Refining Core Instruction 


• Adjusting Resources such as personnel, scheduling, and curriculum purchasing 


• Selecting Tier 2 and Tier 3 Interventions 


• Grouping Students for Intervention 


• Monitoring Intervention Fidelity 
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• Monitoring Student Progress 


• Making RTI Decisions 


• Scaling Universal Screening 


• Defining Leadership Team Roles and Responsibilities;  


• Collection of data that demonstrates improved benchmark achievement across all targeted grade 


levels (K-3); 


• Additional resources provided to districts around parent engagement and administrative coaching 


through cooperative agreements; 


• The addition of Cohort 3 schools and outcome data analysis for Cohorts 1 and 2; 


 


Progress in Achieving Objectives - CBI 


The following is a list of short-term objectives attained by the CBI project during Phase III Year III: 


• The Quality Benchmark and Fidelity Measurement for Community-based Instruction Program 


Rating form was utilized to collect comparison data (pre and first year of implementation); 


• Participating schools were provided with a “Foundations of CBI Training Series” that included four 


full-day trainings: Fundamentals of CBI, Using CBI to Teach the Application of Academic Skills 


During Community Living, Using CBI to Teach Community-based Recreation, and Management 


and Leadership in CBI; 


• Additional trainings provided entitled: Using CBI for Career Exploration, Job Coaching for 


Community Employment, Technology Implementation in CBI, and Using CBI Effectively for 


Students aged 18-21; 


• Continuation of the community of practice with shared resources, experiences, instructional 


tools/strategies, lesson plans, and problem-solving strategies along with opportunities for in-person 


interactions; 


Progress in Achieving Objectives - Universal Design for Learning  


The following is a list of short-term objectives attained for the UDL initiative during Phase III, Year III: 


 


A coaching and follow-up model were developed and provided to select schools (potential data points for 


next year’s report); 


• Workshops and onsite coaching sessions were provided to schools across two counties; 


• UDL resources were integrated into the NJTSS and NJPBSIS coaching and training curricula; and   


• Website resources for UDL were established on the SPAN (Parent advocacy) website to assist 


parents and parent-advocates with information on best practices in inclusive settings.  


 


Progress in Achieving Objectives - Positive Behavior Supports in Schools 


The following is a list of short-term objectives attained for the PBS initiative during Phase III, Year III: 


 


Training and technical assistance provided to LEAs across the State on core prevention practices, de-


escalation techniques, and function-based problem solving to decrease challenging behaviors; 


• Benchmarks of Quality data were analyzed to reveal associations between implementation fidelity 


and outcomes;  


• Stakeholders were updated regarding progress of PBSIS; 


• Calculations of lost instructional time were completed with 2018-19 data in order to determine 


average decreases in lost instructional time as a measure of improved student engagement; 
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• The NJPBSIS team collected data on reduction of office conduct referrals and out-of-school 


suspensions from participating schools which demonstrated decreases in both metrics for all 


schools, including high schools; and 


• The team developed additional mini-intensive training modules around core prevention practices. 


Measurable improvements in the SIMR related to the targets 


The SIMR increased from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018.  The five-year graduation rate for students with IEPs 


increased from 83.52% to 83.83%.  Although New Jersey did not hit the target of 85%, the rate continues 


to trend upward.  The five-year graduation rate for students with disabilities has increased by 3.83% from 


the baseline year. 


F.  Plans for Next Year 


Additional Activities to be Implemented Next Year and Timeline 


For the fifth year of Phase III, New Jersey will continue to focus on improving coaching techniques and 


data systems to better evaluate the efficacy of coaching and student outcomes.  Activities will be targeted 


to middle schools and high schools with a goal of positively impacting the SIMR.  Below are the activities 


that NJDOE will continue to put into place to assist schools and districts to implement practices with fidelity 


to increase improvement in graduation rates. 


 


• Coaching will continue for Cohorts 1, 2 and 3 districts as part of the NJTSS-ER grant project. 


April 2020-Feb 2021 


 


• Student outcome and fidelity measures will be administered, and data for the 2019-20 school year 


will be analyzed for NJPBSIS, NJTSS-ER, CBI, and UDL. 


April 2020-Feb 2021 


 


• Universal Design for Learning supports will continue to be developed and provided to districts 


statewide with further assistance from the Inclusive Education Technical Assistance Project 


currently in the planning stages for the 2020-2021 school year. 


April 2020-Feb 2021 


 


• Additional training and consultation will be provided to the County Supervisors of Child Study and 


comprehensive support team staff throughout the state in order to provide districts with another 


level of support and assistance in the identification of district/school needs for professional 


development and program development. 


April 2020-Feb 2021 


 


• The NJDOE will further develop some of the current, program-specific, models for communities 


of practice into a statewide network where schools implementing CBI, PBSIS, and NJTSS can be 


connected with schools that are just beginning to develop such programs in order to provide 


practical and logistical guidance in planning, implementing, and evaluating the systems that they 


target for improvement. 


April 2020-Feb 2021 


 


Planned Evaluation Activities Including Data Collection, Measures and Expected Outcomes 
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• All measures described above will be administered to determine progress toward short- and long-


term objectives in the theory of action. 


April 2020-Feb 2021 


 


• Graduation data will be disaggregated by subgroup to identify needs for additional improvement 


activities. 


April 2020-Feb 2021 


 


• The Theory of Action will be reviewed by OSE Director, SSIP lead, and Project Leads to streamline 


data collection and attempt to determine more direct connections to the SIMR.  


 April 2020 – July 2020 
 
Anticipated Barriers and Steps to Address Those Barriers 


 


Changes in personnel, staff roles, and/or job responsibilities have the potential this year, as in any other 


year, to disrupt the management and implementation of the improvement strategies in the SSIP. In order to 


minimize the impact that changes within the NJDOE may have on the SSIP, the following steps have been, 


and will continue to be taken in order to proactively address these barriers: 


• Documentation of all SSIP-related activities in the NJDOE project management system including 


activities, deliverables, timelines, persons responsible, and progress monitoring towards 


completion of tasks; 


• Alignment of the SSIP-related activities to NJDOE organizational responsibilities, the state’s ESSA 


plan, and the Governor’s priorities in order to embed these activities as sustainable priorities; 


• Continued communication and emphasis of SSIP-related objectives to all stakeholders as well as 


state partners to ensure alignment of objectives to activities that fulfill conditions of related MOUs; 


and 


• Improvement of NJDOE new-staff training in order to communicate priorities, alignment of 


activities, and coordination of SSIP-related improvement strategies towards the SIMR. 


Needs for Additional Supports and Technical Assistance 


The Department has benefitted from NCSI, the Cross-State Collaborative Support in the areas of 


“Improving Graduation” and “Results-based Accountability,” NTACT, IDC, the State Improvement Grant 


Network, USDE technical assistance and resources from other states for development of the SSIP and 


evaluation.  The NJOSE will continue to seek more intensive support in improvement science from USDE 


supported technical assistance centers and continue collaboration with institutes of higher education within 


the state.  Additionally, we will continue to seek training and consultation on implementation science, the 


use of screening measures for both behavior and academics as well as implementation fidelity measures to 


further develop the capacity of Department staff as well as staff in the LEAs participating in improvement 


efforts.   
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Appendix A 


New Jersey State Systemic Improvement Plan 


Theory of Action 


Key Strands 


of Action 


If NJDOE Then Then Then 


 
New Jersey 


Tiered System 


of Supports 


(NJTSS) 


 


…implements a 


continuum of 


research-based, 


system wide 


practices to meet 


the identified 


academic and 


behavior 


instructional 


needs of students 


using data 


(SWIFT, 2015)  


 


…more principals 


will implement an 


integrated 


framework for 


instruction  


 


…more students 


will be engaged in 


their educational 


experience and in 


instruction leading 


to increased 


motivation to learn 


and a reduction in 


behavior issues and 


drop-out rates 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


Universal 


Design for 


Learning 


(UDL) 


 


…continues and 


expands training 


and technical 


assistance in 


instructional 


supports and 


scaffolds through 


Universal Design 


for Learning 


(UDL) 


 


…a differentiated 


and targeted 


approach will 


provide ALL 


students with 


what they need 


rather than a 


“one-size” fits all 


approach 


 


…more students 


will set goals to 


pursue higher 


education 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


Positive 


Behavior 


Supports in 


Schools 


(PBSIS) 


 


…implements a 


sustainable 


schoolwide tiered 


system of support 


framework 


(NJTSS) for 


academics and 


behaviors to 


promote post-


secondary success 


for all students 


 


…teachers will be 


better equipped 


with a toolbox of 


varied and 


differentiated 


supports to meet 


students’ 


instructional and 


assessment needs  


 


…more students 


will set high 


expectations for 


themselves in 


response to higher 


standards set by 


teachers  


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 ...continues and 


expands training 


and technical 


assistance on 


strategies for 


effective co-


…teachers will be 


supported and 


effectively 


collaborate (e.g., 


general education, 


special education 


…students’ 


progress in and 


achievement of the 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 
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teaching and 


consultation 


 


ESL/bilingual, 


reading 


specialists) to 


increase 


achievement and 


progress 


 


NJSLS1 will be 


accelerated 


(Academic, Career, 


Social-Emotional) 


 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …continues to 


support training 


provided for 


English 


Language 


Learners through 


the ELL FABRIC 


program and the 


ELL Scaffolds  


 


… teachers will 


have higher 


expectations for 


ALL students in 


Math and English 


Language 


Arts/Literacy 


 


…more students 


will graduate with a 


higher set of skills 


in Mathematics and 


English Language 


Arts/Literacy 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …continues to 


offer training and 


technical 


assistance on 


implementation of 


the New Jersey 


Student Learning 


Standards adopted 


from the 


Common Core 


State Standards 


for students with 


disabilities  


 


... parents, 


educational 


professionals and 


other state 


agencies will have 


access to best 


practices and 


current related 


information  


 


…more students 


will be instructed in 


the CCSS in 


settings with their 


typical peers for a 


greater portion of 


the school day 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …continues to 


support training 


and technical 


assistance in 


utilizing research-


based strategies to 


support struggling 


learners in 


Mathematics and 


English 


Language 


Arts/Literacy 


 


…teachers will be 


better prepared to 


meet the 


individual needs 


of students 


 


…parents, 


educational 


professionals and 


other state agencies 


will be more 


empowered and 


knowledgeable in 


their decision-


making   


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


                                                           
1 The New Jersey Student Learning Standards (NJSLS) include Preschool Teaching and Learning Standards, as well as nine K-12 


standards for the following:  21st Century Life and Careers; Comprehensive Health and Physical Education; Science; Social 


Studies; Technology; Visual and Performing Arts; and World Languages.  Standards for Math and English Language 


Arts/Literacy are part of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) initiative coordinated by the Council Chief State School 


Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governor’s Association (NGA) in partnership with other national organizations. 
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 …continues to 


support the 


development of 


the NJDOE 


website to include 


various 


professional 


development 


opportunities 


including but not 


limited to 


webinars, videos 


and instructional 


modules for 


teachers, families 


and community 


members 


 


…families and 


community 


members will 


become better 


informed partners 


about the more 


rigorous standards 


and the new 


generation of 


State assessments 


and best practices 


in educating 


students with 


IEPs 


 


…more parents will 


be involved in 


parent advisory 


councils 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …continues and 


expands the 


availability of 


instructional 


materials through 


the Learning 


Resource Center 


Network to 


support the 


implementation of 


the CCSS 


 


…the LRC 


Network will be 


responsive to the 


professional 


development 


needs of school 


staff to support 


implementation of 


an integrated 


approach to 


academic 


instruction and 


behavioral 


support 


 


…an increased 


percentage of 


students with IEPs 


will benefit from 


education in general 


education settings 


for a greater 


percentage of their 


school day 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …develops 


training and 


technical 


assistance for 


LEAs on 


successfully 


transitioning 


students from 


separate 


educational 


settings to settings 


with their typical 


peers (LRE) 


 


…an increased 


number of 


educators and 


administrators 


(e.g., general 


educators, special 


educators, related 


service personnel, 


principals, and 


curriculum 


specialists) will 


access the 


Learning 


Resource Center 


Network for 


professional 


development 


…students with 


behavioral or 


emotional 


difficulties will be 


supported with 


interventions that 


are targeted and 


evidenced-based 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  
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regarding 


educating all 


students in an 


integrated 


framework.  


 


 …continues to 


support   


implementation of 


the New Jersey 


Student Learning 


Standards and 


support New 


Jersey Educators 


through a 


comprehensive, 


tiered professional 


development plan 


to add strategies 


to their tool kits 


 


…teachers will be 


better prepared to 


provide 


appropriate 


instructional 


strategies to 


students in the 


least restrictive 


environment 


 


…students will 


experience greater 


success in utilizing 


research-proven de-


escalation 


techniques 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …provides 


support to LEAs 


on early reading 


through NJTSS 


 


… teachers, 


support personnel 


and related 


service providers 


will implement an 


integrated 


approach to 


instruction and 


supports and 


experience the 


positive impact of 


inclusion on ALL 


students  


 


…removal of 


students with IEPs 


from classrooms 


and schools for 


disciplinary reasons 


will be reduced 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …continues to 


support access to 


best practice 


instructional 


materials, videos 


and lessons plans 


for New Jersey 


Educators through 


the NJDOE 


website 


 


… more schools 


will implement a 


schoolwide, 


positive 


behavioral 


support system 


 


…a greater 


percentage of 


students will 


receive instruction 


in the general 


education curricula 


within general 


education settings   


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 … continues and 


expands the 


training and 


technical 


…teachers and 


students will 


receive continued 


support in 


…positive 


behaviors among 


students will 


increase while 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 
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assistance in 


universal (school-


wide) 


interventions, 


secondary 


interventions for 


students with 


repeated 


challenging 


behaviors and 


tertiary 


interventions for 


students with 


disabilities and 


intense behavioral 


needs (PBSIS) 


 


managing and 


responding to 


challenging 


behaviors and 


identifying 


triggers for these 


behaviors 


 


negative behaviors 


will decrease 


 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …implements 


year three of a 


three year training 


and technical 


assistance plan for 


identified LEAs 


in educating 


students with 


disabilities in the 


least restrictive 


environment   


 


…more parents 


will recognize the 


positive impact of 


educating students 


with disabilities in 


settings with their 


typical peers 


 


…students will 


experience 


increased time and 


success in less 


restrictive settings  


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …continues and 


expands training 


and technical 


assistance in the 


area of creating 


respectful and 


responsive 


classrooms 


 


…LEAs will 


become better 


equipped at 


implementing the 


School Climate 


Survey leading to 


greater accuracy 


of results 


 


…referrals to the 


office for all 


students will 


decrease 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  


 …continues and 


expands support 


for the Inclusive 


Schools Climate 


Initiative (ISCI) 


with specific 


activities to 


address the needs 


of students with 


disabilities, with 


regard to 


harassment, 


…school 


personnel and 


students will 


report a positive 


school climate in 


their schools  


 


…referrals to the 


office for all 


students will 


decrease 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year. 
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intimidation and 


bullying and 


comprehensive 


violence, alcohol, 


tobacco and other 


drug prevention 


strategies, with an 


emphasis on 


promoting values, 


such as caring, 


responsibility, 


honesty and 


respect 


 


 …develops a 


manual, technical 


assistance and 


guidance for 


LEAs on 


implementing the 


NJDOE School 


Climate Survey 


…interventions 


will be more 


culturally 


responsive 


…disproportionality 


will decrease 


 


… the five-year 


graduation rate 


for students with 


IEPs will increase 


to 85% for the 


2018-2019 school 


year.  
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Appendix B 


NJ Students with Disabilities Dropout Count: 2018-19 School Year 


Disability Category Student Count 


Traumatic Brain Injury 2 


Hearing Impairments 2 


Specific Learning Disabilities 332 


Emotional Disturbance 121 


Speech or Language Impairments 48 


Intellectual Disability 24 


Other Health Impairments 173 


Multiple Disabilities 84 


Autism 8 
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet. 


SPP/APR  Data  


1) Valid and Reliable Data – Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when 
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained). 


Part  B  
618 Data  


1) Timely – A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated 
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table 
below). 


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


Part B Child Count and 
Educational Environments C002 & C089 1st Wednesday in April 


Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Discipline C005, C006, C007, C088, 
C143, C144 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Assessment C175, C178, C185, C188 
Wednesday in the 3rd week of 
December (aligned with CSPR data 
due date) 


Part B Dispute Resolution Part B Dispute Resolution 
Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort 
Reduction and Coordinated Early 
Intervening Services 


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


2) Complete Data – A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets, 
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as 
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey 
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment 
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies. 


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 
Timely Submission Points) = 
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618 Data  


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


A. 618 Grand Total 
B. APR Grand Total 
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: 1

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 0

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 1

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 18

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 2

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 23

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [New Jersey]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              0]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 23

		B618GrandTotal: 22.857143

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 45.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9553571458333333

		IndicatorScore0: 95.53571458333333

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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New Jersey  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination1 
Percentage (%) Determination 


89.17 Meets Requirements 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 20 83.33 


Compliance 20 19 95 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


88 1 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


87 1 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 


34 2 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


93 1 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 


39 2 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


93 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


88 1 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


87 1 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 


54 2 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


92 1 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress 


38 2 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


95 1 


 
1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and 


Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B." 
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Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 7 2 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a  
Regular High School Diploma1 


93 2 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and 
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to 
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements. 


0.15 Yes 2 


Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 
and ethnic groups in special education and related 
services due to inappropriate identification. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability 
categories due to inappropriate identification. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 93.41 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


81.22 Yes 1 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 92.81 Yes 2 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 95.54  2 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100  2 


Longstanding Noncompliance   2 


Special Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance None   


 


 
1 When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with 


disabilities who exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma. These students meet the same 
standards for graduation as those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 
2017, “the term regular high school diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students 
in the State that is fully aligned with State standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be 
aligned to the alternate academic achievement standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA.  A regular high school 
diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, 
certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.” 


2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Lamont Repollet 


Commissioner of Education 


New Jersey Department of Education 


100 River View Plaza 


P.O. Box 500 


Trenton, New Jersey 08625 


Dear Commissioner Repollet: 


I am writing to advise you of the U.S. Department of Education’s (Department) 2020 


determination under section 616 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The 


Department has determined that New Jersey meets the requirements and purposes of Part B of 


the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the State’s data and information, 


including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance 


Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly available information. 


Your State’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the State’s “2020 Part B 


Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for 


each State and consists of:  


(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other 


compliance factors;  


(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


(5) the State’s Determination.  


The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made 


Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020: 


Part B” (HTDMD). 


The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and 


compliance data in making determinations in 2020, as it did for Part B determinations in 2014, 


2015, 2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019. (The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria are 
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set forth in the HTDMD and reflected in the RDA Matrix for your State.) In making Part B 


determinations in 2020, OSEP continued to use results data related to:  


(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;  


(2) the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently administered (school 


year 2018-2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP);  


(3) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and  


(4) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.  


You may access the results of OSEP’s review of your State’s SPP/APR and other relevant data 


by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your State-specific log-on information at 


https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access your State’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in 


Indicators 1 through 16, the OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the State is 


required to take. The actions that the State is required to take are in two places:  


(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP 


Response” section of the indicator; and  


(2) any other actions that the State is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section 


of the indicator.  


It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include 


language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.  


You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:  


(1) the State’s RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the 


State’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and 


(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section 


618 data that OSEP used to calculate the State’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and 


“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.  


As noted above, the State’s 2020 determination is Meets Requirements. A State’s 2020 RDA 


Determination is Meets Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%, unless the 


Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three IDEA Part B 


grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the 


time of the 2020 determination. 


States were required to submit Phase III Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP 


appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students 


with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide 


additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your 


State as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.  
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As a reminder, your State must report annually to the public, by posting on the State educational 


agency’s (SEA’s) website, the performance of each local educational agency (LEA) located in 


the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days after 


the State’s submission of its FFY 2018 SPP/APR. In addition, your State must:  


(1) review LEA performance against targets in the State’s SPP/APR;  


(2) determine if each LEA “meets the requirements” of Part B, or “needs assistance,” “needs 


intervention,” or “needs substantial intervention” in implementing Part B of the IDEA;  


(3) take appropriate enforcement action; and  


(4) inform each LEA of its determination.  


Further, your State must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on the SEA’s 


website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be finalizing a State Profile that:  


(1) includes the State’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all State 


attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act 


of 1973; and  


(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website. 


OSEP appreciates the State’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities 


and looks forward to working with your State over the next year as we continue our important 


work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact your 


OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request 


technical assistance. 


Sincerely, 


 


Laurie VanderPloeg 


Director 


Office of Special Education Programs 


cc: State Director of Special Education  
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INTRODUCTION 
In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and 
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State, 
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide 
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year 
(SY) 2018–2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped 
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma1; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY) 
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and 
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award 
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description 
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.  


The RDA Matrix consists of:  


1. a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other 
compliance factors; 


2. a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


3. a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


5. the State’s Determination.  


The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections: 


A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 


B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix 


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 


 
1  When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with disabilities who 


exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma These students meet the same standards for graduation as 
those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school 
diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State 
standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement 
standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA.  A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a 
diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.” 
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A. 2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the 
following data: 


1. The State’s FFY 2018 data for Part B Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 (including 
whether the State reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether the State 
demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 under 
such indicators;  


2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the 
IDEA;  


3. The State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State 
complaint and due process hearing decisions; 


4. Longstanding Noncompliance:  


The Department considered: 


a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part 
B grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination, and the number of years for which the State’s Part B grant award has 
been subject to Specific or Special Conditions; and 


b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by 
either the Department or the State that the State has not yet corrected.  


Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 
The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of 0, 1, or 2, for each of the compliance indicators in item one 
above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the cumulative 
possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points the State 
received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, which is 
combined with the Results Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and Determination.  
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Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each 
of Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 : 


• Two points, if either: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
95%  compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 5% 
compliance) ; or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
90% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 10% 
compliance); and the State identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY 
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance 
identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated in the matrix 
with a “Yes” in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017” 
column.


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at 
least 75% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 25% compliance), 
and the State did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.  


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance (or, for 
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect greater than 25% compliance); or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable;  or 


o The State did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.


 
2  A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that 


particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.  
3  In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from 


94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether a State has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department will 
round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion for these 
indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 5% 
compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining whether 
a State has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) to 10%. In 
addition, in determining whether a State has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 
25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for: (1) the 
timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported 
under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing decisions. 


4  For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%. 
5  A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the 


State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State did not identify any 
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator. 


6  If a State’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with a 
corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the State’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool. 


7  If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates 
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.  
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data8:  


• Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance. 


Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and  
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the State 
under section 618 of the IDEA:  


• Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance. 


• Not Applicable (N/A), if the State’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were fewer 
than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.  


Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance  
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific 
Conditions) 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the 
Longstanding Noncompliance component:  


• Two points, if the State has: 


o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in FFY 2016 or 
earlier; and  


o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the 
2020 determination. 


 
8  OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to States based on the timeliness and accuracy of 


their sections 616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool. On page two of the rubric, entitled “APR and 618-Timely and Accurate State Reported Data,” States are given one 
point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The total points for valid and 
reliable SPP/APR data and timely SPP/APR submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On page three of the rubric, the 
State’s section 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on section 618 data timeliness, completeness, and edit checks 
from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data is calculated by adding the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR 
Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire rubric. This percentage is inserted into the 
Compliance Matrix. 
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• One point, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the State has not yet demonstrated 
correction (see the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool for specific information regarding these remaining findings of 
noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 Part B grant 
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.  


• Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the State has not yet demonstrated correction (see the 
OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool for 
specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three 
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are 
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the 
following data:  


1. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;  


2. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments; 


3. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD scoring at basic  or above on the NAEP; 


4. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;  


5. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;  


6. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;  


7. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and 


8. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma. 


The Results Elements for participation in regular Statewide assessments and participation and 
performance on the NAEP are scored separately for reading and math. When combined with the exiting 
data, there are a total of fourteen Results Elements. The Results Elements are defined as follows:  


Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments  


This is the percentage of CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), who took regular 
Statewide assessments in SY 2018–2019 with and without accommodations. The numerator for this 
calculation is the number of CWD participating with and without accommodations on regular Statewide 
assessments in SY 2018–2019, and the denominator is the number of all CWD participants and non-
participants on regular and alternate Statewide assessments in SY 2018–2019, excluding medical 
emergencies. The calculation is done separately by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading). (Data 
source: EDFacts SY 2018–2019; data extracted 4/8/20)  


Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP  


This is the percentage of CWD, not including students with a Section 504 plan, by grade (4 and 8) and 
subject (math and reading), who scored at or above basic on the NAEP in SY 2018–2019. (Data Source: 
Main NAEP Data Explorer; data extracted 10/31/19)  


Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing  


This is the reported percentage of identified CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), 
who were included in the NAEP testing in SY 2018–2019. (Data Source: Nation’s Report Card, 2019):  


 
9  While the goal is to ensure that all CWD demonstrate proficient or advanced mastery of challenging subject matter, we recognize that States 


may need to take intermediate steps to reach this benchmark. Therefore, we assessed the performance of CWD using the Basic achievement 
level on the NAEP, which also provided OSEP with the broader range of data needed to identify variations in student performance across 
States. Generally, the Basic achievement level on the NAEP means that students have demonstrated partial mastery of prerequisite 
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.  
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Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th grade reading (see page 11):  


https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_reading
.pdf 


Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th grade math (see page 11):  


https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/mathematics/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_m
ath.pdf 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out. 
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under 
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out by the total number of students ages 14 
through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school 
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received 
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 
100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017–2018; data extracted 5/29/19) 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with 
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular 
high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, 
reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular 
high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached 
maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017–
2018; data extracted 5/29/19)  


Scoring of the Results Matrix 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, a State received points as follows for the 
Results Elements: 


• A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or ‘0’ 
based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States. A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least 
90% of CWD in a State participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the 
participation rate for CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was 
less than 80%. 


• A State’s NAEP scores (Basic and above) were rank-ordered; the top tertile  of States received a ‘2’, 
the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States received a ‘0’. 


 
10 The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.  







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


9 


• A State’s NAEP inclusion rate was assigned a score of either ‘0’ or ‘1’ based on whether the State’s 
NAEP inclusion rate for CWD was “higher than or not significantly different from the National 
Assessment Governing Board [NAGB] goal of 85 percent.” “Standard error estimates” were reported 
with the inclusion rates of CWD and taken into account in determining if a State’s inclusion rate was 
higher than or not significantly different from the NAGB goal of 85 percent. 


• A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered; the 
top tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile 
of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage) 
received a ‘0’. 


• A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high school 
diploma were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage) 
received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., 
those with the lowest percentage) received a ‘0’. 


The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored: 


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


2 
Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on  
Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a  
Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13 


Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing  
(reading or math):  


1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different 
from the NAGB goal of 85%. 


0 points if less than 85%. 


Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the 
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a 
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and 
Determination.  
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the 
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:  


Meets Requirements A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,11 
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination. 


Needs Assistance  A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if 
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A 
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if 
its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above, but 
the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination.  


Needs Intervention  A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention 
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.  


Needs Substantial Intervention  The Department did not make a determination of Needs 
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.  


 


 
11 In determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up 


from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance 
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.  
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New Jersey
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 212
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 80
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 43
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 66
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 14
(1.2) Complaints pending. 11
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 11
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 121


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 859


(2.1) Mediations held. 678
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 384
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 121


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 294


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 136


(2.2) Mediations pending. 0
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 181


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 1394
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 16
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 15


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 76
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 76
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 253
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 1065


Section D: Expedited Due Process Complaints (Related to Disciplinary Decision)


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 6


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 0
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 0
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 4
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 0
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 0
(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed. 2


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by New Jersey. These data were generated on 10/16/2019 12:56 PM EDT.






Technical Assistance System



New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE), Office of Special Education (NJOSE) provides professional development, technical assistance, coaching opportunities, and resources and instructional materials to administrators, teachers, and other educational professionals, as well as families of students with disabilities across the state. Central office consultants and other NJOSE staff are based at four Learning Resource Centers, strategically located around the state, provide services to local school districts, service providers and families.  The NJOSE also contracts with the Boggs Center at Rutgers University and the Statewide Parent Advocacy Network to provide technical assistance and trainings for educational professionals and families. 

The NJDOE has two major initiatives in support of enhancing inclusive education for students with disabilities across the state and are described below.



1. The NJDOE has a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Montclair State University (MSU), which is a public institution of higher education, and MSU’s subcontract entity the New Jersey Coalition for Inclusive Education (NJCIE) in order to promote, support and advance Inclusive Education across the state.  The collaboration between the NJDOE, MSU and its subcontracted partner NJCIE will be referred to as the NJ Inclusive Education Technical Assistance (NJIETA) project throughout this MOU.  The intent of this project is to develop and conduct a state-wide needs assessment to identify key areas of strength and areas in need of enhancement specific to inclusive education philosophy and practice.   Based upon the results of the needs assessment and constituent input, to develop a statewide action plan to support school districts to become more inclusive for an increasing number of students.  Further, this MOU aims to provide support through professional development, coaching and consultation to school districts across the state on inclusive education topics and practices.  Finally, the intention of this MOU includes development of webinars, tools and resources to school districts free of charge to support their development, implementation and maintenance of inclusive education practices specific to the identified needs of the identified participating school districts.

This collaboration is intended to support, facilitate and enhance current NJDOE initiatives of New Jersey Tiered Systems of Supports (NJTSS) and Positive Behavioral Supports in Schools (PBSIS), which aim to develop, expand and improve inclusive education practices within NJ public schools.  In that spirit, the vision of this collaboration supposes that an increasing number of students:

· Attend the school they would attend if not disabled,

· Are assigned to age-appropriate general education grades and classes,

· Are instructed with a core curriculum based on research and principles of Universal Design for Learning (UDL) that is further differentiated for the diverse learners in each classroom, and,

· Receive academic and emotional behavioral interventions within a school-wide multi-tiered system of support in line with NJTSS and PBSIS that includes all students.

· Are understood through a multidisciplinary lens including; cognitive, communication, sensory/motor, social and emotional well-being/mental health.

· Students with identified disabilities receive supplementary aids and services, program modifications, and accommodations within the core curriculum and across all tiers of academic and emotional/behavioral interventions and supports as needed.

2. The NJDOE has into a MOU with Rowan University (RU), which is a public institution of higher education, and RU’s subcontract entity, Special Olympics New Jersey (SONJ), in order to promote, support, and advance Unified Champions School’s programming across the state.  The collaboration between the NJDOE, RU and its subcontracted partner SONJ is intended to develop school-based programming through the Special Olympics Unified Champion Schools’ inclusive sports, inclusive youth leadership, whole school engagement, and professional development activities.  The evidence-based strategies bring students with and without identified disabilities together on a level playing field as peers, teammates, and classmates rather than as volunteers or helpers.  Meaningful interactions foster friendships and positive attitudes that create a culture that is welcoming, values the engagement of all students, and is free from bullying, exclusion, and negative perceptions.  Unified Schools purposefully strive to be inclusive communities where every child is empowered to succeed, and each has access to equal opportunities to participate meaningfully, safely, and successfully in school and graduate with the knowledge, skills, fitness, and attitudes needed to lead active, healthy lives.



An Integrated System of Support



Technical assistance is designed to support the NJDOE’s focus on preparing all New Jersey students for college, career, and life after high school.  Additionally, the NJDOE coordinates technical assistance with SPP/APR priority areas and indicators.  





The diagram above represents the relationship between the SPP/APR priority areas and indicators and the NJDOE’s goals equitable access to high quality education and services for all students.  The Offices of Special Education’s technical assistance system is aligned with NJDOE initiatives in the following ways:



· [bookmark: _Hlk31100986]New Jersey’s ESSA plan outlines a structure for providing 3 levels of support to districts based on needs identified using data from School Performance Reports and the Quality School Accountability Continuum (QSAC). Level 1 support includes resources available to all districts, including professional learning workshops, webinars, and online resources. Level 2 support is provided to districts with 1-2 schools identified for Targeted assistance, or that scored below 80% in the Instruction and Programs domain of QSAC. Level 3, the most intensive level of support, is provided to districts with one or more Comprehensive schools, or that fell below 80% in two or more of the 5 QSAC domains. NJOSE coordinates with the Division of Field Services to address the needs of Special Education students in level 2 and 3 districts with a goal of reducing the achievement gap between general and special education students.  Specific NJDOE initiatives, such as Implementing the New Jersey Student Learning Standards using Universal Design for Learning and Positive Behavioral Supports in Schools, have been specifically offered to level 2 and 3 districts.  The NJOSE continues to drive the development of the intervention strategies under ESSA and the NJ ESSA plan.



· The New Jersey Office of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (NJSPDR) and the New Jersey Office of Special Education (NJOSE) are within the New Jersey Department of Education, Division of Student Services.  Other offices in the division coordinate implementation of health services, interventions for struggling learners, services for English Language Learners, migrant and homeless students, career education, school culture and climate, and grants under Title 1.  The Division uses a ‘universal’ approach to technical assistance by coordinating technical assistance and professional development initiatives to address the needs of all student subgroups.



· NJSPDR collaborates with the Office of Assessment regarding the participation of students with disabilities in state assessments.  NJSPDR and staff from the NJDOE Office of Assessment developed a webinar on the State assessments and IEP decisions.  NJSPDR conducted training in collaboration with the Office of Assessment on the Dynamic Learning Maps (DLM) assessment and participates in the ongoing DLM development process. 



· The NJOSE collaborated with the Division of Academics and Performance to assist teachers Kindergarten through grade 3 with differentiating instruction during the English Language Arts block and improving mathematics instruction in middle school. In order to gather input from stakeholders on technical assistance needs for educators and families, NJSPDR and the NJOSE conduct monthly meetings with the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC) which represents families, school districts and other entities that serve or advocate on behalf of people with disabilities.  The SSEAC discusses data from the SPP/APR and other sources, and offers input regarding technical assistance and professional development initiatives. 



A Tiered System of Support



When identifying technical assistance needs, data from the following sources are analyzed:  the NJSMART system; the Student Safety Data System (SSDS); the NJOSEP End-of-Year Report; School Performance Reports, Annual Performance Report data; and monitoring data.



The NJOSE has created a tiered technical assistance model designed to strategically provide assistance to schools and districts according to their level of need.  Data are analyzed with input from other offices within the Department and the SSEAC to determine which districts and schools are targeted for assistance and the intensity of services needed.



Level I – Topical Strategies, Resources, and Information - The NJOSE makes available to educators and families information on new policies, regulations (state and federal) and effective practices through the NJOSE web site, documents disseminated through the weekly NJDOE broadcast and through one or two day training sessions.  Target group: All districts and schools.



Level II – Moderate Intensity Interventions – Districts or schools demonstrating a need for targeted support are given opportunities to participate in multi-day professional development with onsite coaching.  Target group: Priority and Focus Schools and Districts (identified based on data analysis.)



Level III – High Intensity Interventions – Districts or schools with pervasive and persistent difficulties are provided more long term and intensive support which includes training and onsite coaching.  Target group: Districts with schools identified for comprehensive support and multiple schools for targeted intervention.



In summary, technical assistance, through a system integrated with NJDOE initiatives, facilitates implementation of the practices, strategies, and interventions necessary for students with IEPs to achieve the NJDOE goals established for all students.  NJSPDR and the NJOSE collaborates and coordinates efforts with other offices within the Division of Student Services, other divisions within the NJDOE, and other agencies to facilitate positive post school outcomes for all New Jersey students with disabilities. 



Equitable access to high quality education and services for all 1.4 million students in New Jersey
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FFY 2018 – Professional Development System

The New Jersey Office of Special Education 

The New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE), Office of Special Education (NJOSE) provides professional development, technical assistance, coaching opportunities, and resources and instructional materials to families of students with disabilities and the educational professionals who serve them. Special Education Consultants and other staff from the NJDOE are based at four Learning Resource Centers that are strategically located around the state to provide services to local school districts, service providers, and families.  The NJOSE also has contracts with The Boggs Center at Rutgers University and the State Parent Advocacy Network for technical assistance and training for educational professionals and families.  Finally, the NJOSE has contracts with Montclair State University and Rowan University to improve and expand evidence-based practices to support inclusive education across the state. 

An Integrated System of Support

Professional development from the NJOSE is designed to support the NJDOE’s focus on preparing all New Jersey students to achieve the goals New Jersey has established for all 1.4 million students. NJOSE initiatives are aligned with State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR) priority areas and indicators.  Through the New Jersey Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) waiver, now replaced by ESSA, seven Regional Achievement Centers (RACs) were established by the NJDOE to provide professional development and support in priority and focus schools.  The RACs were guided by Eight Turnaround Principles; 1) School Leadership, 2) School Climate and Culture, 3) Effective Instruction, 4) Curriculum, Assessment, and Intervention System, 5) Effective Staffing Practices, 6) Enabling the Effective Use of Data, 7) Effective Use of Time, and  8) Effective Family and Community Engagement.  NJOSE coordinated with RAC efforts, based on data from school performance reports and walkthroughs, with a goal of reducing the achievement gap between general and special education students.  Disproportionality is still a prominent concern and focus of the NJDOE under the NJDOE ESSA plan developed to meet the requirements of the Every Student Succeeds Act.  Some reorganization of the Department offices has occurred over the year including the dissolution of the RACs to form the Office of Comprehensive Support and Interventions. In collaborating with this office to meet the needs of schools and students through targeted supports, NJOSE continues to promote the initiatives likely to improve overall achievement for students with disabilities including but not limited to Universal Design for Learning, Positive Behavioral Supports in Schools, and coaching strategies for districts and schools to increase capacity and sustainability of evidence based interventions and best practices.

The NJOSE is within the NJDOE's Division of Student Services.  Other offices in the division coordinate the implementation of:  health services; interventions for struggling learners; services for English Language Learners, services for migrant and homeless students; career education; culture and climate; and grants under ESSA.  The offices within this division take a collaborative and unified approach to technical assistance by designing technical assistance and professional development initiatives that address the needs of all student subgroups, including students with disabilities.

With a goal of gathering stakeholder input regarding professional development, the Office conducts monthly meetings with the State Special Education Advisory Council (SSEAC) which represents families, school districts and other entities that serve or advocate on behalf of people with disabilities.  The SSEAC discusses data from the APR and other sources, and offers input regarding technical assistance and professional development initiatives.

Additionally, NJOSE collaborates divisions across the Department to facilitate the inclusion of students with disabilities in all NJDOE initiatives. The Department, as noted in our ESSA plan, has made a great effort to make sure that all stakeholders and all relevant staff from the Department are at the table in the planning phase of initiatives and projects to be assured the interests of students with disabilities are included at all stages of implementation.  

All professional development is based on the New Jersey Department of Education’s Standards for Professional Learning.  Effective May 5, 2014, the New Jersey Professional Standards for Teachers were updated to incorporate current research on teaching practice, new understandings of learners and the learning process, and align to the 2011 Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (ITASC) Model Core Teaching Standards.  The New Jersey Standards for Professional Learning include:

Standard One: Learner Development. The teacher understands how learners grow and develop, recognizing that patterns of learning and development vary individually, within and across the cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical areas, and designs and implements developmentally appropriate and challenging learning experiences.

Standard Two: Learning Differences. The teacher uses understanding of individual differences and diverse cultures and communities to ensure inclusive learning environments that enable each learner to meet high standards.

Standard Three: Learning Environments. The teacher works with others to create environments that support individual and collaborative learning, and that encourage positive social interaction, active engagement in learning, and self-motivation.

Standard Four: Content Knowledge. The teacher understands the central concepts, tools of inquiry, and structures of the discipline(s) he or she teaches, particularly as they relate to the Common Core State Standards and the New Jersey Student Learning Standards and creates learning experiences that make these aspects of the discipline accessible and meaningful for learners to assure mastery of the content.

Standard Five: Application of Content. The teacher understands how to connect concepts and use differing perspectives to engage learners in critical thinking, creativity, and collaborative problem solving related to authentic local and global issues.

Standard Six: Assessment. The teacher understands and uses multiple methods of assessment to engage learners in examining their own growth, to monitor learner progress, and to guide the teacher’s and learner’s decision-making.  The teacher also prepares learners for use of new formats of assessment by providing opportunities for practice and appropriate accommodations to meet learner needs.

Standard Seven: Planning for Instruction. The teacher plans instruction that supports every student in meeting rigorous learning goals by drawing upon knowledge of content areas, curriculum, cross-disciplinary skills, and pedagogy, as well as knowledge of learners and the community context.

Standard Eight: Instructional Strategies. The teacher understands and uses a variety of instructional strategies to encourage learners to develop deep understanding of content areas and their connections, and to build skills to apply knowledge in meaningful ways.

Standard Nine: Professional Learning. The teacher engages in ongoing individual and collaborative professional learning designed to impact practice in ways that lead to improved learning for each student, using evidence of student achievement, action research, and best practice to expand a repertoire of skills, strategies, materials, assessments, and ideas to increase student learning.

Standard Ten: Leadership and Collaboration. The teacher seeks appropriate leadership roles and opportunities to take responsibility for student learning, to collaborate with learners, families, colleagues, other school professionals, and community members to ensure learner growth, and to advance the profession.

Standard Eleven: Ethical Practice. The teachers acts in accordance with legal and ethical responsibilities and uses integrity and fairness to promote the success of all students.

The NJOSE is utilizing the principles of Implementation Science to ensure fidelity and successful delivery of its professional development.  The framework utilized by the Office includes the use of implementation drivers (i.e. competency drivers, organization drivers, and leadership drivers) on an ongoing basis to ensure fidelity across the system and the sustainability of the overall professional development system.

Through the NJOSE tiered system of assistance, NJOSE staff conduct school-based professional development activities.  Applying the standards of professional development, the NJOSE, in support of NJDOE initiatives and SPP/APR priority areas and indicators, is focusing professional development on the following areas:

· Implementing the Standards through the Principles of Universal Design for Learning;

· Enhancing Parent and Family Involvement;

· Strategies for Differentiated Instruction in Mathematics and Language Arts Literacy;

· Collaborative Teaching;

· Positive Behavioral Supports in Schools;

· Person-centered Planning;

· Community-based Instruction;

· Improving Achievement of the Early Learning Standards for Preschoolers;

· Improving Effective Transition Planning;

· Implementing compliant pre-referral services, identification, evaluation and IEP development;

· Reducing disproportionate identification of students in specific racial-ethnic groups for special education;

· Facilitating the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education settings; and

· Implementation Science to Increase Capacity and Sustainability.
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Introduction: General Supervision

New Jersey’s general supervision system is designed to ensure that LEAs meet federal and state requirements related to the SPP indicators, as well as facilitate the achievement of the goals New Jersey has established for all students by students with IEPs.  General supervision includes monitoring, due process, complaint investigation, technical assistance, professional development and training.  These mechanisms monitor compliance and assist districts in making progress toward SPP targets.

Monitoring

The framework for New Jersey’s monitoring system is the SPP indicators and targets. The monitoring system provides districts the opportunity to review their progress toward performance indicators and compliance with those requirements of IDEA that are specifically related to the SPP priority areas and indicators. Local education agency monitoring serves as one mechanism within the NJDOE to identify noncompliance with the related requirements at the local level and provide assistance for correction and progress toward targets. The special education monitoring system operates along with the dispute resolution system to assist with identification and correction of noncompliance, and with program development initiatives to improve results for children.

New Jersey’s monitoring system consists of two components: Collaborative Monitoring and Targeted Review.

Collaborative Monitoring:

Monitors from the New Jersey Office of Special Education Policy and Dispute Resolution (SPDR) monitor compliance with federal and state special education regulations and the use of IDEA-B funds. This allows special education monitors to review how LEAs use their IDEA funds to provide required special education programs and services. The requirements related to the SPP and other IDEA compliance indicators reviewed in prior years continue to be monitored through desk audit, onsite file review, data review and interviews with staff and parents. Districts are required to create a corrective action plan following receipt of a consolidated monitoring report of findings of noncompliance. Verification of correction is conducted by the NJDOE in accordance with USOSEP 09-02 memo.

Findings of noncompliance are issued in writing by the NJDOE following the completion of monitoring activities. Monitors review compliance with IDEA requirements, including those related to SPP indicators. Districts are required to correct noncompliance identified during monitoring activities within one year of identification. If noncompliance is not corrected, state-directed corrective action plans are required that include specific activities, timelines and documentation to demonstrate correction. Corrective action activities include the development or revision of policies and procedures, training, activities related to implementation of procedures and/or oversight of implementation of procedures. In addition to requiring corrective actions that address any root causes of noncompliance, the NJDOE verifies correction consistent with USOSEP Memorandum 09-02 by reviewing files with individual noncompliance to be corrected and reviewing subsequent data collected following the implementation of the corrective actions that demonstrate 100 percent compliance with regulatory requirements. Technical assistance is provided as needed to assist districts in timely correction, training of staff and/or development of oversight activities to ensure implementation of IDEA. Technical assistance documents (e.g., state notice and IEP sample forms, discipline requirements power point presentation) are disseminated to assist districts with establishing or revising procedures that comply with federal and state special education requirements.

Targeted Reviews:

The NJDOE monitors all districts each year through NJSMART, New Jersey’s student level data system. Targeted reviews are conducted for Indicators 4A, 4B, 9, 10, 11 and 12. 

For Indicators 4A, 4B, 9 and 10, a self-assessment of related requirements, including policies, procedures and practices is conducted by the LEA. Following the self-assessment, a written report of findings is generated. Once districts are identified as noncompliant with Indicators 11 and 12 through written notification, a review of subsequent data or an onsite targeted review is conducted to ensure correction of noncompliance. Findings of noncompliance with Indicator 13 are identified through a targeted desk audit review.

Corrective action activities include the revision of procedures, staff training, activities related to implementation of procedures and/or oversight of implementation of procedures. In addition to requiring corrective actions that address any root causes of noncompliance, the NJDOE verifies correction consistent with the OSEP Memorandum 09-02, by reviewing files with individual noncompliance that could be corrected and reviewing subsequent data collected following the implementation of the corrective actions that demonstrate 100 percent compliance with regulatory requirements.

Receiving School Monitoring

The monitoring of receiving schools, which includes approved private schools for students with disabilities, is conducted by NJDOE monitors. The focus of receiving school monitoring is improving student outcomes while ensuring schools are compliant with state and federal regulations. Monitoring activities are centered on instructional strategies, provision of services, teacher training, placement in the LRE, IEP requirements as well as state and federal regulations related to opening and maintaining a receiving school for students with disabilities.

Findings of noncompliance and program improvement recommendations are issued in writing by the NJDOE following the completion of monitoring activities. Schools are required to correct noncompliance identified during monitoring activities within one year of identification. Corrective action activities include the development or revision of policies and procedures, training, activities related to implementation of procedures and/or oversight of implementation of procedures. In addition to requiring corrective actions that address any root causes of noncompliance, the NJDOE verifies correction consistent with USOSEP Memorandum 09-02 by reviewing files with individual noncompliance that could be corrected and reviewing subsequent data collected following the implementation of the corrective actions that demonstrate 100 percent compliance with regulatory requirements. Technical assistance is provided as needed to assist schools in timely correction, training of staff and/or development of oversight activities to ensure implementation of IDEA.

Mediation/Due Process

The State identifies noncompliance with respect to mediation and due process hearings in two ways. When a pattern related to particular issues in a district is identified, the information is conveyed to the monitoring team for review of policies and procedures. In addition, the NJDOE enforces the district's compliance with mediation agreements and due process hearing decisions including any findings of noncompliance identified through a hearing regardless of the outcome of the hearing. In addition, parents may request enforcement of a state mediated agreement or a decision of an administrative law judge (ALJ) by writing to the NJDOE when the parent believes the district has failed to implement the decision.

State Complaint Process

Noncompliance is also identified through the State complaint investigation process. When an investigation identifies noncompliance, a report is sent to the complainant and to the school or school district. When appropriate, each finding of noncompliance is accompanied by a directive for corrective action that, as appropriate, may require the school or district to review and revise current policies/procedures, conduct staff training in the new procedures, and verify that the revised procedures have been implemented. Corrective action may also require the provision of compensatory services, when services have not been provided in accordance with a student's IEP or id the district failed to adhere to a specific regulatory requirement. Verification of correction is conducted by the NJDOE in accordance with the USOSEP 09-02 memo.


