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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
The South Carolina Department of Education’s (SCDE) strategic vision includes that all students graduate prepared for success in college, careers, and citizenship. By 2022 districts will have available a system of personalized and digital learning that supports students in a safe learning environment to meet the Profile of the South Carolina Graduate. Defined core priorities include supporting the social-emotional learning, health, and safety needs of students through a whole-child approach; strengthening standards, curriculum, instruction, and assessment alignment within schools and districts; enhancing infrastructures, resources, data, and technology of the State's public educational systems; addressing the equity needs of districts and schools through differentiated supports and school transformation; and promoting educator and school leadership development. 

The Office of Special Education Services (OSES) worked with the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) to develop a shared vision aligned to that of the SCDE. The vision statement describes the grounding assumptions, purpose, and goals for the office and reads: “If the OSES provides consistent, collaborative, proactive direction and support focused in the areas of academics, social emotional learning, early childhood development, and post-secondary transition by using data-based decision making, quality instruction (evidence-based practices), family and community engagement, and fidelity in implementation then local education agencies and state-operated programs will have the infrastructure, capacity, and sustainability to provide students with disabilities equitable access and opportunity to meet the profile of the South Carolina graduate (world-class knowledge, world-class skills, and life and career characteristics).” 

When our activities and initiatives are aligned to our priorities, we will see improvements in student-level outcomes including: 
•
Increased involvement with non-disabled peers as shown in our least restrictive environment data: 
•
Increased graduation rates for students with disabilities; 
•
Increased post-secondary employment for credential completers; 
•
Decreased drop-out rates for students with disabilities; 
•
Decreased suspension and expulsion rates for students with disabilities; and 
• Improved achievement on statewide assessments.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
88
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

The SCDE has a system of general supervision in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met. This system is designed to ensure that students with disabilities receive a free, appropriate public education (FAPE). This general supervision system includes the State’s Performance Plan; policies, procedures, and effective practices; effective dispute resolution; data on processes and results; integrated monitoring activities; targeted technical assistance and professional development; improvement, correction, incentives, and sanctions; and fiscal management and accountability. Descriptions of the components of the SCDE’s general supervision system are set forth below along with references and links to forms and detailed information utilized in the various general supervision processes. 

The focus of all eight elements of the state’s general supervision system is on improving outcomes for students with disabilities and ensuring these students have equitable access and opportunity to meet the Profile of the South Carolina Graduate as described above. The OSES has made this results-based accountability the primary emphasis of the all activities within the office. With the assistance of NCSI, the OSES will continue to refine its general supervision system to focus on the requirements and activities that are most closely related to improving outcomes for students with disabilities and their families. 

Descriptions of the various components may be found in the attached document entitled "South Carolina's General Supervision System".
Technical Assistance System
The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAs.

The OSES provides technical assistance through the five programmatic units - Oversight & Assistance (O&A), Data & Technology (D&T), Programs & Initiatives (P&I), Fiscal Grants Management (FGM), and Results-Driven Accountability (RDAT). Each team provides technical assistance and support to local educational agencies (LEAs), state-operated programs (SOPs), and other constituents serving children with disabilities and their families. To meet the technical assistance needs of individual LEAs and SOPS throughout the State the OSES utilizes an electronic request for assistance system. The OSES developed a request for assistance form that is available on the OSES website at https://scde.formstack.com/forms/leasop_request_for_assistance . LEAs, SOPs, and community organizations can complete and submit the form online and the information is transmitted electronically to the OSES. Team Leads within the OSES review the request and assign the request to the appropriate OSES team. Then, appropriate OSES staff is assigned to provide the necessary professional development or technical assistance to the requesting party. The nature of the assistance and the date of completion are recorded electronically to ensure that assistance is provided in a timely manner. Assistance may be provided in a variety of ways including guidance documents, resources and tools, workshops, and/or direct district consultation depending on the request or need. The technical assistance activities offered by OSES reflect state and federal priorities and are collaborative, evidence-based, intellectually rigorous, and aligned with high-quality standards and adult-learning principles. The assistance is designed to facilitate changes in participant behavior and increase student achievement. 

Specific information may be found in the attached “South Carolina’s General Supervision System”.
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.

The five teams collaborates to provide professional development that focuses on building the capacity of LEAs and SOPs to reduce the achievement gap and enable all students with disabilities to graduate college and career ready. Professional development is provided using adult learning principles via face-to-face statewide, regional, and local sessions, live and recorded virtual sessions, universal modules, and other avenues. The professional development system is built around the OSES vision of  providing consistent, collaborative, proactive direction and support focused in the areas of academics, social emotional learning, early childhood development, and post-secondary transition by using data-based decision making, quality instruction (evidence-based practices), family and community engagement, and fidelity in implementation.  

Additional information may be found in the attached “South Carolina’s General Supervision System”.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
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.

The SCDE’s report on the performance of each LEA/SOP toward SPP targets may be found at   https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-services/data-and-technology-d-t/data-collection-and-reporting/district-lea-profiles/ffy-2017/.

The most recent (FFY2017 SPP/APR) may be found at https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2017B/publicView?state=SC&ispublic=true
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2018 and 2019 is Needs Assistance. In the State's 2019 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities. The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. The State must report, with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.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

Consistent with the determination of needs assistance, South Carolina has accessed technical   assistance from a variety of sources including OSEP-funded centers during FFY18. The various forms of support have included conference calls, use of materials and fact sheets, on-site consultation and training, webinars, E-newsletters, video conferencing, modules, and social media.  

The National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), the National Center for Intensive Intervention (NCII), the IDEA Data Center (IDC), and the Center for IDEA Fiscal Reporting (CIFR) have been the technical assistance centers providing the majority of support for the SPP/APR process, the review and revision of the state’s general supervision system, and the development, review, and revision of fiscal policies, procedures, and practices.  The NCII is assisting the state to expand its SSIP and to develop Tier 3 interventions with an ultimate goal of improving reading proficiency. NCII assisted with implementation of the SSIP work. South Carolina is participating actively in cohort 2 of the NCII Data-Based Individualization TA. The OSES staff has participated in face-to-face and virtual meetings with NCII staff to support DBI work in the pilot school. NCII staff have come on-site to both the OSES and to the pilot school to provide support and guidance. The Pyramid Model Consortium and Pyramid Innovation Center also provide significant support to the OSES in implementing this evidence-based model of social-emotional supports for young children at a state level. This work includes building infrastructure in our state to support early childhood educators and parents in teaching children desired behaviors and reducing unwanted behavior so that preschool suspensions and expulsions can be reduced. The Pyramid Model Consortium have provided guidance in developing the Pyramid Model in South Carolina. 

Additionally the following federally funded technical assistance centers have provided guidance and information during the course of the past year: 
•
Center for Technical Assistance for Excellence in Special Education is assisting the state with both the State Advisory Panel training as well as with Indicator 14. 
•
Center for IDEA Early Childhood Data Systems works with South Carolina to support IDEA early intervention and early childhood special education state programs in the development or enhancement of coordinated early childhood longitudinal data systems.  
•
Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center is assisting the state to increase the capacity of South Carolina's Early Intervention and Preschool Special Education Coordinators and Programs so that states implement high-quality systems and deliver high-quality services to young children with disabilities and their families. 
•
Center for the Integration of IDEA Data provides technical assistance to South Carolina to increase the capacity to report high-quality data required under IDEA Part B Sections 616 and 618.  
•
Early Childhood Personnel Center is working with personnel serving infants and young children with disabilities eligible for Part C and Part B (619) IDEA. 
•
State Implementation & Scaling-up of Evidence-based Practices Center provides technical assistance to increase knowledge of evidence-based implementation supports for evidence-based practices in South Carolina.  
•
Association for Positive Behavior Support provides resources designed to improve social-emotional learning and functioning within a multi-tiered system or framwork. 
•
National Deaf Center on Postsecondary Outcomes works with the Southe Carolina Core Team to develop activities for promoting high expectations for success. 
• US Department of Education, Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) continues to provide ongoing guidance with respect to both programmatic and fiscal areas. Over the last year, OSEP staff have been critical in assisting the state. That support has included routine, monthly conference calls, periodic calls with respect to fiscal questions, email correspondence, onsite technical assistance, national conference presentations with South Carolina staff, and presentations of OSEP staff at State events.
Intro - OSEP Response

The State's determinations for both 2018 and 2019 were Needs Assistance.  Pursuant to section 616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), OSEP's June 20, 2019 determination letter informed the State that it must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance. The State provided the required information.

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
The State's IDEA Part B determination for both 2019 and 2020 is Needs Assistance.  In the State's 2020 determination letter, the Department advised the State of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities.  The Department directed the State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance.
The State must report, with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.

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
	38.40%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	40.30%
	42.30%
	44.30%
	46.30%
	48.30%

	Data
	43.18%
	43.20%
	49.02%
	52.06%
	53.54%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	50.30%
	54.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.

Stakeholders also reviewed and discussed the State's ESEA Waiver targets. For more information regarding South Carolina's ESEA Waiver, please visit http://ed.sc.gov/agency/lpa/ESEAFlexibility.cfm.

Based on stakeholder input, South Carolina will use the following method for determining progress toward meeting Indicator 1:

Current year must meet the GOAL of 75.10%, or the current year is 2 percentage points higher than the previous year, or the current year is 2 percentage points higher than the most recent three-year average (including current year).
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
	3,989

	 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
	7,656

	 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
	52.10%


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

	3,989
	7,656
	53.54%
	50.30%
	52.10%
	Met 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.
South Carolina uses the following to determine the four-year graduation cohort rate. Section 200.19 of the Title I regulations issued under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act on December 2, 2002, defines graduation rate to mean:
the percentage of students, measured from the beginning of high school, who graduate from public high school with a regular diploma (not including a GED or any other diploma not fully aligned with the state's academic standards) in the standard number of years; or, another more accurate definition developed by the state and approved by the Secretary in the state plan that more accurately measures the rate of students who graduate from high school with a regular diploma; and avoids counting a dropout as a transfer. 

South Carolina used the following methodology in calculating its graduation rates:

Denominator
Step One: Student Count
• All students in the current school year are coded in the student information system with a 9GR value indicating the first year in which each student entered 9th grade for the first time.
• Start with all students who are in the 9GR cohort on the 1st day of testing (the 9GR cohort indicating that they entered high school for the first time four years prior to the current graduation year).
• Add all students on the official dropout lists for the three previous years (non-dropouts are not added because they are already documented as legitimate transfers when the dropouts are identified).
• Subtract students whose Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) indicate a graduation rate beyond 4 years (current fourth year students who will graduate after 4 years).
• Add students whose IEPs indicate a graduation rate beyond 4 years (current fifth-year or beyond students who are scheduled to graduate in the current year according to their IEPs).
• Subtract students for whom schools can provide documentation of transfer to another diploma-granting program.
• Equals Total Number of Students.

All IEP non-diploma track student counts will be included. A student with a disability who receives a regular diploma in the number of years specified in the student’s IEP will be considered as a student graduating with a regular diploma in the standard number of years. Students earning a GED will not be included.

Numerator
Step Two: Diplomas
• Number of students receiving regular diplomas in four years or less, unless otherwise specified in the student’s IEP.
• Equals Total Number of Diplomas

Calculation
Step Three: Graduation Rate
• Divide Step Two (Total Number of Diplomas) by Step One (Total Number of Students)) x 100

South Carolina has stringent guidelines for graduation with a diploma, offering only one recognized academic diploma for all students. Graduation with a state–issued regular diploma in South Carolina requires the completion of twenty-four unit courses in specified areas. During FFY 15, the state of South Carolina changed its graduation requirements by eliminating the High School Assessment Program (HSAP) test. In the past, students were required to pass all three parts of the HSAP in order to receive a standard high school diploma in South Carolina. Diploma requirements now include only the successful completion of twenty-four units of study as prescribed by South Carolina Board of Education Regulation and state law.

South Carolina high school graduation requirements can be found at https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/state-accountability/high-school-courses-and-requirements/.

South Carolina high school graduation requirements can be found at https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/state-accountability/high-school-courses-and-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
	4.40%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	4.60%
	4.40%
	4.20%
	4.00%
	3.80%

	Data
	3.49%
	3.61%
	3.30%
	3.52%
	4.20%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	3.60%
	3.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.

The drop out rate for students with disabilities will decrease by at least 0.2 percent annually, but not less than the drop out rate for nondisabled students. The target for FFY 2013 would be less than or equal to 4.60 percent with a 0.2 percent decrease each year thereafter.

For more information regarding dropout data and resources, please visit http://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/student-interventions/.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
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)
	3,319

	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)
	591

	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)
	288

	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)
	1,943

	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)
	33


Has your State made or proposes to make changes to the data source under Option 2, when compared to the information reported in its FFY 2010 SPP/APR submitted on February 1, 2012? (yes/no)

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

Change numerator description in data table (yes/no)
YES
Change denominator description in data table (yes/no)

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
South Carolina has chosen Option 2 for the purposes of reporting information for Indicator 2.

South Carolina is working to decrease the number of students with and without disabilities dropping out of school, thus enabling them to transition to postsecondary education and/or meaningful employment. The South Carolina State Board of Education defines a dropout as any student who leaves school for any reason, other than death, prior to graduation or completion of a course of study and without transferring to another school or institution. Students without disabilities are not counted as dropouts if they enroll in an adult education program leading to a high school diploma or Graduate Equivalency Diploma. The Office of Student Intervention Services collects the data on dropout rates for students with and without disabilities using this definition through a state-wide data collection system, PowerSchool.

The methodology used to calculate dropout is the number of students in grades nine through twelve leaving high school for any reason and not enrolling into a diploma bearing program divided by the total enrollment. This does not include students with disabilities who have reached maximum age or students who have completed their program course of study and received appropriate credentials.

For the reporting years dropout report, please visit https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/school-safety/discipline-related-reports/dropout-data/2016-17-state-dropout-report/.
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

	1,112
	27,608
	4.20%
	3.60%
	4.03%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
The State Board of Education defines dropout as a student who leaves school for any reason, other than death, prior to graduation or completion of a course of studies and without transferring to another school or institution.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

YES

If yes, explain the difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs below.
The Policies and Procedures for the Collection of School Dropout Data, July 2015, has a slightly different definition of "dropout". If a student holds a state certificate or a district special education certificate and has completed the requirements of his/her IEP, has reached the age of twenty-one, or has entered a residential or day care facility, the student is not counted as a dropout. South Carolina has used this method of reporting since 2010 and there have been no changes in reporting. For more information and definitions regarding South Carolina's dropout please see the document SCDE Policies and Procedures for Dropout: https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/school-safety/discipline-related-reports/dropout-data/2018-dropout-policies-and-procedure-manual/.

As outlined in the SCDE Policies and Procedures for Dropout, there are varying definitions. For more information please see https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/school-safety/discipline-related-reports/dropout-data/2017-dropout-policies-and-procedure-manual/, Section 2, A-3 (page 5).
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

South Carolina had a .7 percent increase in the dropout rate increased from FFY2016 Annual Performance Report. South Carolina is working with other agency teams to determine the increase. South Carolina serves roughly about 100,000 students with disabilities serviced under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), of which the majority are able to earn a State high school diploma. Due to the varying levels of academic achievement, some students are unable to obtain a high school diploma.

There was a need to provide an alternate option for students with disabilities who are unable to earn a regular high school diploma to demonstrate their ability to transition into the work community. The uniform state-recognized South Carolina High School Credential (SCHSC) will be aligned with the State's Profile of the South Carolina Graduate and to a newly created course of study for these students with disabilities, whose IEP team determines this course of study is appropriate.

The purpose of the SCHSC is to provide equitable job-readiness opportunities for these students throughout the state, ensure they have evidence of employability skills, and honor the work they have undertaken in our public schools.

The state has been working closely with TA centers on providing guidance on alternative credentials for the state. The first set of students should receive a SC High School Credential in 2022. Additional information may be found at https://thesccredential.org/.
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
	86.00%
	Actual
	98.75%
	96.57%
	98.33%
	98.87%
	99.09%


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
	87.00%
	Actual
	99.04%
	96.36%
	98.20%
	98.98%
	99.18%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
In addition, OSES staff consulted with the SCDE Office of Research and Data Analysis, Office of Federal and State Accountability, and Office of General Counsel regarding proposed targets for the IDEA Part B Indicator 3B. The OSES noted that the ESEA Waiver indicates a continued 95 percent participation target. As such, targets for this State Performance Plan mirror the participation requirements used in South Carolina's ESEA Waiver for all children.

For a copy of South Carolina's ESEA Waiver, please visit http://ed.sc.gov/agency/lpa/documents/SCESEAFlexWaiverreapprovedP2amend-06-10-14.pdf. For additional details, resources and materials for South Carolina's ESEA Waiver, please visit http://ed.sc.gov/agency/lpa/ESEAFlexibility.cfm.
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
	9,932
	9,714
	9,712
	8,989
	8,338
	8,070
	
	
	
	
	8,364

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	5,144
	4,107
	3,983
	4,076
	4,073
	3,978
	
	
	
	
	5,735

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	4,223
	5,009
	5,024
	4,291
	3,691
	3,421
	
	
	
	
	1,527

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	523
	523
	628
	543
	485
	530
	
	
	
	
	745


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
	9,935
	9,710
	9,715
	8,995
	8,340
	8,071
	
	
	
	
	8,032

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	3,698
	3,148
	3,031
	3,090
	3,205
	3,319
	
	
	
	
	5,599

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	5,667
	5,986
	5,982
	5,298
	4,569
	4,103
	
	
	
	
	1,432

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	524
	524
	624
	543
	484
	526
	
	
	
	
	629


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
	63,119
	62,259
	99.09%
	95.00%
	98.64%
	Met 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
	62,798
	61,981
	99.18%
	95.00%
	98.70%
	Met 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. 

For grades 3-8 for the 2018-19 testing year, data may be found at https://ed.sc.gov/data/test-scores/state-assessments/sc-ready/2019/state-scores-by-grade-level-and-demographic/. 

For the high school assessment, data may be found at https://ed.sc.gov/data/test-scores/state-assessments/end-of-course-examination-program-eocep/2019/eocep-demographic-scores/?districtCode=9999&districtName=Statewide&schoolCode=999.

Additional information may be found at https://screportcards.ed.sc.gov/files/2019//data-files/.
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.  
 
The State did not provide a Web link demonstrating that the State reported publicly on the participation of children with disabilities on statewide assessments with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessments of nondisabled children, as required by 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f). Specifically, the State has not reported the  number of children with disabilities who took the regular assessment and were provided accommodations (that did not result in an invalid score) in order to participate in those assessments at the State, district and school levels and the number of children with disabilities, if any, participating in alternate assessments based on alternate academic achievement standards, at the State, district, and school levels. The failure to publicly report as required under 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) is noncompliance.
3B - Required Actions
Within 90 days of the receipt of the State's 2020 determination letter, the State must provide to OSEP a Web link that demonstrates that it has reported, for FFY 2018, to the public, on the statewide assessments of children with disabilities in accordance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f).  In addition, OSEP reminds the State that in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the State must include a Web link that demonstrates compliance with 34 C.F.R. § 300.160(f) for FFY 2019.
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
	Elementary/Middle
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	

	B
	High School
	
	
	
	
	
	
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Elementary/Middle
	2015
	Target >=
	70.00%
	9.31%
	10.69%
	20.00%
	30.00%

	A
	Elementary/Middle
	10.69%
	Actual
	45.59%
	9.31%
	10.69%
	9.43%
	9.95%

	B
	High School
	2015
	Target >=
	70.00%
	39.83%
	41.06%
	42.56%
	42.56%

	B
	High School
	41.06%
	Actual
	39.77%
	39.83%
	41.06%
	32.50%
	36.89%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Elementary/Middle
	2015
	Target >=
	70.00%
	17.68%
	13.32%
	22.32%
	31.32%

	A
	Elementary/Middle
	13.32%
	Actual
	41.66%
	17.68%
	13.32%
	12.37%
	13.46%

	B
	High School
	2015
	Target >=
	70.00%
	57.96%
	52.55%
	54.05%
	55.55%

	B
	High School
	52.55%
	Actual
	42.27%
	57.96%
	52.55%
	33.55%
	25.77%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Elementary/Middle
	40.00%
	40.00%

	Reading
	B >=
	High School
	44.06%
	44.06%

	Math
	A >=
	Elementary/Middle
	40.32%
	40.32%

	Math
	B >=
	High School
	57.05%
	57.05%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
For a copy of South Carolina's ESEA Waiver, please visit http://ed.sc.gov/agency/lpa/documents/SCESEAFlexWaiverreapprovedP2amend-06-10-14.pdf. For additional details, resources and materials for South Carolina's ESEA Waiver, please visit http://ed.sc.gov/agency/lpa/ESEAFlexibility.cfm.
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
	9,890
	9,639
	9,635
	8,910
	8,249
	7,929
	
	
	
	
	8,007

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,486
	1,228
	652
	454
	444
	403
	
	
	
	
	2,018

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	274
	325
	179
	130
	134
	109
	
	
	
	
	493

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	240
	217
	249
	213
	210
	229
	
	
	
	
	299


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
	9,889
	9,658
	9,637
	8,931
	8,258
	7,948
	
	
	
	
	7,660

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1,796
	1,209
	787
	549
	292
	288
	
	
	
	
	1,432

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	769
	579
	347
	243
	109
	102
	
	
	
	
	377

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	214
	221
	303
	216
	197
	229
	
	
	
	
	282


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
	Elementary/Middle
	54,252
	7,176
	9.95%
	40.00%
	13.23%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	High School
	8,007
	2,810
	36.89%
	44.06%
	35.09%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	High School
	In 2014, Act No. 200 amended Section 59-18-325 of the 1976 Code by adding a (C) subsection to the law. The Act directs the parameters for the statewide assessment system which include a requirement to vertically align both ELA and Mathematics for all years and the ability to link the scales of the South Carolina assessment to the scales from other assessments measuring those comparable standards. In the process of doing this SC choose to link to both ACT and NAEP. 

In the process of vertically aligning the equivalent of a ‘meets’ on the End of Course assessments are aligned to a college ready score on the ACT. The vertical articulation aligned to a college ready score on ACT results in an assessment that reflects if a student is on track for college after their post-secondary transition. The result than does not necessary reflect a student who is meeting the state developed standards, but instead is meeting the standards in a way that will lead to college readiness. 

The connection between college readiness and the End of Course scores is demonstrated in a linkage to the SC indicator 14 results. Students continuing on to higher education in 2017 was 30.87% and in HS the ELA and Math high school scores were 36.89% and 25.77% respectively. 

There was growth in three of four areas including proficiency in elementary ELA and elementary and high school math showed gains. When examining the changes in proficiency levels from year to year excluding years the assessment or standards changed in high school the largest growth was 4.39% with an average yearly change of -1.99%, the target of approximately 2% growth per year was appropriate, but not obtained. During this period the high school ELA assessment there we multiple changes to the writing portion of the assessment that resulted in a net loss of growth for all students across the state, both with and without disabilities. South Carolina is suggesting a recalibration of targets with new SPP/APR using data to calculate rigorous but attainable outcomes.


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
	Elementary/Middle
	54,321
	8,450
	13.46%
	40.32%
	15.56%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B
	High School
	7,660
	2,091
	25.77%
	57.05%
	27.30%
	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. 

For grades 3-8 for the 2018-19 testing year, data may be found athttps://ed.sc.gov/data/test-scores/state-assessments/sc-ready/2019/state-scores-by-grade-level-and-demographic/ 

For the high school assessment, data may be found at https://ed.sc.gov/data/test-scores/state-assessments/end-of-course-examination-program-eocep/2019/eocep-demographic-scores/?districtCode=9999&districtName=Statewide&schoolCode=999.

Additional information may be found at https://screportcards.ed.sc.gov/files/2019//data-files/. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
3C - Required Actions
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 
	2009
	5.68%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	5.58%
	5.58%
	4.54%
	4.54%
	4.54%

	Data
	4.55%
	4.55%
	9.09%
	9.09%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	3.40%
	3.40%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
The Safe Schools subcommittee of the ACESD works with SCDE staff to review efforts and make recommendations regarding effective practices to support students' with disabilities social-emotional well-being. This subcommittee will continue to guide the work in this focus area.

The Office of Special Education Services (OSES) continues to provide Professional Learning Opportunities (PLO) during Research to Practice (RtP), which serves special education and general education teachers. OSES provide technical assistance to LEAs in Functional Behavioral Assessment and Behavior Intervention Plan (FBA/BIP) through PLOs. Crisis Prevention Institute (CPI) “train the trainer” training is offered annually to LEAs in the state during RTP in addition to targeted Crisis Intervention PLO sessions. OSES has established authentic relationships with stakeholders to support collaborative partnership towards the improvement of academic and behavior results from students with disabilities through our State Systemic Improvement Plan.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

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

2

	Number of districts that have a significant discrepancy
	Number of Districts that met the State's minimum n-size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	87
	0.00%
	3.40%
	NVR
	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

For the state's definition of "significant discrepancy" and methodology, please see attached document entitled, "South Carolina’s Definition of “Significant Discrepancy” and Methodology for Indicator 4 A and B". 
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.
South Carolina collected data for 89 LEAs and state-operated programs (SOPs) for the 2018-19 reporting year. For the one LEA identified as having significant discrepancy in the rates of long term suspensions and expulsions (i.e., out of school suspensions exceeding ten days as found in Table 5) for any race/ethnicity, the OSES required the completion of self-assessment documents and required LEAs to provide evidence of their responses to issues relative to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. The self-assessment focuses on three areas of compliance:

1. Development and implementation of IEPs, related to 34 CFR § 300.304(b)(1), 300.530(a), 300.530(b)(2), 300.530(c), 300.530 (d)(1)(i), 300.530(d)(4), 300.530(e)(1), 300.530(e)(1)(i), 300.530(e)(1)(ii), 300.530(e)(3), 300.530(f) (2),300.530(g), and 300.531;
2. Positive behavioral interventions and supports, related to 34 CFR § 300.324(a)(2)(i), 300.324(a)(3)(i), 300.530(d)(1)(ii), 300.530(e)(1), 300.530(f) (1)(i), and 300.530(f)(1)(ii); and 
3. Procedural safeguards related to 34 CFR § 300.500, 300.501(c)(3), 300.504(c)(4), 300.530(d), and 300.530(h).

The applicable LEA was given the opportunity to provide additional details as to other factors contributing to the significant discrepancy in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of students with disabilities. After the LEA submitted the required documentation, OSES staff with expertise in policies, procedures, practices, and data analyses reviewed and conducted follow-up discussions with the identified districts for additional or clarifying information. The OSES staff found that the LEA had policies, procedures, and practices that complied with the required regulations governing long-term suspensions and expulsions of students with disabilities. As a result, no findings of noncompliance were issued based upon data from FFY 2018-2019.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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
	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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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.    
    
OSEP cannot determine whether the data are valid and reliable.  The State reported that 87 districts met the minimum n size requirement, and 2 districts did not meet the minimum n size requirement and were excluded from the calculation. The number of districts excluded from the calculation because they do not meet the minimum "n" size, plus the number of districts that met the State-established minimum "n" size, do not equal the total number of districts the State reported in either the FFY 2017 or FFY 2018 Introduction. In addition, the State described the results of its examination of FFY 2018-2019 data, instead of examining data for the year before the reporting year (i.e. 2017-2018), as required by the measurement table.  Therefore, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target. 
4A - Required Actions
The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR.
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
	2009
	2.30%


	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-size requirement? (yes/no)

YES

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

2

	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 that met the State’s minimum n size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	4
	1
	87
	0.00%
	0%
	NVR
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if not applicable
The four LEAs that had a significant discrepancy by race/ethnicity reviewed their policies, procedures, and practices related to the subgroup identified. Although all four LEAs provided evidence that their policies and procedures were compliant according to relevant IDEA regulations, one LEA reported an issue with practices in relation to the issuance of procedural safeguards following a disciplinary change in placement (§300.504(a)(3) and §300.530(h)). The LEA noted a delay in the issuance of the procedural safeguards ranging from one to fourteen days following the disciplinary change in placement. The OSES has issued a written notification of noncompliance and required the LEA to correct the noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year. The plan for correction must include the development of a monitoring process that ensure the correction of the systemic issue as well as individual student-level noncompliance. 
Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

For the state's definition of "significant discrepancy" and methodology, please see the attached document entitled, "South Carolina's Definition of "Significant Discrepancy" and Methodology for Indicator 4A and B".
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.

South Carolina collected data for 86 LEAs and state-operated programs (SOPs) for the 2017-18 reporting year. For the four LEAs identified as having significant discrepancy in the rates of long term suspensions and expulsions (i.e., out of school suspensions exceeding ten days as found in Table 5) for any race/ethnicity, the OSES required the completion of self-assessment documents and required LEAs to provide evidence of their responses to issues relative to the development and
implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards. The self-assessment focuses on three areas of compliance:

1. Development and implementation of IEPs, related to 34 CFR § 300.304(b)(1), 300.530(a), 300.530(b)(2), 300.530(c), 300.530 (d)(1)(i), 300.530(d)(4), 300.530(e)(1), 300.530(e)(1)(i), 300.530(e)(1)(ii), 300.530(e)(3), 300.530(f) (2),300.530(g), and 300.531;
2. Positive behavioral interventions and supports, related to 34 CFR § 300.324(a)(2)(i), 300.324(a)(3)(i), 300.530(d)(1)(ii), 300.530(e)(1), 300.530(f) (1)(i), and 300.530(f)(1)(ii); and 
3. Procedural safeguards related to 34 CFR § 300.500, 300.501(c)(3), 300.504(c)(4), 300.530(d), and 300.530(h).

The four applicable LEAs were given the opportunity to provide additional details as to other factors contributing to the significant discrepancy in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of students with disabilities. After each LEA submitted the required documentation, OSES staff with expertise in policies, procedures, practices, and data analyses reviewed and conducted follow-up discussions with the identified districts for additional or clarifying information.

The OSES reviewed self-assessment documentation for the four LEAs which were required to collect information and evidence regarding the development and implementation of IEPs, positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards found in the regulations outlined above. As noted above, the four LEAs that had a significant discrepancy by race/ethnicity reviewed their policies, procedures, and practices related to the subgroup identified. Although all four LEAs provided evidence that their policies and procedures were compliant according to relevant IDEA regulations, one LEA reported an issue with practices in relation to the issuance of procedural safeguards following a disciplinary change in placement (§300.504(a)(3) and §300.530(h)). The LEA noted a delay in the issuance of the procedural safeguards ranging from one to fourteen days following the disciplinary change in placement. The OSES has issued a written notification of noncompliance and required the LEA to correct the noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year. The plan for correction includes the development of a monitoring process that ensure the correction of the systemic issue as well as individual student-level noncompliance.
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.
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
	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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
OSEP cannot determine whether the data are valid and reliable.  The State reported that 87 districts met the minimum n size requirement, and 2 districts did not meet the minimum n size requirement and were excluded from the calculation. The number of districts excluded from the calculation because they do not meet the minimum "n" size, plus the number of districts that met the State-established minimum "n" size, do not equal the total number of districts the State reported in either the FFY 2017 or FFY 2018 Introduction. Therefore, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target. 
4B- Required Actions
The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR.
4B - State Attachments
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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 >=
	56.00%
	56.00%
	57.00%
	57.00%
	58.00%

	A
	49.31%
	Data
	57.59%
	58.26%
	60.71%
	61.61%
	62.17%

	B
	2013
	Target <=
	18.48%
	18.48%
	18.18%
	18.18%
	17.88%

	B
	18.48%
	Data
	18.48%
	17.83%
	16.31%
	15.84%
	15.39%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	2.19%
	2.19%
	2.00%
	2.00%
	1.70%

	C
	2.36%
	Data
	1.61%
	1.81%
	1.71%
	1.56%
	1.46%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	59.00%
	63.00%

	Target B <=
	17.88%
	15.50%

	Target C <=
	1.70%
	1.70%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
The Office of Special Education Services (OSES) must act to ensure that students with disabilities are educated in settings with their non-disabled peers to the maximum extent appropriate based on their unique needs. Special education and related services must provide the opportunity for students with disabilities to be involved in and progress in the general curriculum. The OSES continues in its efforts to use local education agency (LEA) data to improve the least restrictive environment settings for students. The Office of Special Education Services (OSES) provides tiered technical assistances to LEAs and Professional Learning Opportunities (PLO) during Research to Practice (RtP), which serves special education and general education teachers. OSES has established authentic relationships with stakeholders to support collaborative partnership towards the improvement of academic and behavior results from students with disabilities through our State Systemic Improvement Plan.
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
	96,729

	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
	60,124

	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
	14,657

	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
	435

	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
	240

	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
	767


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
	60,124
	96,729
	62.17%
	59.00%
	62.16%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	14,657
	96,729
	15.39%
	17.88%
	15.15%
	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]
	1,442
	96,729
	1.46%
	1.70%
	1.49%
	Met 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
	2013
	Target >=
	48.88%
	48.88%
	48.88%
	48.90%
	48.90%

	A
	48.88%
	Data
	48.88%
	50.40%
	50.73%
	49.71%
	48.88%

	B
	2013
	Target <=
	25.32%
	25.32%
	24.50%
	24.00%
	23.50%

	B
	25.32%
	Data
	25.32%
	25.65%
	25.72%
	25.29%
	23.67%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	49.00%
	48.90%

	Target B <=
	23.00%
	22.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
South Carolina will ensure that to the maximum extent appropriate, preschool children with disabilities, including children in public or private institutions or other care facilities, are educated with children who are nondisabled and that special classes, separate schooling, or other removals of children with disabilities from the regular educational environment occur only if the nature or severity of the disability is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot be achieved satisfactorily.
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
	9,792

	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
	4,896

	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
	2,130

	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
	96

	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
	0


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
	4,896

	9,792
	48.88%
	49.00%
	50.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	2,226
	9,792
	23.67%
	23.00%
	22.73%
	Met 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 >=
	88.45%
	88.45%
	88.45%
	88.46%
	88.46%

	A1
	88.45%
	Data
	88.45%
	87.46%
	89.09%
	89.44%
	88.37%

	A2
	2013
	Target >=
	66.16%
	66.16%
	66.16%
	66.17%
	66.17%

	A2
	66.16%
	Data
	66.16%
	62.37%
	64.44%
	64.16%
	62.57%

	B1
	2013
	Target >=
	86.13%
	86.13%
	86.13%
	86.14%
	86.14%

	B1
	86.13%
	Data
	86.13%
	84.92%
	87.84%
	87.56%
	86.67%

	B2
	2013
	Target >=
	63.25%
	63.25%
	63.25%
	63.26%
	63.26%

	B2
	63.25%
	Data
	63.25%
	59.81%
	63.44%
	61.42%
	58.85%

	C1
	2013
	Target >=
	89.25%
	89.25%
	89.25%
	89.26%
	89.26%

	C1
	89.25%
	Data
	89.25%
	89.91%
	90.43%
	91.20%
	88.90%

	C2
	2013
	Target >=
	77.21%
	77.21%
	77.21%
	77.22%
	77.22%

	C2
	77.21%
	Data
	77.21%
	76.42%
	77.76%
	77.56%
	75.67%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	88.47%
	88.47%

	Target A2 >=
	66.18%
	66.18%

	Target B1 >=
	86.15%
	86.15%

	Target B2 >=
	63.27%
	63.27%

	Target C1 >=
	89.27%
	89.27%

	Target C2 >=
	77.23%
	77.23%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

5,479
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
	1,073
	10.87%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,804
	28.40%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	4,133
	41.86%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1,864
	18.88%


	
	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)
	6,937
	8,010
	88.37%
	88.47%
	86.60%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	5,997
	9,874
	62.57%
	66.18%
	60.74%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


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
	1,230
	12.45%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2,874
	29.09%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3,687
	37.33%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	2,087
	21.13%


	
	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)
	6,561
	7,791
	86.67%
	86.15%
	84.21%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	5,774
	9,878
	58.85%
	63.27%
	58.45%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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
	804
	8.14%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1,740
	17.61%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3,911
	39.59%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3,423
	34.65%


	
	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. 
	5,651
	6,455
	88.90%
	89.27%
	87.54%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	7,334
	9,878
	75.67%
	77.23%
	74.25%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	In FFY 2011, SC Part C changed eligibility to become restrictive when this policy change took effect in FFY 2012. This change resulted in the children entering BabyNet having more moderate to severe needs than previously, and has impacted the composition of Part B 619 recipients and subsequently, Part B COSF scores. Children entering BabyNet services when this policy change was made, would begin to exit Preschool Special Education services in the FFY 2018-19. Children with mild developmental delays receiving intervention are more likely to score at 6, or 7 in the exit COSF rating than children with severe needs. Slippage or not meeting target in section 2 of each of the outcomes in part reflects the changing composition of the preschool special education population as many children have made progress, while the developmental trajectory remains the same. Slippage is also partly the result of increased staff and capacity to train on scoring and entering data. As a result, more accurate representations of age-anchoring are occurring and are manifesting as slippage, when this might be indicative of cleaner data.  

	A2
	In FFY 2011, SC Part C changed eligibility to become restrictive when this policy change took effect in FFY 2012. This change resulted in the children entering BabyNet having more moderate to severe needs than previously, and has impacted the composition of Part B 619 recipients and subsequently, Part B COSF scores. Children entering BabyNet services when this policy change was made, would begin to exit Preschool Special Education services in the FFY 2018-19. Children with mild developmental delays receiving intervention are more likely to score at 6, or 7 in the exit COSF rating than children with severe needs. Slippage or not meeting target in section 2 of each of the outcomes in part reflects the changing composition of the preschool special education population as many children have made progress, while the developmental trajectory remains the same. Slippage is also partly the result of increased staff and capacity to train on scoring and entering data. As a result, more accurate representations of age-anchoring are occurring and are manifesting as slippage, when this might be indicative of cleaner data.  

	B1
	In FFY 2011, SC Part C changed eligibility to become restrictive when this policy change took effect in FFY 2012. This change resulted in the children entering BabyNet having more moderate to severe needs than previously, and has impacted the composition of Part B 619 recipients and subsequently, Part B COSF scores. Children entering BabyNet services when this policy change was made, would begin to exit Preschool Special Education services in the FFY 2018-19. Children with mild developmental delays receiving intervention are more likely to score at 6, or 7 in the exit COSF rating than children with severe needs. Slippage or not meeting target in section 2 of each of the outcomes in part reflects the changing composition of the preschool special education population as many children have made progress, while the developmental trajectory remains the same. Slippage is also partly the result of increased staff and capacity to train on scoring and entering data. As a result, more accurate representations of age-anchoring are occurring and are manifesting as slippage, when this might be indicative of cleaner data.  

	C1
	In FFY 2011, SC Part C changed eligibility to become restrictive when this policy change took effect in FFY 2012. This change resulted in the children entering BabyNet having more moderate to severe needs than previously, and has impacted the composition of Part B 619 recipients and subsequently, Part B COSF scores. Children entering BabyNet services when this policy change was made, would begin to exit Preschool Special Education services in the FFY 2018-19. Children with mild developmental delays receiving intervention are more likely to score at 6, or 7 in the exit COSF rating than children with severe needs. Slippage or not meeting target in section 2 of each of the outcomes in part reflects the changing composition of the preschool special education population as many children have made progress, while the developmental trajectory remains the same. Slippage is also partly the result of increased staff and capacity to train on scoring and entering data. As a result, more accurate representations of age-anchoring are occurring and are manifesting as slippage, when this might be indicative of cleaner data.  

	C2
	In FFY 2011, SC Part C changed eligibility to become restrictive when this policy change took effect in FFY 2012. This change resulted in the children entering BabyNet having more moderate to severe needs than previously, and has impacted the composition of Part B 619 recipients and subsequently, Part B COSF scores. Children entering BabyNet services when this policy change was made, would begin to exit Preschool Special Education services in the FFY 2018-19. Children with mild developmental delays receiving intervention are more likely to score at 6, or 7 in the exit COSF rating than children with severe needs. Slippage or not meeting target in section 2 of each of the outcomes in part reflects the changing composition of the preschool special education population as many children have made progress, while the developmental trajectory remains the same. Slippage is also partly the result of increased staff and capacity to train on scoring and entering data. As a result, more accurate representations of age-anchoring are occurring and are manifesting as slippage, when this might be indicative of cleaner data.  


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? 
	NO


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

YES

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

South Carolina uses a statewide, special education case management and reporting system, called Frontline Enrich Central. In this online platform, the Child Outcomes Summary form is completed for applicable preschoolers, and data are collected at the district and state level.

The South Carolina Department of Education, Office of Special Education Services (OSES), has robust procedures for collecting, verifying and analyzing the Indicator 7 data. A description of the reporting processes and procedures, training materials and other resources are available online at https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-services/data-and-technology-d-t/data-collection-and-reporting/data-collection-instructions/.

In addition, the OSES provides annual notice on this data collection (https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-services/data-and-technology-d-t/data-collection-and-reporting/) and provides routine technical assistance to local educational agencies within the state.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Despite the explanation of the context that result in slippage in South Carolina, the target and high quality programming around the three outcome areas are a priority. To continue to address these needs and slippage and work to meet the SC target, the OSES plans to: 
1.
Scale up support to LEAs to implement the Pyramid Model to support social-emotional learning and development, reduce persistently challenging behaviors, and teach desired ones to meet needs; 
2.
Scale up training on high quality COSF data collection; 
3.
Scale up and support the use of high quality preschool IEP generation with appropriately rigorous goals aligned with the Early Learning Standards (ELS); and 
4.
Increase training and use of evidence-based curricula aligned with the ELS. 
7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.    

 
7 - Required Actions
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 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2013
	84.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	84.00%
	80.16%
	86.67%
	84.92%
	93.49%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	85.00%
	85.50%


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

	845
	867
	93.49%
	85.00%
	97.46%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
18,430

Percentage of respondent parents

4.70%

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 South Carolina Department of Education, Office of Special Education Services (OSES), annually surveys parents of students with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs), based upon an approved sampling plan (see below). Surveys are sent to all parents within the specified, sampled school districts, which includes parents of students with disabilities ages three through five years of age. To accomplish this, the OSES extracts a base file that contains names and addresses of parents for all children during the reporting year. As such, parents of preschool students with disabilities were included in the same method as were children ages six to twenty-one.

	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.

Based upon the sampling plan included in the South Carolina State Performance Plan (SPP) developed at the initiation of the SPP process, South Carolina has eighty-eight local educational agencies (LEAs) and state operated programs. One of the LEAs, Greenville, has an average daily membership of more than 50,000 students and is included in the sampling mix each year. All other LEAs are each included once over the six-year data collection period. The specific mix each year was determined through stratified probability sampling. This sampling plan was provided to and approved by the Office of Special Education Programs, U.S. Department of Education (OSEP) and approved with the SPP submitted for FFY 2006. The sampling plan was resubmitted, and approved, by OSEP with its FFY 2013 Submission in February 2015.

The IDEA Part B Data Manager and OSES staff collaborated and assisted with the production, surveying, and data analyses of the Part B family survey and report writing for Indicator 8. The Parent Survey-Special Education, developed by NCSEAM, was used to capture information from parents within the LEAs for Indicator 8. The survey captured the following information from the above sample: school’s efforts to partner with parents; quality of services; impact of special education services on the family; and parent participation.

As shown in the State's approved sampling methodology, the LEAs surveyed for the FFY 2018 Indicator 8 were representative of the state. Of the approximate 18,000 surveys distributed, 867 were returned, fully completed. In order to determine what response rate would be sufficient to yield valid, reliable results, the state determined a sample size would be needed.

Using generally accepted statistical practices, using a standard 5 percent margin of error, a 95 percent confidence level, and a 0.50 response distribution (the highest possible), valid inferences could be drawn from a sample of 867 respondents. Using the universe of all students with IEPs in the State (106,524) from the FFY 2018 Child Count, a sample of 377 respondents would be needed.

Of the 18,430 surveys distributed, 845 were returned as completed; therefore, the State has exceeded these measures.

As such, the state can be 95 percent confident, with a 5 percent margin of error, that the data yield valid, reliable results of the 18,430 parents surveyed; and 95 percent confident, with a 5 percent margin of error, that the data yield valid, reliable results of the 106,524 students’ with IEPs parents in South Carolina.
	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	YES

	If yes, provide a copy of the survey.
	Parent Survey Form - Final Survey Questions

	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.
For the purposes of determining whether or not parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, the OSES uses a fixed rate of 10 percent. In other words, if the difference between respondents and the demographics is within 10 percent, the State finds those data representative.

Using the attached document, entitled "Indicator 8 Representativeness Data Display," representativeness was determined based upon four demographic variables. Those included comparisons with respect to age, gender, primary disability and race/ethnicity.

As these data show, there was strong representation of the respondents by age, gender and the primary disability of the surveyed children. With respect to race/ethnicity, there was representation by all race/ethnicities with the exception of respondents who identified as African American and White. As shown in the data, there was a overrepresentation for African American and underrepresentation of respondent who identified as White. In other words, the difference between the respondents to the population surveyed was 16 percent overrepresentation. With respect to respondents who identified as White, there was approximately a -17 percent underrepresentation.

Given that children who are African American and children who are White comprise over 85 percent of the State's population, the OSES will continue to work to improve respondents from minority backgrounds, specifically those from both communities.

Strategies that the OSES will employ to improve representativeness include the following:

1. Deeply analyzing response rate patterns from historical Indicator 8 data;

2. Provide technical assistance to LEAs that have unusually low representation of response;

3. Work with State's IDEA Parent Training and Information Center to market the survey and improve response rates; and

4. More thoroughly review the processes and procedures used for this Indicator.
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.

Representativeness

To determine whether or not the data represent the demographics of the of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services State, the OSES calculated the response rates along four demographic variables:

1. Age of students (based upon the Child's Age as of the State's Child Count);

2. Gender of students;

3. Race or ethnicity (using the federal reporting categories); and

4. Primary disability category.

Next, the State compared the response rates, by demographics, to the State's Child Count for the reporting year (i.e., FFY 2018). The state then compared these rates to one another. The state then reviewed the difference between the percentages of the demographic variables of the respondents to the state. The threshold used by the state to determine representativeness was 10 percent. In other words, if the difference between the respondents and the population was -10 percent or less, the OSES finds the values representative. As shown in the attachment, entitled, FFY 2018 Indicator 8 Demographics, the four tables display these data. As these four tables show, there were no differences that exceeded -10.00 percent (Note: a negative value indicates under-representation; a positive value indicates over-representation). As a result, the state finds these data to be representative of the of the demographics of the State except for African American, White and Specific Learning Disability.

Instrument Validity and Reliability

Since South Carolina began surveying parents for IDEA Part B Indicator 8, the State has used the Part B scale entitled "Schools' Effort to Partner with Parents," developed by the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM). This scale, used in many other states in measuring IDEA Part B Indicator 8, is a valid, reliable measure of parent involvement.
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
Representativeness: To determine whether or not the data represent the demographics of the State, the OSES calculated the response rates along four demographic variables: 1. Age of students (based upon the Child's Age as of the State's Child Count); 2. Gender of students; 3. Race or ethnicity (using the federal reporting categories); and 4. Primary disability category. Next, the State compared the response rates, by demographics, to the State's Child Count for the reporting year (i.e., FFY 2018). The state then compared these rates to one another. The state then reviewed the difference between the percentages of the demographic variables of the respondents to the state. The threshold used by the state to determine representativeness was 10 percent. In other words, if the difference between the respondents and the population was -10 percent or less, the OSES finds the values representative. As shown in the attachment, entitled, FFY 2018 Indicator 8 Demographics, the four tables display these data. As these four tables show, there were no differences that exceeded -10.00 percent (Note: a negative value indicates under-representation; a positive value indicates over-representation). 

As a result, the state finds there is an over representation in parents reporting as African American and underrepresentation of parents reporting as White.

Strategies that the OSES will employ to improve representativeness include the following: 
1. Continuing to analyze response rate patterns from historical Indicator 8 data; 
2. Providing technical assistance to LEAs that have unusually low representation of response;
3. Working with the state's IDEA Parent Training and Information Center to market the survey and improve response rates; 
4. Reviewing and revising, as needed, the survey with the ACESD to market and publicize the survey as well as to develop new methods to reach additional parents; and 
5. More thoroughly reviewing the processes and procedures used for this Indicator. 

South Carolina continues to work with the IDEA Data center (IDC) and will seek their input on increasing representativeness.
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.  
 
 
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.  
8 - State Attachments

The attachment(s) included are in compliance with Section 508.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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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
	0.00%


	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)

YES

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

2

	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 that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1
	0
	86
	0.00%
	0%
	NVR
	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 Office of Special Education Services (OSES) uses data collected on Table 1 (Child Count) of Information Collection 1820-0043 (Report of Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education under Part B of the IDEA, as amended) for all children with disabilities ages 6 through 21 served under IDEA for calculations on this indicator. These data are collected annually as part of the October (fourth Tuesday) Child Count reporting. Note that the term "Local Educational Agency (LEA)" was used instead of "district" throughout this document to be consistent with terminology used in reporting other indicators.

Definition of "Disproportionate Representation" and Methodology

South Carolina used a multitier process to determine the presence of disproportionate representation in special education and related services due to inappropriate identification. The first step was calculation of weighted risk ratios using data submitted by LEAs in the OSEP 618 data tables. Using the electronic spreadsheet developed by Westat, South Carolina calculated the weighted risk ratios for each LEA with regards to its composition of students in special education along the seven federally reported race/ethnic categories. This weighted risk ratio directly compared the relative size of two risks by dividing the risk for a specific racial/ethnic group by the risk for a comparison group. This determined the specific race/ethnic group’s risk of being identified as having a disability as compared to the risk for all other students. A weighted risk ratio above the state established criteria initiated the following process to determine whether the disproportionate representation was due to inappropriate identification. LEAs are determined to have disproportionate representation if they exceeded the weighted risk ratio trigger.

Based upon feedback from a stakeholder group in 2010, the OSES redefined the trigger to use a fixed weighted risk ratio of 2.50 for overrepresentation. The data used by the state are only data from one reporting year.

South Carolina collected data for all LEAs and state operated programs (SOPs) for the 2018-19 reporting year. South Carolina determined that a disability subgroup size of less than 25 would not yield valid disproportionate ratios. As the data show, no LEAs were excluded from consideration for disproportionate representation due to an n-size of twenty-five or less.

South Carolina defines disproportionate representation as occurring when a LEA had the following: a weighted risk ratio greater than 2.50 for overrepresentation, with a minimum Students With Disabilities (SWD) subgroup size greater than twenty-five.
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.

Determining if Disproportionate Representation is the Result of Inappropriate Identification

Any LEAs that are determined to have disproportionate representation must undertake the following process to determine whether the disproportionate presentation is due to inappropriate identification: using and completing an established rubric to examine LEA policies, procedures, and practices involved in the referral, evaluation, and identification of students with disabilities; completing individual folder reviews for a subset of student records from identified students with disabilities to examine the practices involved in the evaluation and identification of students with disabilities as required by 34 CFR §300.111, §300.201 and 300.301 through §300.311; and submitting a summary of findings and evidence to the OSES for verification.

An LEA with disproportionate representation in its population of students with disabilities must carefully review, under the general supervision of the OSES, all information and evidence to submit. The state makes the final determinations of compliance and issues findings to the LEA as appropriate. This review takes place as part of the self-assessment process required for all LEAs. Findings are made based on evidence of noncompliance with any of the related requirements including state level eligibility criteria.

No LEAs were found to have exceeded the permissible risk for disproportionate over-representation; therefore, no further actions were required by LEAs in this area.
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
	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
OSEP cannot determine whether the data are valid and reliable.  The State reported that 86 districts met the minimum n/and or cell size requirement, and 2 districts did not meet the minimum n/and or cell size requirement and were excluded from the calculation. However, in describing its definition of disproportionate representation and methodology, the State reported, "As the data show, no LEAs were excluded from consideration for disproportionate representation due to an n-size of twenty-five or less."  Therefore, OSEP could not determine whether the State met its target. 
       
9 - Required Actions
The State did not provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2018.  The State must provide valid and reliable data for FFY 2019 in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR.
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
	7.00%


	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)

YES

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

2

	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 that met the State’s minimum n and/or cell size
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	20
	1
	86
	0.00%
	0%
	1.16%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
For the 2018-19 reporting year, all twenty districts identified as having disproportionate representation reviewed their policies, procedures, and practices related to the subgroup identified. Although all districts provided evidence that their policies and procedures were compliant according to relevant IDEA regulations, one LEA reported an issue with practices in relation to the application of state-level eligibility criteria in the area of Intellectual Disabilities for students who are African American. The OSES has issued a written notification of noncompliance and required the LEA to correct the noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year. The plan for correction includes the development of a monitoring process that ensures the correction of the systemic issue as well as individual student-level noncompliance.
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). 
Overview of Issue/Description of System or Process

The Office of Special Education Services (OSES) uses data collected on Table 1 (Child Count) of Information Collection 1820-0043 (Report of Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education under Part B of the IDEA, as amended) for the disability categories of learning disabilities, intellectual disabilities, emotional disabilities, autism, speech-language impairment, and other health impairment for children ages 6 through 21 served under IDEA for calculations on this indicator. These data are collected annually as part of the October (fourth Tuesday) Child Count reporting.

Definition of “Disproportionate Representation” and Methodology

South Carolina used a multitier process to determine the presence of disproportionate representation in the six specific disability categories due to inappropriate identification. The first step was calculation of weighted risk ratios using data submitted by the Local Educational Agency(LEA) in the OSEP 618 data tables. These data may be found on the OSES website. Using the electronic spreadsheet developed by Westat, South Carolina calculated the weighted risk ratios for each LEA with regards to its composition of students along the seven race/ethnic groups in each of the six specific disability categories. This weighted risk ratio directly compared the relative size of two risks by dividing the risk for a specific racial/ethnic group by the risk for a comparison group. This determined the specific race/ethnic group’s risk of being identified as having a disability as compared to the risk for all other students. A weighted risk ratio above or below the state established criteria initiated the following process to determine whether the disproportionate representation was due to inappropriate identification. Districts are determined to be “at-risk” for their disproportionate representation being due to inappropriate identification based on exceeding the weighted risk ratio trigger.

Based upon feedback from a stakeholder group in 2010, the OSES defines the fixed weighted risk ratio of 2.50 for overrepresentation.

South Carolina defines disproportionate representation as occurring when a district had the following: a weighted risk ratio greater than the trigger for the year in which the data are collected for overrepresentation, with a minimum subgroup size greater than twenty-five. As the data show, two LEAs were excluded from consideration for disproportionate representation due to a disability subgroup size of twenty-five or less. Data for this indicator were for the 2018-19 reporting year (only one year of data was used in the calculation).
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.

Determining if Disproportionate Representation is the Result of Inappropriate Identification

All districts that are determined to have disproportionate representation must undertake the following process to determine whether the disproportionate representation was due to inappropriate identification:

Examine district policies, procedures, and practices involved in the referral, evaluation, and identification of students with disabilities; complete individual folder reviews for all newly identified students in the “at-risk” race/ethnic group/disability category to examine the practices involved in the evaluation and identification of students with disabilities as required by 34 CFR §§300.111, 300.201 and 300.301 through 300.311; and submit a summary of findings and evidence to the OSES for verification. An “at-risk” district carefully reviews all information and evidence to make its determinations of compliance. This review takes place as part of the self-assessment process required for all districts. OSES staff knowledgeable in evaluation, eligibility, and identification policies, procedures, and practices then review the district's results. Findings are made based on evidence of noncompliance with any of the related requirements including state-level eligibility criteria.

For the 2018-19 reporting year, all twenty districts identified as having disproportionate representation reviewed their policies, procedures, and practices related to the subgroup identified. Although all districts provided evidence that their policies and procedures were compliant according to relevant IDEA regulations, one LEA reported an issue with practices in relation to the application of state-level eligibility criteria in the area of Intellectual Disabilities for students who are African American. The OSES has issued a written notification of noncompliance and required the LEA to correct the noncompliance as soon as possible but in no case later than one year. The plan must include the development of a monitoring process that ensure the correction of the systemic issue as well as individual student-level 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

	0
	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
Because the State reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018 (greater than 0% actual target data for this indicator), 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 district identified in FFY 2018 with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic groups in specific disability categories that was the result of inappropriate identification is in compliance with the requirements in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.111, 300.201, and 300.301 through 300.311, 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.
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
	83.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.65%
	99.61%
	99.52%
	99.65%
	99.94%


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

	21,904
	21,848
	99.94%
	100%
	99.74%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

56

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.
For 2018, the range of days beyond the 60-day timeline was from 1 to 247 days. The reasons for the delays (and subsequent noncompliance) include staff turnover, not ensuring that processes continued during school calendar winter and summer breaks, failure to move expeditiously to ensure that an evaluation occurred within sixty calendar days, the inability to engage parents after multiple varied attempts, difficulty scheduling hearing and vision screenings, and inconsistent oversight of the evaluation process by the LEA.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

The State used the 60 day timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted

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. 

The Office of Special Education Services (OSES) collects data from the statewide special education database, SC Enrich IEP, for the purposes of IDEA Part B Indicator 11. The date range for this collection was July 1, 2018 – June 30, 2019. These data were reflective of all students for whom parental consent was received and who received an evaluation consistent with the requirements of IDEA Part B Indicator 11. A team of OSES staff with expertise in data collection, analyses, and reporting reviewed both quantitative and qualitative data from the SC Enrich IEP spreadsheet reports to determine the categorical analysis of each individual student for whom consent to evaluate was received. These staff also conducted follow-up communication with any local educational agency that exceeded the timeline for one or more child to determine whether or not there was any noncompliance by any local educational agency (LEA). The OSES also collects additional data, informational documentation, as needed; corresponds with LEAs/SOPS; and ensures that the data and information are valid and reliable.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

All fifty-six students went on to have a completed evaluation, although beyond the timeline. The OSES has issued written findings of noncompliance for the LEA/SOPs not meeting the timeline. The LEA/SOPs have been required to review the files of these students, conviene IEP team meetings to determine whether the delay in evaluation constituted a denial of FAPE, and if so, to provide compensatory services. 
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

	12
	12
	0
	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 indicated in FFY 2017, there were 12 students who were not evaluated within the 60-day timeline. The applicable LEAs for these students submitted evidence, verified by the OSES, that these children had been evaluated, although late, and that each of the affected LEAs had held IEP meetings to determine whether or not each child had been denied a FAPE under the IDEA, as outlined in OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. If the team determined that FAPE had been denied, the team determined the amount of compensatory services needed. Based on a review of updated data, the OSES determined that each LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements and that each affected LEA had corrected all individual, student-specific noncompliance and is therefore, demonstrating 100% compliance for this Indicator.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

As part of its annual collection from the state database from FFY 2017, each of the affected LEAs submitted documentation demonstrating that the 12 children had been evaluated, although late. Each LEA also submitted evidence of IEP meetings in which a determination regarding any rights denied and whether compensatory services had been completed. The OSES verified this information in correspondence with each district; in reviews of additional documentation submitted as part of the data validity verification procedures; and in reviews of the online SC Enrich IEP system. Based upon the submitted information and the verified data, the OSES determined that each individual case of noncompliance had been corrected consistent with OSEP memorandum 09-02, and consistent with 34 C.F.R. Section 300.600(e) and that all LEAs are demonstrating 100% compliance for this Indicator.
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 (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.
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
	78.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	99.73%
	99.72%
	99.73%
	100.00%
	100.00%


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. 
	3,349

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	858

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	1,599

	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. 
	854

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	31

	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.
	0


	
	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.
	 1,599
	1,606
	100.00%
	100%
	99.56%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

7

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.
For FFY 2018, the range of days beyond the third birthday was from 5 to 118 days. The reasons for the delays (and subsequent noncompliance) include staff turnover, not ensuring that processes continued during school calendar winter and summer breaks, failure to move expeditiously to ensure that an IEP was in place by third birthday, the inability to engage parents after multiple attempts, difficulty scheduling hearing and vision screenings, and inconsistent oversight of the evaluation process by the LEA.
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. 

The Office of Special Education Services (OSES) collects data from the statewide special education database, SC Enrich IEP, for the purposes of IDEA Part B Indicator 12. The date range for this collection was July 1, 2018 – June 30, 2019. These data are reflective of all students who were referred from IDEA Part C Providers (BabyNet) in the state for the respective date range. For each local educational agency (LEA) and state-operated program (SOP), OSES staff extracted spreadsheet reports in July, 2019. A team of OSES staff with expertise in data collection, analyses, and reporting reviewed both quantitative and qualitative data from the SC Enrich IEP platform reports to determine the categorical analysis of each individual student referred from Part C (a – e in the above table); and whether or not student and/or LEA-level noncompliance existed. The OSES also collects additional data, documentation and information, as needed; corresponds with LEAs/SOPS; and ensures that the data and information are valid and reliable.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

All seven students went on to have an IEP put in place, although beyond their third birthdays. The OSES has issued written findings of noncompliance for the LEAs not meeting the timeline. The LEAs have been required to review the files of these students, conviene IEP team meetings to determine whether the delay in evaluation constituted a denial of FAPE, and if so, to provide compensatory services.
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
	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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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
	98.92%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	80.23%
	96.60%
	88.82%
	91.90%
	90.48%


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

	342
	353
	90.48%
	100%
	96.88%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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. 

In the 2016-2017 school year (FFY 2016), South Carolina Department of Education, Office of Special Education Services (OSES), began using a new system for data collection and review for Indicator 13. The system operates on a three-year data collection cycle and uses three data collection groups. All local educational agencies (LEAs) and state operated programs (SOPs) in South Carolina are assigned to one of the three Indicator 13 data collection groups. In FFY 2016, group one submitted Indicator 13 documents for review, received feedback, and was required to correct all findings of noncompliance as necessary within assigned timelines. The LEAs and SOPs in other data collection groups were not required to submit documents during FFY 2016 as they will be reviewed in subsequent data collections in FFY 2017 and 2018.

In August of 2016, OSES conducted a webinar for those LEAs in group one. A recording of the webinar can be accessed at: https://scde.adobeconnect.com/p8mldow7sig/. LEAs are referred to this universal TA.

OSES annually selects a range of small, medium, and large LEAs for group one in terms of the numbers of students with disabilities. The number of IEPs reviewed by OSES for each LEA ranges from ten to twenty depending on the size of the LEA. OSES reviews IEPs using a tool based on information and guidance from the National Training and Technical Assistance Center (NTTAC). The tool used for Indicator 13 data collection may be found at: https://ed.sc.gov/scdoe/assets/File/districts-schools/special-ed-services/Indicator%2013%20Data%20Collection%20Tool.pdf.

After the reviews are completed, OSES notifies each LEA of its results, gives feedback for each IEP reviewed, and gives directions on required corrective activities. OSES then tracks each LEA with findings of noncompliance to determine whether the corrections occurred within the school year or within one year as required under OSEP guidance.

To assist LEAs in correcting the areas of noncompliance, OSES developed and posted an online module relating to Indicator 13 and post-secondary transition planning and services. OSES also developed activities, a post-module assessment, and other resources that were included with the module on the OSES website. The module and website resources are available at: https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-services/oversight-and-assistance-o-a/indicator-13-module/.

The OSES also provided in person professional learning opportunities for the LEAs who had a significant number findings of noncompliance based on their initial submissions.

In addition, the OSES has collaborated with the Transition Alliance of South Carolina (TASC) to prove guidance to district transition teams and with ABLE-SC in order to strengthen knowledge of transition needs and services for students with disabilities. The links to these partners are:

http://transitionalliancesc.org/

http://www.able-sc.org/

South Carolina now has an add-on credential for transition that can be obtained at several colleges and universities. This was created with input from the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities in conjunction with stakeholders from the universities and other state agencies.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	YES

	If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age?
	NO


If no, please explain
Federal regulations require postsecondary planning at age 16 but allow states to set a younger age. SC lowered the age to 13 to align with general education graduation requirements.

For indicator 13, OSEP has allowed states to use either the federal age (16) or the state requirement (13) if it is different. The state opted to use the federal age for our data collection to ensure comparability for data reporting purposes.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

To assist LEAs in correcting the areas of noncompliance, OSES developed and posted an online module relating to Indicator 13 and post-secondary transition planning and services. OSES also developed activities, a post-module assessment, and other resources that were included with the module on the OSES website. The module and website resources are available at: https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-services/oversight-and-assistanceo-a/indicator-13-module/.

OSES also provided in person professional learning opportunities onsite for the LEAs who had a significant number findings of noncompliance based FFY 2018 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR) on their initial submissions and conducting online technical assistance sessions with four LEAs. In addition, OSES has collaborated with the Transition Alliance of South Carolina (TASC) to prove guidance to district transition teams and with ABLE-SC in order to strengthen knowledge of transition needs and services for students with disabilities. The links to these partners are:
http://transitionalliancesc.org/
http://www.able-sc.org/

In addition to the efforts being made by OSES and its partners, South Carolina now has an add-on credential for transition that can be obtained at several colleges and universities. This was created with input from the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities in conjunction with stakeholders from the universities and other state agencies.

While South Carolina has not reached 100% compliance for Indicator 13, there has been significant improvement in post-secondary planning since the new system for data collection was adopted. Specifically, OSES reviewers for Indicator 13 have noted significant improvement in the number and types of transition assessments utilized, the appropriateness of post-secondary goals, and adherence to requirements relating to outside agencies.
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

	40
	40
	0
	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 assist LEAs in correcting the areas of noncompliance, OSES developed and posted an online module relating to Indicator 13 and post-secondary transition planning and services. OSES also developed activities, a post-module assessment, and other resources that were included with the module on the OSES website. The module and website resources are available at: https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-services /oversight-and-assistance-o-a/indicator-13-module/. OSES also provided professional learning opportunities onsite for the LEAs who had a significant number findings of noncompliance based on their initial submissions and conducting online technical assistance sessions with four LEAs.

OSES reviewed updated data in the data system to ensure that each LEA is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements and is implementing these requirements with 100% compliance. OSES tracked each individual IEP and verified correction of each instance of noncompliance as they were made by LEAs. Feedback was also provided as needed to assist throughout this process. In many LEAs, the PLO provided required teachers to bring the identified IEPs to work through as technical assistance was provided.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

OSES tracked each individual IEP and verified corrections of each instance of noncompliance unless the child was no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA. Feedback was also provided as needed to assist throughout this process. In many LEAs, the PLO provided required teachers to bring the identified IEPs to work through as technical assistance was provided and verification of correction was provided through a written notification. All findings of noncompliance in each individual case was verified as having been corrected; therefore the LEAs were in 100% compliance with the requirements of this Indicator.
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 (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.
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
	2013
	Target >=
	15.11%
	15.11%
	15.61%
	16.00%
	17.00%

	A
	15.11%
	Data
	15.11%
	25.55%
	22.82%
	26.21%
	30.87%

	B
	2013
	Target >=
	43.20%
	43.20%
	44.00%
	45.00%
	46.00%

	B
	43.20%
	Data
	43.20%
	53.64%
	56.85%
	57.36%
	61.04%

	C
	2013
	Target >=
	50.24%
	54.00%
	57.00%
	60.00%
	62.00%

	C
	50.24%
	Data
	50.24%
	58.10%
	69.54%
	84.39%
	76.44%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	18.00%
	25.00%

	Target B >=
	47.00%
	50.00%

	Target C >=
	64.00%
	75.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
The South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE), Office of Special Education Services (OSES), continues to gain broad stakeholder input into its SPP/APR. In Fall 2016, at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. In addition, through a number of other meetings, the OSES received input and information, including recommendations from the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities.

With the new SPP/APR, beginning in Fall 2015, during a meeting of special education leaders from across the state, the Office of Special Education Services held breakout sessions for the indicators that make up the SPP. Participants included district special education directors and coordinators; administrators; teachers; partner agencies such as ProParents; Transition Alliance of South Carolina (a state partner); Vocational Rehabilitation; Department of Education representatives; representatives of institutes of higher education; and representatives from the South Carolina Council for Exceptional Children.

An overview of Indicator 14 was presented that included the data history and information regarding targets. Discussion, comments and questions among and from the participants then ensued. The OSES also described the state's data collection methodology and the increased response rate.

Based upon stakeholder feedback, the FFY 2014 data was used to set new baselines for South Carolina due to the more detailed process for collection of data and the more accurate reflection of South Carolina's data. As a result of the stakeholder and OSES input and discussion targets have been established for Indicator 14.

Stakeholder input was also sought following the FFY 2017 reporting that noted a lack of representativeness. The stakeholder workgroup recommended additional strategies to ensure representativeness of responders as well as to increase the number of responders. The strategy was implemented with the FFY 2018 data collection and is described below.
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
	1,424

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	348

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	430

	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)
	217

	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).
	0


	
	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)
	348
	1,424
	30.87%
	18.00%
	24.44%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	778
	1,424
	61.04%
	47.00%
	54.63%
	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)
	995
	1,424
	76.44%
	64.00%
	69.87%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
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.
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	YES

	If yes, attach a copy of the survey
	Indicator 14 - Survey Questions w Accessibility Report


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.
To determine whether the data represent the demographics of the State, the OSES calculated the responses rates along three demographics variables: gender of the students; race or ethnicity (using the federal reporting categories); and primary disability category.

Next the State compared the response rates, by demographics, to the State’s Child Count for the reporting year (i.e., FFY 2018). The state then compared these rates to one another. The state then reviewed the difference between the percentages of the demographics variables of the respondents to the state. The threshold used by the state to determine representativeness was 10 percent. In other words, if the difference between the respondents and the population was -10 percent or less, the OSES finds the values representative. As shown in the attachment, entitled, FFY 2018 Indicator 14 Representativeness, the three tables display these data. As these three tables show, there were no differences that exceeded -10.00 percent (Note: a negative value indicates under-representation; a positive value indicates over-representation). As a result, the state finds these data to be representative of the demographics of the State.
	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)

The state contracted with a contact management center software-based company, beginning in FFY 2013. This company conducts a census of school exiters each year to follow-up on post-secondary experiences. Four options were employed by this group to obtain survey information: email, outbound calls, mailers/letters, and Facebook Messaging. Exiters include students who have aged-out, graduated with a regular high school diploma, and are non-returners who received a state certificate or are dropouts at or above age 17. The company conducts surveys one year after students exit school with a survey on postsecondary experiences.

Exiters are identified through the state’s online special education student information system, SC Enrich IEP. These students have been verified as having exited with the 618 Table 4 submissions. In order to ensure valid data are provided for exiting students, the Office of Special Education Services follows-up with each LEA to ensure up-to-date contact information for students when they graduate, receive a state certificate, drop out of school, or die. For the post-secondary survey,
the state provides the company with the population of exiters from the previous school year. A number of techniques are deployed by the company to collect student data. These included:

1. Emails with web links to complete the survey and the ability to respond to the email itself.
2. Outbound calls using live agents and call automation leaving personalized voicemail with callback numbers.
3. Mailers (letters) sent to residential addresses with callback numbers and website information.
4. Facebook Messaging when a Facebook profile match is found.

The techniques above are listed by the order in which attempts were made to reach each leaver. Emails were attempted first (up to 4 attempts), followed by phone calls (up to 8 attempts), then letters/mailer and finally, searching Facebook profiles.

In order to appropriately identify students for the particular categories of this indicator, OSES staff conducts additional analyses to ensure that students are correctly counted once in one of four conditions: 
1. enrolled in higher education, 
2. competitively employed, 
3. enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program, and 
4. employed in some other employment. 

Higher education, as used in measures A, B, and C, means youth who have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community or technical college (2-year program) or college/university (4 or more year program) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school.

Competitively employed, as used in measures B and C, means youth who have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of twenty hours per week for at least 90 total days at any time in the year since leaving high school, which includes military employment.

Other postsecondary education or training, as used in measure C, means youth who have been enrolled on a full or part-time basis for at least one complete term at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program, which could include Job Corps, adult education, workforce development programs, on-the-job training, vocational educational programs which are less than two-years, and certificate programs (less than a two-year program).

Other Employment, as used in measure C, means youth who have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 total days at any time in the year since leaving high school, including working in a family business.

Exiters are defined as the population of students who have exited school during the previous school year to the reporting year of the Annual Performance Report (APR) for reasons that include: graduating with a South Carolina high school diploma; receiving a South Carolina state certificate; reaching maximum age; dropping out of school at age 17 and above; and not returning to school the subsequent year.

South Carolina notes that while students with disabilities who have died are counted in state reporting of exiters, South Carolina does not include them in the definition of “exiters” for Part B SPP Indicator 14. Subsequently, their families are not provided surveys nor interviewed, and these students are not included in the survey process.

The OSES implemented a new pilot strategy for data collection for the FFY 2018 survey as a means of 1) addressing overrepresentation and underrepresentation and 2) increasing the state & districts' response rate. Previously the OSES used only a state-contracted vendor to solicit responses to the surveys (described above). Based on a recommendation from stakeholders, the OSES offered districts an opportunity to conduct the survey themselves using their data and contact information and to enter the survey data on a form provided by the OSES. The districts used their data to make additional, more personalized contacts with former students in an attempt to improve representativeness and response rate. Information gathered by the districts was sent to the OSES for analysis. Incentives were provided for districts in the pilot that were able to solicit a minimum number of responses. 

This pilot appears to have assisted in improving representativeness, but not in increasing numbers overall. The OSES will continue analyzing response rates and working to improve both of these areas.
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
	19

	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
	12


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 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
The OSES gathered additional feedback from the South Carolina Department of Education, Office of General Counsel, which provides legal assistance, technical assistance, and professional development relative to federal and state statutes and regulations governing educational programs for children with disabilities. The various groups recommended a range established for the targets.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2016
	37.50%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	60.00%
	60.00%
	60.00%
	37.50%
	40.00%

	Data
	61.54%
	42.86%
	77.78%
	37.50%
	60.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	42.50%
	42.50%


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

	12
	19
	60.00%
	42.50%
	63.16%
	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 is 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
	2

	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
	0

	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
	2


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 

The OSES relies heavily on its partnership with the South Carolina Advisory Council on the Education of Students with Disabilities (ACESD). This partnership is designed to authentically engage this critical group of stakeholders in collaborative activities that are directly aligned with educational results and functional outcomes for children with disabilities in South Carolina. Updates are provided at each quarterly ACESD executive committee and full council meeting regarding review, revision, progress, and outcomes. The Council participated in the extension of targets for SPP/APR indicators.Council members are family members and persons with disabilities, educators, advocates, departmental representatives, university professors and community members. A majority of members are individuals with disabilities and parents and grandparents of children with disabilities. The four standing committees reflect the focus areas of the OSES - Preschool, Safe Schools, Transition and Self-Advocacy, and Professional Development. 

In the Spring and Fall of 2018 at the Special Education Leadership Meeting, over 300 stakeholders received information and updates about the SPP/APR. The OSES staff discussed SPP/APR progress and the alignment with the vision. The leadership meeting provided opportunities designed to solicit recommendations from stakeholders relating to each SPP Indicator. The stakeholders in attendance represented administrators from every LEA and SOP in the state. These administrators included local special education directors, coordinators, school psychologists, speech-language pathologists, and other LEA-level administrators. In addition, faculty from numerous state institutes of higher education attended, along with representatives from many of the state's partner nonprofit organizations. Finally, advocates, such as mediators, due process hearing officers, and representatives from the state's parent training organization were present. Breakout sessions were designed to showcase LEA/SOPs using evidence-based practices to improve outcomes in one or more of the critical SPP indicators.

Additional information about stakeholder engagement will be forthcoming in the State Systemic Improvement Plan update due April 1, 2020.
The OSES gathered additional feedback from the South Carolina Department of Education, Office of General Counsel, which provides legal assistance, technical assistance, and professional development relative to federal and state statutes and regulations governing educational programs for children with disabilities. The various groups recommended a range established for the targets.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2013
	100.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.00%
	

	Data
	100.00%
	0.00%
	50.00%
	50.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018 (low)
	2018 (high)
	2019 (low)
	2019 (high)

	Target
	64.00%
	100.00%
	64.00%
	100.00%


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 (low)
	FFY 2018 Target (high)
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	2
	2
	0.00%
	64.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
The State provided targets for this indicator and OSEP accepts those targets.

The State reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2018. The State is not required to meet its targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held.
  
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan 

[image: image6.emf]South Carolina  State Systemic Improvement Plan Phase III, Year 4 4-1-2020.pdf


Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify

I certify that I am the Chief State School Officer of the State, or his or her designee, and that the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report is accurate.

Select the certifier’s role:
Designated by the Chief State School Officer to certify
Name and title of the individual certifying the accuracy of the State's submission of its IDEA Part B State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report.

Name: 

Rebecca Davis
Title: 
Director, Office of Special Education Services
Email: 
rcdavis@ed.sc.gov
Phone:
8037348028
Submitted on:
04/30/20  3:47:54 PM 
ED Attachments
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Indicator 8 Parent Survey Representation

Age Breakdown

Primary Disability

Survey Survey State Survey Survey State
Age | Respondents | Respondents % | State | State %| Difference | |Primary Disability Respondents Respondents % State State % Difference
2 2 0.23% 23| 0.12%| -0.11%
3 28 3.23% 393( 2.13%| -1.10% Autism Spectrum Disorder 107 12.34% 1645 8.93% -3.41%
4 28 3.23% 567 3.08%]| -0.15% Deaf and Hard of Hearing 6 0.69% 128 0.69% 0.00%
5 61 7.04% 891| 4.83%| -2.20% Deaf-Blindness 0 0 5 0.03% 0.03%
6 74 8.54% 1191| 6.46%| -2.07% Developmental Delay 58 6.69% 1288 6.99% 0.30%
7 65 7.50% 1436 7.79%| 0.29% Emotional Disability 8 0.92% 396 2.15% 1.23%
8 89 10.27% 1491| 8.09%| -2.18% Hearing Impairment 0 0 21 0.11% 0.11%
9 91 10.50% 1411| 7.66%| -2.84% Intellectual Disability 41 4.73% 1054 5.71% 0.98%
10 69 7.96% 1487( 8.07%| 0.11% Multiple Disabilities 11 1.27% 230 1.25% -0.02%
11 47 5.42% 1367| 7.42%| 2.00% Orthopedic Impairment 7 0.81% 86 0.47% -0.34%
12 47 5.42% 1349( 7.32%| 1.90% Other Health Impairment 137 15.80% 2686 14.57% -1.23%
13 52 6.00% 1240 6.73%| 0.73% Specific Learning Disability 271 31.26% 7259 39.39% 8.13%
14 50 5.77% 1178]| 6.39%| 0.62% Speech/Language Impairment 211 24.34% 3534 19.17% -5.17%
15 53 6.11% 1138| 6.17%| 0.06% Traumatic Brain Injury 0 0.00% 25 0.14% 0.14%
16 48 5.54% 1006( 5.46%| -0.08% Visual Impairment 10 1.15% 73 0.40% -0.75%
17 28 3.23% 918 4.98%| 1.75% Grand Total 867 18430 0.00%
18 22 2.54% 744 4.04%| 1.50%
19 10 1.15% 377| 2.05%| 0.89% Race/Ethnicity
Survey Survey State
20 2 0.23% 132| 0.72%| 0.49% Race/Ethnicity Respondents Respondents % State State % Difference
21 1 0.12% 75| 0.41%| 0.29% American Indian or Alaskan Nativ 2 0.23% 62 0.34% 0.11%
22 0 0.00% 14| 0.08%| 0.08% Asian 13 1.50% 139 0.75% -0.75%
23 0 0.00% 2 0.01%| 0.01% Black or African American 202 23.30% 7165 38.88% 15.58%
Grand
Total 867 18430 0.00% [jispanic/Latino 70 8.07% 1414 7.67% -0.40%
Native Hawaiian /Pacific Islander 3 0.35% 20 0.11% -0.24%
Gender Two or More Races 43 4.96% 923 5.01% 0.05%
Female 303 34.95% 6252 |33.92%| -1.03% White 534 61.59% 8707 47.24% -14.35%
Male 564 65.05% 12178 (66.08%| 1.03% Grand Total 867 18430 0.00%
Grand
Total 867 18430 0.00%
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IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year: 2018-19

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 64
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 47
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 26
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 46
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 1
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 17

Section B: Mediation Requests

(2) Total number of mediation requests received through

all dispute resolution processes. 4

(2.1) Mediations held. 2

(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 0

(2.1) (a) (1) Mediation agreements related to due process 0

complaints.

(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process )

complaints.

(2.1) (b) (1) Mediation agreements not related to due process )

complaints.

(2.2) Mediations pending. 0

(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 2
Section C: Due Process Complaints

(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 21

(3.1) Resolution meetings. 19

(3.1) (a) Writter} settlement agreements reached through 12

resolution meetings.

(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 4

(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 4

file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/Part B Dispute Resolution/SY 2018-19 Part B Dispute Resolution Da... 1/2
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 0

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 17

Section D: Expedited Due Process Complaints (Related to Disciplinary Decision)

(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed.

(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings.

(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements.
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated.

(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered.

(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending.

(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed.

W O O O D W W

Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by South Carolina. These data were generated on 11/1/2019 3:48 PM EDT.
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HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

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 diplomal; 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. aCompliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other

compliance factors;
2. aResults Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;
3. aCompliance 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

! 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 :

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

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.

For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 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.

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.

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 Data®:

e Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.

e 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:

e Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.
e One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance.
e Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance.

e 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:

e 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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e 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.

e 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):

® 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 4™ and 8™ grade reading (see page 11):

https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/reading/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_reading
.pdf

Inclusion rate for 4™ and 8™ 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:

e 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%.

e 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’.

' The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.
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e 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.

e 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’.

e 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:

RDA RDA RDA
Score= | Score= | Score=

Results Elements 0 1 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

Needs Assistance

Needs Intervention

Needs Substantial Intervention

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 (FFYs 2017, 2018,
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

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.

A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Intervention
if the RDA Percentage is less than 60%.

The Department did not make a determination of Needs
Substantial Intervention for any State in 2020.

1 |n 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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South Carolina
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

62.5 Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 24 12 50
Compliance 20 15 75

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 94 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 92 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 20 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 94 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 22 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 92 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 94 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in 92 2
Regular Statewide Assessments

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 37 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 94 1
National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Scoring at Basic or Above 16 0
on the National Assessment of Educational Progress

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 92 1

National Assessment of Educational Progress

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."





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 31 0
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 54 0
Regular High School Diplomat?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2017
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and Not Valid and N/A 0
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and Reliable

policies, procedures or practices that contribute to
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with
specified requirements.

Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial Not Valid and N/A 0
and ethnic groups in special education and related Reliable

services due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 1.16 N/A 2

racial and ethnic groups in specific disability
categories due to inappropriate identification.

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 99.74 Yes 2
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 99.56 N/A 2
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 96.88 Yes 2
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 93.75 1
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/#tcommunities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 25, 2020

Honorable Molly Spearman

Superintendent of Education

South Carolina Department of Education
1006 Rutledge Building, 1429 Senate Street
Columbia, South Carolina 29201

Dear Superintendent Spearman:

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 South Carolina needs assistance in implementing the
requirements 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 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:

400 MARYLAND AVE. S.W., WASHINGTON DC 20202-2600
www.ed.gov

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by
fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.
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(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 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 IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFY's 2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions
are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.

The State’s determination for 2019 was also Needs Assistance. In accordance with section
616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), if a State is determined to need assistance for
two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of the following actions:

(1) advise the State of available sources of technical assistance that may help the State
address the areas in which the State needs assistance and require the State to work with
appropriate entities;

(2) direct the use of State-level funds on the area or areas in which the State needs assistance;
or
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(3) identify the State as a high-risk grantee and impose Special Conditions on the State’s
IDEA Part B grant award.

Pursuant to these requirements, the Secretary is advising the State of available sources of
technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers and resources at the
following website: https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-resources, and requiring the
State to work with appropriate entities. In addition, the State should consider accessing technical
assistance from other Department-funded centers such as the Comprehensive Centers with
resources at the following link: https://compcenternetwork.org/states. The Secretary directs the
State to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement
strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its
performance. We strongly encourage the State to access technical assistance related to those
results elements and compliance indicators for which the State received a score of zero. Your
State must report with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on:

(1) the technical assistance sources from which the State received assistance; and
(2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.

As required by IDEA section 616(e)(7) and 34 C.F.R. 8 300.606, your State must notify the
public that the Secretary of Education has taken the above enforcement actions, including, at a
minimum, by posting a public notice on its website and distributing the notice to the media and
through public agencies.

States were required to submit Phase 111 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 11l of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.

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.
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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,

Z/]{UMJ (m (U/\f/(,oe\%

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: State Director of Special Education
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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).

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

urvey
Part B Child Count and C002 & C089 15t Wednesday in April
Educational Environments
Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 18t Wednesday in November
Part B Exiting C009 18t Wednesday in November

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

Wednesday in the 3" week of
Part B Assessment C175, C178, C185, C188 December (aligned with CSPR data
due date)

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

Part B LEA Maintenance of Effort
Reduction and Coordinated Early
Intervening Services

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% 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.

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 1 of 3





FFY 2018 APR South Carolina

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total
1 1
2 1 1
3B 1 1
3C 1 1
4A 0 0
4B 0 0
5 1 1
6 1 1
7 1 1
8 1 1
9 0 0
10 1 1
11 1 1
12 1 1
13 1 1
14 1 1
15 1 1
16 1 1
17 1 1
Subtotal 16
Timely Submission Points - If the
FFY_ 2018 APR was submitte_d 5
on-time, place the number 5 in the
APR Score Calculation cell on the right.
ooy s 2 | 21,00
APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 2 of 3






618 Data

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Personnel
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Discipline
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
State Assessment
Due Date: 12/11/19 1 1 1 3
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
MOE/CEIS Due Date:
5/1/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 21
Grand Total
(Subtotal X 24.00
618 Score Calculation 1.14285714) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 24.00
B. APR Grand Total 21.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 45.00
Total N/A in 618 O Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 0
Total N/A in APR O
Base 48.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 0.938
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 93.75

* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618.

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 3 of 3






		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 0

		Total4B: 0

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: 0

		Total10: 1

		Total11: 1

		Total12: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 16

		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: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 21

		618GrandTotal: 23.999999940000002

		State List: [South Carolina]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              0]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [                              0]

		ValidandReliable10: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [                              0]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 21

		B618GrandTotal: 24

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 45

		TotalNAAPR1: 0

		TotalSubtotal2: 21

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9375

		IndicatorScore0: 93.75

		BASE0: 48

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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The South Carolina Department of Education does not discriminate on the basis of race, color,
religion, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, veteran status, or disability in admission to,
treatment in, or employment in its programs and activities. Inquiries regarding the
nondiscrimination policies should be made to the Employee Relations Manager, 1429 Senate
Street, Columbia, South Carolina 29201, 803-734-8781. For further information on federal non-
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OCR.DC@ed.gov or call 1-800-421-3481.
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Section A: SUMMARY OF PHASE 111

The South Carolina State Department of Education (SCDE), Office of Special Education
Services (OSES) submits the following report for Phase 111, Year 4 (Year 4) of the State
Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). This report covers the activities completed from April 2019
until March 2020. This report was developed based on stakeholder input, technical assistance
from the National Center on Systemic Improvement (NCSI), the National Center for Intensive
Intervention (NCII), and the IDEA Data Center (IDC), and feedback from the Office of Special
Education Programs (OSEP). South Carolina has continued to build on the foundations

established in Phases | and 11 in order to move forward by refining, strengthening, and

implementing the commitment to improve outcomes for students with disabilities.

South Carolina’s Theory of Action

Strands of If the OSES... | then... then... then... then...
Action
Data- ...supports ...schools will | ...schools will | ...more students with
Driven LEAs to selectand use | use data to disabilities will be ...Increase
Decision implement a assessment make included in the general | the percent
Making data-driven, systems instructional education classroom of students
problem- (universal decisions with
solving model | screeners, ...schools will have disabilities at
to support progress ...schools will | functional intervention | the end of
students with | monitors) to identify teams third grade
reading and identify student needs scoring
social- students who earlier ...school will have proficient
emotional are at risk for quality core instruction | and above on
development reading and ...schools will | in reading and social- the statewide
through tiered | social- implement emotional learning assessment
instruction and | emotional interventions in reading.
intervention, problems and supports ...schools will use
with universal with fidelity universal screening,
screening and | ...schools will diagnostic, and
comprehensive | regularly use progress monitoring
progress the data to data to move student
monitoring inform between tiers of
system interventions — instruction/intervention
analyzing
baseline data ...fewer students will
and setting be identified as needing
measurable IEPs
targets
...more teachers will
deliver differentiated
instruction in Tier 1
using Universal Design
for Learning (UDL)
SC SSIP PLAN
April 1, 2020
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SOUTH CAROLINA STATE SYSTEMIC IMPROVEMENT THEORY of ACTION

Strands of If the then... then... then... then...

Action OSES...

Quality ...supports ...implementati | ...school staff | ...fewer students ...increase the

Instruction staff in on facilitators | will choose will be removed percent of
improving the | will provide EBPs matched | from the students with
quality of professional to students need | instructional setting | disabilities at
instructional | learning and for disciplinary the end of
programming | differentiated ...Students will | reasons third grade
by aligning support to receive scoring
with the teachers using | differentiated ...more students proficient and
current evidence-based | instruction in with disabilities above on the
literacy practices the least will receive statewide
initiative (EBPs) in these | restrictive instruction and assessment in
(Read to areas environment supports in the least | reading.
Succeed) and restrictive
through the ...school staff | ...school staff | environment
provision of | will be more will implement
professional knowledgeable | EBPs with
learning about EBPs in | fidelity
opportunities | these areas
(PLOs) and a
technical ...teachers will
assistance deliver
system that differentiated
focus on data | instruction in
literacy, Tier 1 using
inclusive UDL
practices, and
positive
behavior
interventions
and
supports...

SC SSIP PLAN
April 1, 2020
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SOUTH CAROLINA STATE SYSTEMIC IMPROVEMENT THEORY of ACTION

Strands of If the then... then... then... then...
Action OSES...
Family and ...supports ...school staff | ...schools, ...schools will ...increase the
Community | staff in will be more families, and demonstrate percent of
Engagement | developing knowledgeable | communities culturally students with
parent, about culturally | will have responsive disabilities at
family, responsive sustainable, environments that the end of third
school, and instruction effective value all families grade scoring
community partnerships proficient and
partnerships ...parents will ...fewer students above on the
to improve be more aware | ...schools will | will be removed statewide
parent of available provide from the instruction | assessment in
capacity and | community opportunities setting for reading.
increase resources that increase disciplinary reasons
parent/family | regarding family
engagement | literacy and engagement ...more parents will
using EBPs social- through the be participating in
that are emotional development of | high quality literacy
culturally development culturally and social-
responsive, responsive emotional
promote policies and development
meaningful parents/familie | procedures activities
communicatio | s will be
n, and inform | involved in ...parents/
and involve their children’s | families will
parents/famili | IEP process have equitable
es in their roles in their
children’s students’
learning learning
SC SSIP PLAN
April 1, 2020
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Major Accomplishments and Evidence-Based Practices in Year 4 Implementation

South Carolina’s commitment to improving outcomes for students with disabilities is illustrated
in the following sections, which summarize the progress in implementation of the SSIP during
Year 4. The major efforts during this fourth year of implementation have shifted back to building
the infrastructure within the OSES to enable staff to provide consistent, collaborative, proactive
direction and support in the areas of academics (primarily in early literacy), social-emotional
learning, and early childhood development. Focus at the LEA level has been on continuing the
use of evidence-based practices with fidelity.

A major accomplishment this year has been the increase in the number of students with
disabilities at grade 3 in the SSIP schools that have scored Meets or Exceeds on the statewide
assessment.

Main Findings from Evaluation Activities (April 2019 — March 2020)

The University of South Carolina’s Research, Evaluation, and Measurement Center (REM) staff
continues to be the external evaluator for the SSIP work and has maintained regular contact with
OSES leaders and SSIP school personnel. Members of the evaluation team attended various
working meetings, professional learning sessions, and evaluation planning meetings.

OSES has worked closely with the REM Center evaluation team to plan and develop data
collection tools and review data on a regular basis through Year 1 (2016-2017), Year 2 (2017-
2018), Year 3 (2018-2019), and Year 4 (2019-2020) of SSIP Phase Il1. Regular evaluation
planning meetings are held between members of the REM Center evaluation team and OSES
staff members responsible for SC’s SSIP. During these meetings, the evaluation team discusses
information needs of OSES staff, shares drafts of data collection tools for input, and reports on
findings from recent data collection for use in planning additional supports for SSIP schools.

OSES, in partnership with the REM Center evaluation team, has worked to engage stakeholders
in several ways. In order to understand the changes and processes underway, the evaluation team
has gathered data from key stakeholders of SC’s SSIP including IFs, principals, and certified
staff at SSIP schools. Additionally, the evaluation team has sought feedback from IFs on data
collection tools including the SAM and the SSIP Educator Survey.

Progress toward State-identified Measurable Result (SIMR). Although there was a drop in
the State’s SIMR from Year 1 to 2, the subsequent years have shown an increase in overall
scores. This year’s percentage of students with disabilities in third grade in SSIP schools scoring
Meets or Exceeds was almost double the percentage from the previous year.

Outcome data from the statewide assessment indicates the challenge of using a system’s outcome
measure (SC READY) to try to communicate student-level progress. Targets and actual
performance of the three distinct groups of third graders with disabilities on the statewide
assessment (SC READY) for the four years of implementation are reflected below:

SC SSIP PLAN
April 1, 2020
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SiIMR Targets and Performance

FFY Targets Actual
Percentage of students with Percentage of students with
disabilities scoring proficient disabilities scoring proficient
and above on the statewide and above on the statewide
reading assessment (SC reading assessment (SC
READY) in the SSIP-selected | READY) in the SSIP-selected
schools schools
2015 (Baseline) 15.3% 16.2%
2016 16.8% 5.7%
2017 18.3% 9.57%
2018 20% 16.8%
2019 20%

Renewed focus on infrastructure development at state level. A major undertaking this year
has been the overhaul of the OSES’ general supervision system. This has been guided by the
process guide developed by WestEd and NCSI entitled, Leveraging General Supervision Systems
to Improve Student Outcomes. The support and guidance from the NCSI Results-Based
Accountability and Support Collective has assisted with this review and revision. The resources
and support from this group made up of technical assistance providers and stakeholders from
other states engaged in this work will continue to assist in building capacity, scaling out, and
sustainability of the work begun with the SSIP. Additional information on this process may be
found in Section B.

Stakeholder engagement. Stakeholder engagement has continued with face-to-face and virtual
meetings, shared resources, and email communication with SSIP school staff. The stakeholder
input from across LEAs and SOPs as well as from the South Carolina Advisory Council for
Educating Students with Disabilities (ACESD) and evaluation information that led to the
development of a tiered system of support and technical assistance by the OSES has continued.

Increase in MTSS practice. The results from Year 4 were similar to Year 3. Schools reported a
slight increase in the level of overall implementation of a Multi-Tiered System of Supports
(MTSS) framework on the Self-Assessment of MTSS (SAM) from Fall 2018 (overall average
rating 1.9, within the Operationalizing range) to Spring 2019 (overall average rating 2.0, within
the Optimizing range). The lowest areas of implementation were data-based problem solving,
three-tier model, and data evaluation. The highest areas of implementation were
communication/collaboration and capacity/infrastructure. Overall level of implementation
decreased slightly in Fall of 2019 to 1.8.
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Increase in program implementation. In Year 4, most school teams’ overall self-rating on the
SAM were in the operationalizing level.

SSIP schools have continued to focus on academics. Academic assessment and MTSS
continue to be more firmly established than social and emotional interventions and assessments
at SSIP schools in Year 3, though progress has been made in this area since Years 1 and 2.

Universal screening increased while progress monitoring decreased between 2017 to 2019.
Educator survey results indicated that the use of universal screening increased (+29 change) and
the use of progress monitoring decreased (-21% change) from Year 1 to Year 4. Between 2018
and 2019, universal screening and progress monitoring remained consistent with a slight
decrease in universal screening and a slight increase in progress monitoring (change < 5%). The
shift may be the result of clarification in terminology for staff at SSIP schools.

Decrease in the number of students scoring below benchmark in Year 4. Based on data
related to instructional tiers and universal screening results, there has been an improvement in
the percentage of students scoring below benchmark. In Fall 2018, 48% to 52% of students
scored below benchmark, depending on the grade; in Spring 2019, the range was from 23% to
43%. It is important to note that more students scored below benchmark than received
interventions. However, that gap decreased between Fall 2018 and Spring 2019. The percentage
of students that scored below benchmark in Fall 2019 (Year 4) ranged between 43% and 58%.

Decrease in professional development offerings from Year 2 to Year 4. The number of
professional development opportunities decreased between 2018 and 2019 in five out of eight
areas. The highest numbers (three or more) of professional offerings in 2019 were: use of
assessment to measure student progress and inform instruction, identifying at-risk students
through universal screening instruments, and matching student needs with appropriate evidence-
based practices. While there was a decrease between 2018 and 2019, overall, across all three
years of the project, there has been a positive change in the number of professional development
offerings in all areas except for Universal Design for Learning (UDL), which remained about the
same.

The same diverse training needs were reported in Year 4 as in Year 3. Educators reported
that the highest need for training were in UDL, cultural responsiveness, and implementing an
MTSS framework of instruction.

Schools have ongoing activities for families but struggle with deeper engagement. With
regard to family and community engagement, schools have worked to create a welcoming
environment for families through various communication methods and events during the school
year. A common concern for schools is how to engage parents who are less involved and also
how to provide parents with opportunities to engage more deeply in their child’s learning
through parenting skills training.
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Summary of Evaluation Activities and Outcomes

Both process and outcome data have been gathered during Year 4 to assess progress. Results
show SSIP schools continue make progress, but also continue to be sorted into two groups —
Group 1 that is implementing response to instruction processes within an MTSS framework at
within the Optimizing/Operationalizing ranges while Group 2 is implementing practices within
the Operationalizing range. Although progress has been noted in both groups, these results
supported the continued need for the development of a tiered, tailored system of support for SSIP
LEAs/schools. Additional information on these results is found in Section C of this report.

Section B: PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTATION

The OSES continues to build infrastructure to support the SSIP work in LEAs and schools across
the action plan activities described in the Theory of Action. Year 4 activities have been designed
to foster and support of outcomes in the Theory of Action across the three strands of data-driven
decision-making, quality instruction, and family/community engagement.

Infrastructure and Capacity Building — State Level:

South Carolina has continued to build infrastructure at the state level that will support LEA and
school transformation. Staff turnover continues to be a challenge. There were changes to three of
the five team lead positions in the OSES as well as the loss of two state-level Implementation
Support Coordinators (ISCs) involved with the SSIP work. The ISCs are members of the
Results-Driven Accountability Team (RDAT) and are responsible for supporting SSIP work.
Staff change within the SCDE has also slowed the development of a common MTSS framework,
use of a common problem solving model, and use of a common professional learning
opportunities/coaching model.

As mentioned previously the OSES has refocused on the review and revision of its system of
general supervision and the provision of technical assistance through a tiered approach;
alignment of initiatives; continued fiscal support and accountability.

The SSIP work has guided the realignment of the OSES to ensure coherence within the SCDE.
With the assistance of NCSI staff, the OSES has captured its general supervision role with the
following statement:

If we, as the SCDE OSES, provide consistent, collaborative, proactive direction and support in
the areas of data-based decision making, quality instruction (EBPSs), family and community
engagement, and fidelity of implementation, then districts will have the infrastructure,
capacity, and sustainability to provide students with disabilities equitable access and
opportunity to meet the Profile of the South Carolina Graduate.

This vision statement reinforces the importance of the strands embedded in the SSIP work. Staff
is developing evaluative measures at the district-, school-, and student-levels to define what
progress across these areas looks like. This type of evaluation (assessing and measuring lasting
changes in behavior as a result of support and technical assistance) will be one of the primary
drivers for change in the office.
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The development of the vision statement was part of the work the OSES has continued with the
NCSI related to the State’s system of general supervision and the focus on improved outcomes
for students with disabilities. The use of the Guide and technical assistance from NCSI have
provided staff with a process for assessing the interconnectedness of the eight components of an
effective system of general supervision — State Performance Plan; policies, procedures, and
effective practices; effective dispute resolution; data on processes and results; integrated
monitoring activities; targeted technical assistance and professional development; improvement,
correction, incentives, and sanctions; and fiscal management and accountability. OSES staff is
working through the six steps of exploration, establishing a shared vision, mapping the current
system, comparing the current system against requirements and shared vision, planning
achieving our shared vision, and evaluating the implementation of and impact of the system. The
guiding questions in the Guide have helped staff align current components with required
components with projected goals. The components are reflected in the picture of interconnected
puzzle pieces below:

State r Policies,
Performance

Y ourself Integrated Data on

Monitoring i t Processes

Activities '~ and Results

Correction, Effective

3 Dispute
" Incentives & & <
. Sanctions | Resolution =

Technical \
Assistance &35
Professional
Development

The RDAT members continued to play a crucial role in the support and coordination of the SSIP
work. This team provided frequent, individualized support and contact to the SSIP LEA/school
staff. Staff participated in technical assistance offered through NCSI, IDC, and NCII. This has
included on-site visits, bi-weekly telephone/video check-ins, webinars, and email
correspondence. The team has also attended several national conferences related to MTSS,
language and literacy, and results-based accountability.

MTSS Framework:

The development of a statewide MTSS framework has initially focused on the universal
screening requirement. Screening is required for fall, winter, and spring in 5K through 1% grade
and as needed/requested in 2" grade beginning with the 2019-20 school year. SSIP schools have
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been utilizing this type of universal screening for grades 5K-3" since the beginning of the SSIP
implementation.

The OSES continues the participation in the state-level technical assistance offered through the
NCII. One of the SSIP schools is participating as the pilot school in this TA. This fall, the focus
has been on providing professional development and technical assistance in the areas of team
building, data collection and use, and instructional decision making. The data-based
individualization (DBI) process described by NCII will support the consistent utilization of a
process for individualizing and intensifying interventions through the systematic use of
assessment data, validated interventions, and research-based adaptation strategies. The core team
has met regularly to assist with implementation.

Coordination of Initiatives:

Inter-agency and intra-agency collaborations have continued despite significant turn-over in
positions within the SCDE. Cross-office and cross-division workgroups have continued in the
areas of family and community engagement, early learning and literacy, social-emotional
development, inclusive practices, and data governance. State staff from across offices has
attended professional development trainings and conferences to increase knowledge particularly
in the areas of implementation science for systemic change, MTSS, and family and community
engagement.

Other initiatives and projects impacting SSIP work have continued in the areas of early language
development, social-emotional development, and reading instruction. These initiatives and
activities provide implementation support of the short-term and medium-term defined in the
Theory of Action related to data-driven decision making, quality instruction, and
family/community engagement. A recent accomplishment in the Pyramid Project (SSIP Phase
111, Year 1 report) has been the training and support of the initial master cadre of statewide
trainers. This cadre will continue providing support to LEASs at the Pyramid pilot sites.

The Division of Federal Programs, Accountability, and School Improvement staff (including the
OSES, Office Federal & State Accountability, Office of Assessment, and Office of School
Transformation) continue to work together to braid and blend services across IDEA and Title
programs. The work has focused initially on the alignment of monitoring processes, both fiscal
and programmatic.

A summary of major accomplishments for projects and initiatives is reflected in Appendix A.

Fiscal Support and Accountability:

The OSES has continued to provide support through the provision of funds to SSIP
LEAs/schools for the implementation of evidence-based practices. As stated above, each school
developed a Year 4 spending plan aligned to its implementation plan. These spending plans were
reviewed by the auditors and the I1SCs to ensure activities, materials, and services were allocable
and allowable. Feedback through on-site and virtual assistance provided guidance as the SSIP
spending plans were developed to ensure plans supported the State’s SIMR.
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The auditors also provide quarterly updates to SSIP LEAs and schools regarding monies spent
and balances remaining. Oversight is provided via self-assessments, risk assessments, desk audits
and on-site audits. Analysis indicated most LEA/SOPs chose to allocate funds to curriculum and
program materials or to instructional and staff development.

Infrastructure and Capacity Building: LEA/School Level

The RDAT continued to support SSIP LEAs and schools with quarterly check-ins, weekly email
and telephone contact, and on-site facilitation and coaching. Frequent communication from the
ISCs to the school-level Implementation Facilitators (IFs) included sharing resources from a
variety of sources, such as the NCII, What Works Clearinghouse, and the Center on Response to
Intervention. The IFs continue to facilitate the SSIP work at the school/district level. LEA/school
staff has been encouraged to access these resources when selecting and implementing evidence-
based practices based on data, identifying and selecting interventions matched to student needs,
implementing interventions with fidelity, progress monitoring, and evaluation of progress. A
summary of information gathered during site visits may be found in Section C.

The LEA/school teams developed implementation and spending plans containing activities
aligned to the three SSIP strands for Year 4. ISCs, other OSES staff, LEA staff, and school staff
collaborated in the development of these plans.

Three face-to-face meetings were convened with IFs during the 2018-2019 school year and at the
start of the 2019-2020 school year, and one virtual webinar during the 2018-2019 school year.
During Year 4, consultation to schools was provided as needed. ISCs assisted with SSIP
implementation and spending plans and with identifying and connecting schools with resources
to support their SSIP goals as needed. In Year 4, two schools had new IFs, and two other schools
had new principals and administrative staff. Consistent with Year 3, it is evident that some SSIP
schools are further along in the process of implementing their SSIP plans than others. Overall,
SSIP schools have made progress toward implementing their specific plans.

SSIP schools continued to make progress in implementing activities according to their
Implementation Plans across the three strands of data-driven decision making, quality
instruction, and family and community engagement. Although progress was noted across all
schools, the schools continued to fall into the two previously identified groups - Group 1
schools’ evaluation data from the SAM indicate they have a more stable infrastructure in place
with respect to functional data teams and use of data to drive instruction than Group 2.

The OSES continued to provide universal professional learning opportunities (PLOs) to support
LEA/school growth in the three strands through large and small group PLOs, virtual and face-to-
face sessions, and the provision of resources. The largest PLO, the Research to Practice (RtP)
Institute 2019 (refer to Phase 111, Year 1 Report for a description) focused on data-driven
decision making for instructional purposes. LEA and school staff attended sessions based on
need and interest. Strands for the 2019 RtP were similar to those of previous years and are
described in the Year 1 Report.
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Additional PLOs have been supported by the OSES in collaboration with organizations including
the SC Council for Exceptional Children, the SC Preschool Inclusion Initiative, Southeastern
School Behavioral Health Community, the SC Association of Positive Behavior Supports, the
Transition Alliance of South Carolina, and Able South Carolina.

Targeted technical assistance was provided for Group 2 via more frequent check-ins via web-
based activities, telephone, and email with 1ISCs. Resources specific to building an MTSS

framework and changing school culture were provided as well.

Trainings and Meetings Facilitated and Convened by OSES/SCDE

Event Date(s) Strand

Year 1

Sessions at Research to Practice Institute July 11-July 15, 2016 Strands 1, 2, & 3
Implementation Facilitators’ Webinar September 6, 2016 Strand 1
Universal Design for Learning (CAST) September 29, 2016 Strand 2
Implementation Facilitators’ Webinar December 15, 2016 Strand 1

PBIS Refresher

January 18, 2017

Strands 1 & 2

Implementation Facilitators’ Kickoff

January 27, 2017

Strands 1 & 2

School Site Visits (OSES staff)

May-June 2017

Strands 1,2 & 3

Face to Face with Implementation Facilitators May 25, 2017 Strands 1,2 & 3
Research to Practice: SSIP Showcase July 27, 2017 Strand 1
Early Literacy and Language Training August 29-30, 2017 Strand 2

Year 2

Face to Face with Implementation Facilitators

September 28, 2017

Strands 1, 2, & 3

MTSS review with Steve Kukic

November 2, 2017

Strand 1

Face to Face with Implementation Facilitators

December 4, , 2017

Strands 1, 2, & 3

Face to Face with Implementation Facilitators

March 20, 2018

Strands 1, 2, & 3

Sessions at Research to Practice Institute

July 16-19, 2018

Strands 1,2, & 3

Year 3

Virtual Meeting with Implementation Facilitators

September 20, 2018

Strands 1,2, & 3

Face to Face with Implementation Facilitators

December 6, 2018

Strands 1,2,& 3

Webinar April 8, 2019 Strands 1,2,& 3
Meeting with NCI1 —DBI initiative April 16 2019 Strands 1 & 2
Face to Face with Implementation Facilitators May 23, 2019 Strands 1,2, &3

Year 4

SSIP Data Dive with RDAT

September 10, 2019

Strands 1,2,& 3

Face to Face with Implementation Facilitators

October 21, 2019

Strands 1,2,& 3
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Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Implementation

Communication among the various stakeholder groups involved in SSIP work continued to be
facilitated by the ISCs. The ISCs provide a line of authentic two-way engagement with LEA and
school stakeholders. They are responsible for assisting with the provision of technical assistance,
evaluation of implementation practices and activities, and addressing concerns and questions in a
timely manner.

As described above, technical assistance and support for Group 1 and 2 have been provided
through universal measures available to all IFs and staff and through targeted measures available
to both groups. TA topics are chosen based on input from stakeholders (see Section D for
additional information). Topics included MTSS-related issues such as scheduling, social-
emotional outcomes, and tiered instruction as well as activities designed to facilitate scaling
efforts up and out. Stakeholder input will continue to drive technical assistance.

The OSES provided regular updates concerning SSIP activities and progress toward the SIMR to
the ACESD as well as to extended stakeholders in other SCDE offices, State agencies and
advocacy groups, LEA staff, school staff, and family and community leaders. These updates are
provided during the quarterly face-to-face Executive Committee and full committee meetings.
The ACESD makes recommendations and influences decisions made on behalf of students with
disabilities to enhance the quality of educational services they receive and to improve their
outcomes. Information provided to the ACESD Professional Development, Preschool, and Safe
Schools and Mental Health Committees regarding the SSIP work informs their recommendations
in the areas of policy, procedure, and practices related to the education of students with
disabilities. The ACESD committees recommended continued focus in the areas of professional
development related to improving social-emotional outcomes across grades as well as continuing
to support the implementation of a statewide MTSS framework. The Council also agreed with
the recommendation from other stakeholders to extend the SiMR for an additional year.

Due to the broadening of the universal screening legislation to include an MTSS framework, an
additional group of stakeholders has begun participating in the SSIP process. This group includes
South Carolina legislators, parents of students with dyslexia, dyslexia advocacy groups such as
Decoding Dyslexia, and other professional groups such as the USC Department of
Communication Sciences and Disorders. This group is represented on the newly-created
Learning Disorders Task Force. The task force is made up of a school psychologist; speech-
language therapist; elementary, middle, high, and special education teachers; parent of a child
with dyslexia; member of the South Carolina Optometric Physicians’ Association; and a member
of the state branch of the International Dyslexia Association. The group has identified criteria to
be used by districts in the selection of universal screening measures to identify students who are
at risk for reading difficulties, including dyslexia. Several of the representatives on the task force
are employed in SSIP schools/districts.

Section C: DATA ON IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES
The REM Center was contracted by the Office of Special Education Services (OSES) of the

South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE) to provide external evaluation services for
SC’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP). The SSIP was developed in three phases and is
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currently in Year 4 of Phase Il1. In spring 2017, REM Center staff began data collection for the
evaluation of SSIP’s Phase I11: Implementation of SC’s SSIP.

Data collection methods have included statewide student assessments, implementation of self-
assessments, surveys (created by the REM Center evaluators with input from OSES staff), focus
groups with IFs and principals, and site visits that include observations and interviews with key
staff members. These data collection activities address two goals: understanding the
implementation efforts underway at SSIP schools and determining whether movement towards
the SIMR, increasing reading scores for third grade students with disabilities, has been achieved.
Below is a timeline outlining key evaluation data collection activities for SC’s SSIP
implementation for the four years of SSIP Phase III.

Summary of Evaluation Data Collection Across Years
2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020
SY SY SY SY
Activity Fall | Spring | Fall | Spring Fall | Spring | Fall Spring
Planning, Selection, and v |V v |V v v
Development
Implementation Self- 4 v |V v v v
Assessment (SAM)
Student Assessment (SC 4 v v v
Ready)
SSIP Educator Survey 4 v v v
Implementation Facilitator 4 v v v
Focus Group
Principal Focus Group 4 v
Site visits (rotate) v v
v
Data Systems Questionnaire v
Data meetings with exemplar v
schools
Universal screening data v v v
v
RDAT Focus Group
v
Implementation Facilitators’ v
Reflection Survey

Data Collection Methods:

The REM Center collected three main sources of process data and one source of outcome data
during the last three years of SSIP implementation including focus groups with IFs, the SAM and
the SSIP Educator Survey. The outcome data collected for Year 1 through Year 4 was the SC
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Ready Assessment. In addition to these data collection activities, during years 2 - 4 of SSIP
implementation process data include: focus groups with principals, focus groups with
Implementation Facilitators, a focus group with the RDAT team, site visits at SSIP schools, a
Data Systems Questionnaire, meetings with three exemplar schools with data systems and
processes in place, and collection of universal screening data.

Focus Groups with Implementation Facilitators

Focus Group with RDAT

Evaluators from the REM Center conducted an in-person focus group with four ISCs and the
Director of OSES (previously the SSIP team lead) on April 3, 2019. The purpose of the focus
group was to understand the RDAT’s experience with the SSIP project during the past three
years. In the focus group, evaluators spoke with the RDAT members about their overall
experiences with SSIP, major successes and challenges at the state and school levels, their
thoughts about sustainability of SSIP, and dissemination of best practices. The focus group was
facilitated and analyzed by members of the evaluation team.

Self-Assessment of MTSS (SAM)
In consultation with OSES staff members, the REM Center selected the SAM for SSIP schools to
use to self-monitor their implementation of MTSS core components. The purpose of the SAM is
to assess school-level implementation efforts of an MTSS framework over each year of SSIP
implementation. This information is intended to help school teams review and guide planning for
implementation. The SAM includes thirty-nine questions covering six domains. The domains
assessed by the SAM include:

o Leadership

e Building the Capacity/Infrastructure for Implementation

e Communication and Collaboration

e Data-Based Problem Solving

e Three-Tiered Instructional/Intervention Model, and

e Data-Evaluation
Each item on the SAM is rated at one of four implementation levels: Not Implementing (0),
Emerging/Developing (1), Operationalizing (2), or Optimizing (3). Items within each domain are
averaged to find an implementation level for each of the six domains. In Year 1 of SSIP Phase
111, the IFs completed the SAM in the spring of 2017 as a preliminary baseline. The SAM
administration process for Years 2 through 4 includes multiple members from each school’s
SSIP implementation team. The SAM will be completed by school teams, twice each school
year, in the fall and in the spring in order to gauge progress over the school year. The
administration of the SAM for Year 2 was completed in fall 2017 and spring 2018. The SAM for
Year 3 was completed in fall 2018 and in May of 2019. The SAM for Year 4 was completed in
Fall 2019, and will be administered at the end of the school year in May 2020.
SSIP Educator Survey

The REM Center designed the SSIP Educator Survey in order to gain insight into educators’
perceptions of the changes underway in SSIP schools and to gauge educators’ understanding,
application, and future needs for professional development in the three core strands of the SSIP.
The survey consists of 29 item sets, including four open-ended prompts regarding challenges,
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strengths, and needed supports. The survey is being administered to educators in SSIP schools
annually in the spring for the three years of SSIP Phase I1l. The questions ask respondents to
answer guestions on an agreement scale (6-point scale; strongly disagree to strongly agree), a
frequency scale (most items used a 5-point scale; never to weekly), and open-ended responses. A
total of 229 educators completed the survey in Spring of 2017, and the number of responses to
each question ranged from 171 to 229. In Spring 2018, a total of 290 educators completed the
survey, and the number of responses to each question ranged from 228 to 290. In Spring 2019, a
total of 283 educators completed the survey, and the number of responses to each question
ranged from 229 to 283.

Evaluation Site Visits

The evaluation team completed site visits to each SSIP school in Years 2 and 3 of SSIP. The site
visits helped to inform an understanding of SSIP implementation at the school level and see SSIP
in action at different sites. The site visits included classroom observations, focus groups with
teachers, and interviews with leadership staff. During site visits, the evaluation team note
activities across the three strands (Data-Based Decision Making, Quality Instruction, and Family
and Community Engagement). The site visits also gave leadership and staff at SSIP schools an
opportunity to share their experiences. Findings gleaned from the site visits conducted in Year 2
informed the development of best practices and recommendations for SSIP implementation
moving into Year 3. Evaluation site visits to all 10 SC-SSIP schools have been completed.

SC Ready (State Assessment)

The SC Ready assessment is SC’s exam that is used for state and federal accountability
reporting. This assessment includes an English Language Arts (ELA) and a mathematics subtest
and is administered to all students in grades 3 through 8 in the state annually in the spring.
Results from the third grade SC Ready ELA assessment for students with disabilities is being
used to report the SIMR results. On the SC Ready assessment, student scores are reported in one
of four categories in relation to meeting state standards: Does Not Meet, Approaches, Meets, and
Exceeds. The percentage of students who scored in the Meets or Exceeds category is reported as
the proficiency rate. Results from the SC Ready ELA assessment will be reported annually as
SC’s SIMR from 2016 (baseline) to 2020 (Year 4 of Phase I11). To date, assessment results from
2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019 are available.

Universal Screening Data

Information from the Data Systems Questionnaire in fall 2017 and data meetings at exemplar
schools in spring 2018 informed data collection efforts for universal screening results. All SSIP
schools were expected to have a universal screening tool in place for all students in at least 5K
through 3™ grade at the start of Year 3 SSIP implementation. Universal screening data from SSIP
schools for the 2018-2019 school year were collected in the fall of 2018, winter of 2019, spring
of 2019, and fall of 2019 for all schools. Screening results for the 2019-2020 school year were
collected in fall of 2019 and will also be collected in winter of 2020 and spring of 2020. OSES
developed a set of criteria for selecting screening tools and a spreadsheet was created for schools
to record the following information related to screening scores: 1) How many students are in
each grade; 2) How many students scored below grade-level/benchmark/in the at-risk category
for each grade; 3) What interventions are being provided; and 4) When comparing fall, winter,
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and spring screening results, are the same students still scoring below grade-level/benchmark/in
the at-risk category? The chart below shows the percentage of students scoring within the *“at
risk” range for each screening period. For the 2018-19 school year, the percentage of students
scoring within the “at risk” range across the year decreased from fall to winter to spring,
indicating improved instructional outcomes across the year. This information will be used to
analyze instructional practices within grade levels as well as across grade levels.

Universal Screening Results

2018-2019 SY 2019-2020 SY
Grade Fall 2108 Winter 2019 Spring 2019 Fall 2019
5K 48.21 30.59 23.37 45.36
1st 51.51 45.03 40.13 58.27
2nd 52.49 46.03 38.71 51.23
3rd 52.17 42.75 42.73 42.54
Total 51.19 41.36 36.47 49.13

Findings related to Theory of Action Strands

This section shares key evaluation findings from SC’s SSIP three core strands: Data-Based
Decision Making, Quality Instruction, and Family and Community Engagement. These findings
are based on data collected from key implementers of SSIP at the school level including certified
staff, principals, school leadership teams, and IFs through surveys, interviews, focus group
discussions, observations and state facilitated meetings as well as on student assessment data.

Overall, it is evident that SSIP schools have made progress in each of the three core strands. In
particular, schools made gains in using data to inform instruction, especially in the area of
reading. Schools also increased the number of professional development opportunities for staff
and continued to provide innovative and targeted opportunities to involve parents of all students.
Looking at the SIMR outcome measure, the proficiency rate of third grade students with
disabilities on the SC READY ELA assessment was higher in 2018-2019 than in the previous
year. More students were classified as disabled in 2018-2019 than the previous year. Fewer third
grade students were classified as disabled in 2016-2017 than in 2015-2016. It is unclear if this is
a reflection on improved core instruction preventing students from being identified for special
education or differences in the population of third graders between those two years. Below are
some key findings from Year 4 to summarize key implementation activities at the ten SSIP
schools.

Data-Based Decision Making

In Year 4 SSIP schools continued implementing activities related to Data-Based Decision
Making. In particular, educators at SSIP schools reported with between 90-100% agreement: (1)
high levels of comfort with and perceptions of importance of data use for improving instructional
practice (agreement rates of 97-99% in 2019), (2) increases for receipt of universal screening
data in usable/understandable format, and (3) there is someone who helps teachers make change
in their practices based on data. Furthermore, IF reported that staff had a better understanding of
the MTSS framework and noted a shift in mindset toward using data to inform instruction.
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Educators continue to report high percentage of data use practices (agreement 86-90%), and
teachers have learned to store, track, and use student data to guide their decision making for
academics. Some schools noted that procedures for tiered behavioral supports continue to be a
work in progress. Teachers in some schools have learned to use data from behavioral screening
tools to identify problematic behaviors and to adjust instruction and intervention for students.
Specifically, in 2019, educators reported their schools used the following forms of data: self-
created assessments (87%), universal screeners (74%), progress monitoring tools (68%), and
state assessments (63%). While there was a dramatic increase in the reported use of universal
screeners from 45% in 2017 to 74% in 2019, reported use of progress monitoring tools decreased
from 89% in 2017 to 68% in 2019. Overall, the findings from the Spring 2019 SAM showed that
school leadership teams across SSIP schools rated their implementation of the data-based
problem solving domain as a 1.9, indicating that they were moving from the emerging and
developing stage toward the operationalizing stage. In fall of 2019, SSIP schools rated their
implementation of DBPS slightly lower at 1.7.

While SSIP schools have made important gains this year with implementing data-based decision-
making activities, evaluators recommend schools continue to focus on MTSS capacity building
at the school level. Schools could also devote effort to the development of three-tiered
instruction for both reading and behavior. Specifically, staff need support to implement
instruction and intervention with fidelity, and support for developing clear processes for progress
monitoring in academics. Schools expressed need for additional support to implement core
aspects of tiered support for behavior and social-emotional learning, which has worked well for
some schools. Further, as the SAM results show, there are some areas of MTSS implementation
that need strengthening. The lowest means from the SAM came from the following items: (1)
Staff understand and have access to academic, behavior, and social-emotional data sources; (2)
Tier 3 behavior practices; (3) Leadership facilitating professional development and coaching on
multi-tiered instruction and intervention. These items are consistent with data from the previous
year.

Quiality Instruction

In addition to targeted assistance and guidance that ISCs provide to IFs and their school teams,
OSES facilitated three face-to-face meetings and one virtual meeting with IFs which provided
opportunities for reviewing evaluation data, discussing best practices, and sharing and learning
from each other in Years 3 and 4. At the school level, teams across SSIP schools reported that
support for quality instruction was in the operationalizing stage, especially regarding time in
their schedules to provide: (1) adequate time for trainings and coaching, (2) evidence-based
instruction and time to engage in collaborative and data-based problem solving and decision-
making, (3) adequate time for multiple tiers of evidence-based instruction and intervention, all of
which increased from the beginning of the school year. Implementation of quality instruction
decreased slightly from Spring 2019. Based on feedback from educators and Implementation
Facilitators, some schools continued working with consultants who provided much needed
support and guidance, especially in the areas of using data to support instruction, data
management, and tiered instruction planning primarily for academics and also for positive
behavior supports in a few schools. Teachers also worked on improving core instruction for all
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students and began targeted supports in the general classroom in conjunction with supports
provided by interventionists. Most educators (91%) reported participating in at least one
professional development activity that helped them implement MTSS in Year 3, with 62%
participating in at least three or more professional development activities, which increased
slightly from the previous year. Overall, educators reported an increase in the number of
professional development opportunities across all topic areas except for UDL. The most frequent
opportunities reported were using assessments to measure student progress, identifying at-risk
students through universal screening instruments, and matching student needs with appropriate
evidence-based practices. Finally, with regard to the universal screening data results, there was
improvement in the percentage of students scoring below benchmark over the 2018-2019 school
year. In Fall 2018, 48% to 52% of students scored below benchmark, depending on the grade; in
Spring 2019, the range was from 23% to 43%. In Fall of 2019, the start of the 2019-2020 school
year, the range of students scoring below benchmark was 43% to 58%.

Educators reported having access to more professional development opportunities, but also
expressed the need for more training. Educators reported their highest need for training were in
UDL, co-teaching and inclusion, and cultural responsiveness. School leadership and staff also
noted that more support for implementing behavior and social-emotional tiered instruction and
intervention is needed. In concurrence with other data from Year 3, the universal screening and
tiered distribution results show that schools may need more support to shore up their tiered
instructional model since the percentage of students in Tier 1, 2, and 3 are not ideal for MTSS.
The patterns suggest that the core instructional program may need improvement in some schools.

Family and Community Engagement

Throughout Year 3, SSIP schools continued to support family and community engagement with
MTSS through a variety of events and meetings. Schools have continued to work on enhancing
the ways they reach out to parents through digital newsletters and apps such as ClassDoJo and
SeeSaw. At the end of Year 3 of implementation, school leadership rated infrastructure to
support family engagement and educators’ role in engaging families both in the operationalizing
stage. School leadership teams reported family engagement implementation at the start of Year 4
to be in the emerging/developing stage which is a decrease from the end of Year 3 in Spring
2019.

In Year 4, SSIP schools continued to involve parents through evidence-based programs such as
Parenting Partners, hosting multiple parent nights, organizing events such as Books and
Breakfast, and promoting businesses and organizations that are collaborating with the schools. In
Year 3, several schools have made greater efforts to engage families of children with special
needs and parents who speak Spanish as their primary language. While these efforts show that
SSIP schools are making progress, educators reported that they need more supports and
strategies to engage families and communities. Additional parent trainings are needed so that
parents can more fully support their children in their learning. Implementation Facilitators and
staff reported that while they have high parent attendance at family nights and game nights, it is
often more challenging to get parents to participate in longer format workshops and in
discussions about behavior.
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Progress toward the SiIMR

Overall SC READY scores for all students, students with disabilities, and students without
disabilities showed an increase from Year 3 to Year 4 statewide. Scores for third grade students
with disabilities in the SSIP schools also showed an increase.

Statewide Percentages of Students Scoring Meets or Exceeds on SC READY

Statewide FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 18
Percentages

All students 43.7 42.1 41.7 49.7
Students without 48.4 46.8 46.4 55.8
disabilities
Students with 15.5 13.8 8.7 18.8
disabilities
SSIP schools students 16.2 5.7 9.8 16.8
with disabilities

Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Evaluation

OSES has also collaborated with evaluators to facilitate face-to-face meetings with SSIP school
leadership teams. Since May of 2017, OSES has held five face-to-face meetings with IFs and one
virtual meeting. Two additional face-to-face meetings will be held on April 3, 2019 and May 23,
2019 during Year 3. These meetings are organized to support the schools in their implementation
of SSIP activities. During these meetings, the evaluation team has had an opportunity to share
findings from the SSIP evaluation with IFs and develop action plans around areas needed for
improvement. The face-to-face meetings with IFs has also helped gain insight in how teams are
managing the data collection process. During the last face-to-face meeting that was held on
October 20, 2019, evaluators worked with IFs to review their school level data and facilitated a
discussion about implementation goals and plans for sustainability in Year 4.

Section D: DATA QUALITY AND USAGE ISSUES

Data quality and data literacy continue to be challenges in South Carolina, although progress has
been noted with the increased focus on these areas by OSES staff. The OSES continues to
emphasize the need for clear, measurable, aligned goals across all divisions and offices within
the SCDE.

Data Limitations that Impact Reporting Progress toward the SiIMR

As pointed out in previous SSIP reports, comparison of third grade scores year-by-year does not
yield sensitive and reliable measures of growth. South Carolina continues to struggle with the
lack of an easily accessible, student-level data system to collect and report formative assessment
data at the state level.

Plans to Improve Data Quality
The REM Center will continue the collection of universal screening data begun in the fall of
2018. Results will be reported in terms of number of students screened at each grade level,
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number of students at benchmark, and number of students below benchmark. Fall and spring
results will be compared to assess movement between tiers.

Broad Evaluation Data:

As described in last year’s SSIP report, South Carolina’s LEA determination system includes
both compliance and performance data, integrated into a results-based accountability system.
FY16 data showed approximately 22 percent of LEAs fell into the Meets Requirements category,
73 percent fell into the Needs Assistance category, and less than 1 percent (four LEAS) fell into
the Needs Intervention category. Data for FY17 show upward movement for the majority of
LEAs with two LEAs falling into the Needs Intervention category.

Section E: PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVING INTENDED IMPROVEMENTS

The focus in Year 4 of the SSIP work continues to be on achieving the following short- and
medium-term outcomes from the Theory of Action:

Strand 1: Data-Driven Decision Making

All SSIP schools made progress with putting an MTSS framework in place. All SSIP schools are
using universal screening measures to identify students who are at risk for reading difficulties.
All schools have begun to regularly use data to inform instruction and to tier support based on
student needs.

Stakeholder input continues to drive support for all schools in a tiered fashion. The change in
administration at two of the Group 2 schools has provided much-needed buy-in and support from
leadership and led to noted improvements across areas.

Strand 2: Quality Instruction

As mentioned previously, the IF positions have been fairly consistent across the SSIP years.
With the support of the ISCs, the IF and principals/assistant principal who were new to the work
year, have stepped into their roles with enthusiasm and energy. The IFs in all SSIP schools
continue to provide professional learning opportunities and support to school staff in the area of
evidence-based practices. IFs continue to participate in and lead trainings in the areas of early
language and literacy assessment and intervention, positive behavior supports, and inclusive
practices. This group continues to provide support at the school level to support fidelity of
implementation in evidence-based instruction.

Strand 3: Family and Community Engagement

Schools have continued to broaden and strengthen family and community engagement. This has
been seen in an increase in the number of opportunities made available to families and
community member to be involved in the education as well as in the expansion of types of
activities. Stakeholder input indicates this is an area in need of structured support and training.

Summary of State Level Supports

ISCs and other OSES staff have continued to provide resources and guidance to SSIP schools
through on-site visits, face-to-face meetings, and targeted support. ISCs were in regular
communication with their schools’ IFs to provide guidance and resources. ISCs monitored
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implementation through site visits to SSIP schools every nine weeks. The OSES continued
providing more targeted supports through professional opportunities meetings to support the
needs of the Group 1 and 2 schools. At the school-level, it is evident that some SSIP schools
continue to be further along in the process of implementing their SSIP plans than others. Each
school, however, has made progress toward implementing their specific plans.

The state has also continued building infrastructure by refocusing on ensuring the State’s system
of general supervision is focused solidly on improving outcomes for students with disabilities.
The new law that requires all students in kindergarten through first grade be universally screened
three times each school year (and as needed in second grade and for any other student as
required) with approved universal screening tools for reading and the provision of the
appropriate level of evidence-based instruction and intervention based on their needs has had the
groundwork laid by the SSIP schools.

Measureable Improvements in SIMR

Although the percentage of students with disabilities in the 3™ grade who scored Meets or
Exceeds on the SC READY almost double in 2019, the cohort did not reach the target. Data drill
downs will continue to look at root causes for both increases and decreases in performance of
students with disabilities. The core team and stakeholders will look more closely at interim
progress data and use this information to guide next steps.

Section F: PLANS FOR NEXT YEAR

Additional Activities

Upcoming Data Collection Activities for Year 5 (extension) at SSIP Schools

The OSES will continue to work with the evaluation team on data collection activities to inform
SC’s SSIP for the remainder of Year 5. In spring 2020, school teams will complete the SAM for
the second time in Year 4. SSIP IFs will complete a reflection survey in May 2020 to share their
experiences with SSIP over the past four years as well as plans for sustainability in their schools.
The SSIP Educator Survey will be administered to educators at SSIP schools toward the end of
the 2019-2020 school year to understand implementation. In partnership with the OSES team,
evaluators will continue to work collaboratively with stakeholders at all levels and share findings
from the evaluation to inform programmatic changes of SC’s SSIP.

The area of family and community engagement will need additional evaluation activities to
assess progress. These might include measuring the impact on families and levels of engagement
such as family awareness of available community resources regarding literacy and social-emotional
development.

Blending Services and Oversight

The SCDE recently identified the Targeted Support and Improvement Schools (TSI) for the
upcoming year. The TSI schools are defined as Title I schools with one or more subgroup of
students performing at or below the 5" percentile of all Title | schools in the state. The majority
of schools on the list are there due performance of students with disabilities. Each school will
receive federal school improvement funds and receive technical assistance and support via
professional development from relevant department of education offices. The OSES will use this

SC SSIP PLAN
April 1, 2020
Page 23






as an opportunity to expand the activities within the SSIP that have shown promise in improving
outcomes, particularly reading outcomes, for students with disabilities. The OSES staff will work
closely with staff in the Office of School Transformation, Office of Federal and State
Accountability, and Office of Assessment. With this last reorganization of the SCDE, these four
offices are now within the same division (FPASI).

In order to accomplish this integration of services, staff from all offices within the FPASI
division will participate in professional learning opportunities related to implementation science,
the use of a common professional development model, and the use of a common problem solving
model, Team-Initiated Problem Solving (TIPS). The focus of these PLOs will be to ensure staff
are focusing all activities on common goals as outlined by the superintendent, using research-
based practices in the area of adult learning, supporting practices that will build capacity in LEAS
and schools, and using evaluative measures to ensure changes in practice are supported and
sustained.

Fiscal Oversight

The OSES will continue providing fiscal oversight for accountability and support for
expenditures through the quarterly submissions of reimbursement requests. As more outcome
data are collected, the OSES and REM staff will continue the analysis of data to identify
effective use of funds.

Technical Assistance

The OSES will rely on continued technical assistance and support from NCSI, IDC, and NCII as
well as the self-paced content, activities and assessments designed to promote the knowledge and
practice of implementation science and scaling-up on the National Implementation Research
Network’s Active Implementation Hub.

Support in the area of data-based individualization through the NCII TA project has played a
critical role in this process as the OSES moves into the first year of implementation of DBI with
one of the SSIP schools. Due to the connections the OSES has with NSCI and NCI|I, the state has
been able to broaden the audience involved in this TA to include general education state and
local staff through the MTSS cohort roll-out as well as the task force involved in the universal
screening legislation.

Another focus that will assist with implementation with fidelity of evidence-based practices will
be an emphasis on the use of High Leverage Practices as defined by the Council for Exceptional
Children and the Collaboration for Effective Educator Development, Accountability and Reform.
This focus on the processes involved in teaching (collaboration, assessment, social-emotional-
behavioral, and instruction) will assist with implementation with fidelity.

As the SCDE continues to move forward with the implementation of the Pyramid Project to
support social-emotional development in young children, TA will continue to be provided
through that project as well as the South Carolina Association of Positive Behavior Supports and
the Behavior Alliance of South Carolina project. The support and training of the master cadre for
Pyramid for pilot sites will continue during the late spring and the summer of 2020.
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Anticipated Challenges and Steps to Address

REM evaluators reported that the findings from Phase 111 Year 4 of implementation show that SSIP
schools have continued making progress toward implementing activities across the three core
strands: Data-Based Decision Making, Quality Instruction, and Family and Community Engagement.
As OSES moves through the next year of implementation of SC’s SSIP, the evaluators
recommend that the state continue its efforts to build capacity through the work of the 1SCs,
providing professional development opportunities for SSIP school team leadership and staff, and
continuing to engage stakeholders in the process. Below are some specific areas at the school and
state levels for improvement offered by the evaluators based on the evaluation findings to date.

Supporting School-Based Leadership Teams

At the school level, SSIP leadership teams have continued to work with educators to expand the
use of data at schools, to identify and utilize evidence-based practices for instruction and
intervention, and to increase family and community engagement through parenting events and
programs. Using data to inform academic instruction and tiered instruction has been a consistent
focus across SSIP schools over the four implementation years and staff reported that a key area
of success has been use of data and student growth. Schools note that their SSIP work has
provided quality resources, but some staff across schools are concerned about sustainability if
there is no longer an on-site IF to drive the work forward. As SC’s SSIP moves into its final
months of implementation, the evaluators offer the following recommendations for how OSES
can continue to support school-based leadership teams with appropriate resources.

e Provide specific guidelines and examples to SSIP schools regarding assessment tools and
progress monitoring.

e Offer continued support for integrating academic and behavior practices at SSIP schools
through technical assistance and quality professional development opportunities for
educators.

e Provide support and guidance to schools on managing resources and monitoring fidelity
of tiered instruction and intervention.

e Facilitate SSIP schools’ work in engaging families by providing evidence-based
resources and tools and through opportunities for school leadership to share ideas and
information.

e Offer guidance on sustainability of practices initiated through SSIP funding.

e Provide opportunities for collaboration between school leaders and district leaders to
share best practices, work on sustainability planning, and align initiatives to continue
SSIP work.

State Supports for SSIP Schools and Sustainability

As the SCDE moves into the final months of implementation of SC’s SSIP, the evaluators
recommend that the state continue its efforts to build capacity of SSIP schools in the following
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areas: through direct assistance of ISCs, communication, opportunities to connect, sustainability,
guidance, and dissemination.

OSES Guidance and Support. IFs report that staff’s understanding and implementation of SSIP
varies within and across schools, especially in the area of tiered instruction. Moving into the final
months of implementation, SSIP school teams continue to need direct guidance from OSES
about how to accomplish this goal. In particular, ISCs should continue to support SSIP school
leadership teams by providing guidance and resources on evidence-based practices, tracking and
managing data, and engaging educators in MTSS. One way they might accomplish this is
through providing examples of action plans that facilitate implementation of MTSS. The ISCs
can help school teams to structure their work within MTSS as a framework for their current
programs so they do not view it as something extra added to their plate. IFs requested more
guidance from the state on the types of assessments and screening tools that are appropriate for
implementation of SSIP. Schools requested a list of approved assessments and interventions.
OSES may consider compiling a list of suggested tools for SSIP schools to use for assessment
and progress monitoring.

While SSIP schools have not made extensive progress with behavior supports compared to their
work with academics, most schools acknowledge that increasing supports for positive behaviors
among their students is important. The SCDE can support schools by hosting a training session
for SSIP schools about evidence-based practices and tools on positive behavior supports.

Provide opportunities for school teams to connect. The SCDE provided a series of training
opportunities for Implementation Facilitators during this first year of implementation. These
trainings continued into the second year of implementation. As the fourth year of implementation
nears the end, opportunities for SSIP school teams to connect will be important. While the IFs
have been the primary stakeholders engaged in face-to-face meetings during the first three years
of implementation, moving forward, having an opportunity for full leadership teams to meet and
share best practices may be an important way for schools to start developing plans for
sustainability.

Provide opportunities for school leaders to meet and discuss their experiences with SSIP and the
feasibility of continuing the work after funding ends. School administrators play an important
role in supporting the work of SSIP. During the course of the project, school leaders did not have
much opportunity to connect with each other and solve problems about how to implement,
sustain, and disseminate their SSIP work. Facilitating an SSIP administrators’ working group to
discuss ways that SSIP work can continue would be an important way for leaders to connect with
each other.

Provide sustainability guidance to schools and districts. The SCDE can help SSIP schools
sustain their SSIP work by helping them to identify best practices for continuing their work after
funding ends. Guidance from OSES on the development of school sustainability plans would
help to document established practices and how they may sustain and expand those practices.
ISCs can work with school teams by facilitating discussions with school administrators about
their goals for sustainability. ISCs also might facilitate discussions between school teams and
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district administrators about how the district can support the development of a sustainability and
dissemination plan for SSIP.

Disseminate best practices. South Carolina recently passed a bill that requires districts to
universally screen for reading problems and provide appropriate tiered supports for all students
in early grades. As the SCDE begins to roll out the protocol for districts, leveraging the work
done on SSIP schools would be a great way to engage and share best practices for the statewide
components of MTSS in South Carolina. As mentioned in the evaluators recommendations in
previous years, stakeholder engagement is crucial to continued support for SSIP work.
Presenting at state meetings and conferences may be a way to share progress from SSIP
implementation with stakeholders and also provide an opportunity to gather input and discussion
about ways to support sustainability and scalability of SSIP’s core goals. Another way to share
best practices would be to publish information on the OSES website.

Summary
Systemic change will always be a challenge. The SCDE once again renews our commitment to
improving outcomes for all children and youth through the use of evidence-based practices.

If the South Carolina Department of Education’s Office of Special Education Services
provide consistent, collaborative, proactive direction and support focused in the areas of
academics, social emotional learning, early childhood development, and post-secondary
transition by using data-based decision making, quality instruction (EBPs), family and
community engagement and fidelity of implementation...

then

...districts will have the infrastructure, capacity, and sustainability to provide students
with disabilities equitable access and opportunity to meet the profile of the South Carolina
graduate (world-class knowledge, world-class skills, and life and career characteristics).
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Appendix A: Updated Action Plan Activities
Improvement Strategy 1 Data-Driven Decision Making

Activities to Meet
Outcomes

Steps to Implement
Activities

Progress

Next Steps

SEA/OSES provides
fiscal support and
accountability for
LEAs/Schools

Review and approve
Implementation
Plans and budgets for
each SSIP LEA

Allocate funds per
budget for SSIP
LEAs

Create
reimbursement
system and fiscal
monitoring tool

Review and approve
fiscal reimbursement
requests per
plans/budgets

Monitor expenditures
and carry-over
amounts

Provide fiscal
analysis to look for
correlations between
spending and
outcomes

Encourage alignment
between TEACH
Tiers I, 11, and 1
(SSIP) plans

Provide assistance to
two SSIP LEAs also
receiving TEACH
Tier 11 funds to
ensure alignment
among plans at all
levels

All MFS Tier I and Il impact and
spending plans have been
completed.

All implementation and spending
plans have been reviewed and
approved for the ten SSIP LEAs
for Year 4.

Quarterly submissions for
reimbursement continue to be
submitted by LEAs to the auditors;
auditors monitor expenditures and
provide quarterly updates on
expenditures to LEAs and OSES
staff.

ISC and auditors have closed out
MFS Tier 1 and 2 plans and
expenditures successfully.

ISCs and auditors have provided
varied levels of assistance to the
SSIP schools through on-site
visits, on-line sessions, and
telephone/email contacts
concerning development and
implementation of spending plans.

LEAs are submitting amendment

requests based on progress data to
ISCs/auditors; these are reviewed

and approved to ensure alignment
with the SIMR.

Continue fiscal support for PLOs and
implementation of SSIP work.

Continue submission of reimbursements
through end of SSIP.

Continue monitoring expenditures for
alignment with plans.

Continue the analysis of fiscal and
performance outcomes links for SSIP

SEA/OSES organizes
a system of
Implementation
Facilitators (IFs) to
build infrastructure at
the LEA level for
capacity building and
sustainability

Develop
implementation plan
templates and
provide expectations
for SSIP work

Review
Implementation

New personnel were brought up to
speed quickly by ISCs.

ISCs reviewed plans/budgets and
provided feedback during the
approval process; site visits were

Continue to use SAM results and
stakeholder input to provide tiered and
targeted support for LEAS regarding
implementation of an MTSS framework.

Monthly webinars, resource sharing, and
contact with IFs by ISCs on topics of need
(data analysis, evaluation of EBPs, MTSS
fidelity, evaluation of outcomes).
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Activities to Meet Steps to Implement Progress Next Steps
Outcomes Activities
Plans to ensure made to three LEAS to provide
alignment with additional, more intensive support | e of self-paced modules on
'strengt'hs and needs  |during plan development. implementation science from National
identified through Implementation Research Network’s
Su((j:c:sstGap:s Rubric Active Implementation Hub for universal
?r?ven?gr;ers All ten LEAs/schools have :up_p_ort. Use of the same modules with a
approved implementation plans acilitator for more intensive support.
. L and budgets for Year 4.
Provide training in Summer PLO opportunities EBPS,
Implementation implementation science, collaboration
Science to facilitate opportunities, and MTSS.
capacity building and
sustainability
L Continue the evaluation of MTSS
Assist in the implementation using SAM in fall and
development of spring.
professional learning
communities at the
LEA and School
levels
Provide leadership
and support to IFs
with monthly
“check-ins” to
evaluate reading and
social-emotional data
and assess other
progress and needs
Plan for scaling up
and sustainability
SEA/OSES will Hire and assign The ISCs continue to provide The SCDE continues to explore the
support the creation Education Associates |support and assistance for SSIP  [selection of a consistent problem solving
of LEA/School (EAs) for the schools now that the MFS TEACH |method across state, LEASs, and schools;
Implementation Programs and activities have been closed out. this may be supported with the passing of
Teams Initiatives team legislation regarding MTSS.
Define the EAs’ Additional training has been
roles related t0 SSIP 1 oyided to IFs and school teams ~ [Quarterly on-site check-ins will continue.
(support, guidance, i, the areas of implementation These will, at times, include the USC
review of ] science, data literacy, selection of [outside evaluation team.
data/progress, assist  |egpg; and fidelity evaluation. Staff
with evaluation, have also been trained in the use of[The USC outside evaluation team will
the TIPS problem solving process |continue gathering information through
Obtain professional  [from PBIS. on-site visits, facilitating presentations and
development for EAs activities related to evaluation, focus
and Implementation  |LEAs participating in the MTSS  |groups, surveys, and review of data. This
Facilitators (IFs) on  |roll-out have also received TIPS  [activity has been extended for another year
Implementation training. This problem solving due to the extension of the current SSIP by
Science process is being supported at the  |OSEP.
DBI pilot school as well.
ISCs will continue providing differentiated
support based on school needs.
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coordinate activities
related to the SIMR
across stakeholder
groups

current improvement
strategies, and
activities to ensure
clarity and alignment
with SIMR

Review current SC
READY data and
reset baseline and
target for SIMR

Develop and
implement a
communication plan
with other SCDE
offices to facilitate
coordination of
technical assistance
efforts related to
SiIMR

Develop and
implement
communication plan,
including solicitation
of feedback where

and compared to SiMR.

Data comparison and reporting
methods were explored.

SSIP schools reported data from
fall screening measures in terms of
percentage of students at/above
and below benchmark.

Screening results from the
previous year were compared with
current results.

Quarterly check-in visits by ISCs
provided a direct line of
communication among state,
district, and school stakeholders.

OSES Part B 619 coordinator has
continued to participate in DaSY
and other preschool initiatives
collaboratively with Part C.

The Pyramid Project has continued
roll-out.

Activities to Meet Steps to Implement Progress Next Steps

Outcomes Activities
Assist Schools with  [ISCs have provided tiered support
creating or revisjng based on stakeholder ipput, data, SCDE staff will work to integrate
an Implementation and needs assessmept in the areas language and terminology across divisions

of root cause analysis, systems o' offices so that common language is
Assist teams in change, scheduling, and used.
setting meeting instruction/intervention.
schedules,
reviewing/revising School_s have been grouped
existing EBPs using according to performance and need
data-driven decision [SO that support may be matched to
making, ne_eds. Grqup_l contains schools
reviewing/revising with furjctlonlng data teams
existing (according to SAM results and
Implementation observational data from quarterly
Plans based using on-site visits). Group 2 contains
data-driven decision [schools that have yet to be able to
making set up functional data teams.
. Support and technical assistance
Assist LEA/School il be provided across 3 levels to
Teams with align with LEA determinations —
reviewing data universal, targeted, and intensive
annually and
updating
Implementation
Plans as needed,
based on data
SEA/OSES will Review and revise SC READY data were analyzed  [Administration of SC READY for the

fourth year.

Continue analysis and disaggregation of
data for SIMR.

Collect and compare spring results for
screening measures 2019-20.

Continue pursing inter-office and inter-
agency collaboration in an effort to
develop a common language and message
to stakeholders.

Model coaching and support for SSIP
schools after the Pyramid model to ensure
common practices and use of evidence-
based models. Emphasis will be on data
collection and reporting to inform the
process.
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Activities to Meet
Outcomes

Steps to Implement
Activities

Progress

Next Steps

needed, with all
stakeholders
regarding progress
toward SiMR; to
include updated SSIP
webpage with
communication tools

Participate in the
DaSY Linking C and
619 Data Topic
Cohort
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Improvement Strategy 2 Quality Instruction

s Steps to Implement Progress toward
Activities to Meet Outcomes Activities Outcomes Next Steps
SEA/OSES will coordinate with | Provide survey to other All activities have been OSES staff will continue to
other SCDE initiatives SCDE offices regarding impacted and hampered by  |work with OELL and the state
pertaining to the SiMR and with | PLOs offered during the turn-over in personnel in legislature to support the
Read to Succeed in particular year in order to coordinate the OELL. provision of a state-wide
and facilitate MTSS framework.
Dyslexia modules continue
Communicate regularly to be availaple on the Continue coordination with
SCDE website R2S personnel when they are

with R2S staff regarding -
initiatives and progress hired by OELL on

related to R2S initiatives 2019 R2S Summer Reading [d€velopment of additional
Camps were held resources for training and

support including additional

Review school and LEA on-line modules and courses

R2S plans for consistency All activities related to and PLOs across agency

and extension of initiatives MFS Tier | and Il have offices; collaboration should
related to reading to ensure | concluded successfully also include how to facilitate
inclusion of students with

appropriate inclusion of

disabilities students with disabilities in
R2S summer reading camps
OSES will allow the use of and track progress.
state funds for the purpose
of helping special education Continue collaboration with
teachers obtain the required OELL staff to develop support
reading endorsements under for using EBPs to teach
the R2S legislation reading.
Continue training and support
specifically targeting dyslexia
and other reading disorders;
the task force is currently
working to create a guidance
document
SEA/OSES will support OSES will coordinate with 2019 Research to Practice  |Additional training will be
continued development and outside TA providers to sessions were held. Strands [provided in the summer of
implementation of UDL develop a cadre of trainers were similar to previous 2020 for school and LEA
principles and training for SSIP | to include EAs and IFs strands. teams including introductory
LEAs/schools and advanced training.
OSES will coordinate with
outside TA providers to ISCs will continue to look for
assist and facilitate the the use of UDL practices
scaling up of UDL use in during quarterly classroom
SSIP LEAs/schools walkthroughs.
SEA/OSES will support OSES will coordinate with 2019 Research to Practice  |Continue partnership between
continued development and outside TA providers to sessions included PBIS the SCAPBS and the SCDE to
implementation of PBIS develop a cadre of trainers review and renew, MTSS  |support statewide
principles and training for SSIP | to include EAs and IFs overview, and CPI training |implementation of PBIS.
LEAs/schools
OSES will coordinate with 2019 PBIS booster sessions . .
outside TA providers to and networking E:O”t,'”,“e to d},avelop training
assist and facilitate the opportunities were certification” for PBIS
scaling up of PBIS use in provided. trainers to ensure fidelity of
SSIP LEAs/schools training.
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Activities to Meet Outcomes

Steps to Implement
Activities

Progress toward
Outcomes

Next Steps

OSES will facilitate the
scaling up of the statewide
PBIS network

2019 OSES sponsored and
presented at the SC School
Behavioral Health
Conference.

2019 OSES continues work
with the BASC project to
provide direct multi-tiered
behavioral supports for
students and educators.

Continue support of
coordination with outside
agencies.

Continue provision of PLOs
related to PBIS through RtP
and BASC.

SEA/OSES will support
continued development and
implementation of data literacy
for SSIP LEAs/schools

Work with Steve Kukic of
NCLD, to provide guidance
on MTSS and data literacy
based on LEAs’/schools’
assessed needs and
according to
Implementation Plans

Explore statewide data
management systems with
R2S personnel to meet
requirements under R2S
and support MTSS

Research project with the
USC’s Dr. Scott Decker
(school psychologist
specializing in
neuropsychological
assessment, brain mapping,
diagnostic decision making,
academic assessment,
development, and
evolutionary

psychology), to identify
current EBPs practices used
to identify students as LD

SSIP stakeholders met
quarterly to continue the
development of an MTSS
framework that includes
support for data literacy.

LD Project work with
USC’s Scott Decker has
continued to include
surveys regarding LD
identification practices, site
visits, and additional
evaluation activities.

Continue cross-office
discussions about need to
develop a statewide data
management system to
include Rtl data.

Continue LD Project work
with Dr. Decker; this work has
been extended an additional
\year

Develop tiered system of
technical assistance and
support to include data
literacy, analysis, and usage.

SEA/OSES will support
continued development and
implementation of early
language and literacy initiatives

Work with outside TA
provider to facilitate
training for early childhood
teams (5K, sped teacher,
SLT, IF)

Workgroup to discuss
alternative service delivery
methods for language
services

Cross-agency group meets
to identify and provide TA
related to early
identification of hearing
impairments in young

Two additional cohorts of
SC Preschool Inclusion
Initiative (SCPII) have
launched.

8/2019 Champions for
Young Children
Symposium

Little Ears and Language
group rolled out a Virtual
Toolkit to provide
resources to educators and
parents of young children
with hearing loss.

Continue support for SCPII
with 51 cohort and District
Leadership Day 3.0 for
existing cohorts.

Continue support of use of
EBPs in the areas of early
language and literacy.

Planning for 2020 CEC will
continue to emphasize EBPs
for literacy and social-
emotional development for
students with disabilities.
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Activities to Meet Outcomes

Steps to Implement
Activities

Progress toward
Outcomes

Next Steps

children (Little Ears and
Language)

Develop plan for accessing
resources related to services
for young children with
hearing impairments
(audiologists, hearing
specialists, SLTs,...)

Support the annual
Champions for Young
Children Symposium

2/2020 SC CEC
conference; OSES staff
facilitated learning sessions
in EBPs in literacy and
social-emotional
development by NCSI and
NCII staff.

SEA/OSES will support
continued development of
LEA/school Assistive
Technology teams

OSES sponsored AT
conference with strands for
LEAs with existing teams
and for newly established
teams jointly sponsored by
SC Assistive Technology
Program, Center for
Disability Resources, USC
School of Medicine
Department of Pediatrics,
SC Developmental
Disabilities Council, and
SCDE

OSES will facilitate
continued skill
development using regional
AT specialists to provide
requested TA

OSES will assist/promote
the establishment of next
cohort of LEA/school AT
teams

2020 AT Expo

2/2020 SC CEC conference

Continue jointly sponsoring
AT Expo to continue
differentiated support for local
AT teams.

Continue support of SC CEC
conference.

OSES will support the statewide
exploration and implementation
of infusing literacy and
social/emotional development
for young children in the
Pyramid Model (see attached
description of Pyramid)

SC became a state partner
using the Pyramid Model

Cross-sector leadership
team will evaluate models
of from states and choose
model for SC

Develop plan for
implementation

Implementation at model
sites

Pyramid cross-agency
leadership team continued
to meet monthly to and
developed the application
process, parameters for
master cadre, and funding
process.

Pilot sites were chosen and
have begun
implementation.

Training in practice based
coaching was provided to
the master cadre.

Continue support for Pyramid
Project to address social-
emotional needs in young
children.

OSES staff will explore
avenues to promote
generalization and cross-over
with other
agencies/organizations such as
local law enforcement
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Steps to Implement Progress toward

Activities to Meet Outcomes Activities Outcomes Next Steps

Pyramid subcommittees
met monthly to develop
processes in the areas of
professional development
and communication.

OSES will support the statewide | LEAs met to develop Spring 2019 and fall 2020  |Continue tiered support based
Preschool Inclusion project and | strategic plans to increase SCPII cohorts launched. on LEA need for SCPII.
other inclusive activities to opportunities for inclusion
promote expanding inclusive in PK years 2/2020 SCPII cohortteam  |continue adding cohort teams
opportunities for preschool training was held in for SCPII to promote
children with disabilities Kick off meetings for conjunction with SF: CEC; meaningful preschool
additional cohorts preconference sessions inclusion.
(expansion to additional focused on social-

LEAS) emotional supports for

young children Continue participation in

activities and technical
Participation in Intensive assistance with centers such as
Technical Assistance from | 2/2020 SC CEC conference |Ecpc with Part C.

the Early Childhood
Personnel Center (ECPC)

OSES will facilitate making OSES will explore use of ISCs conducted quarterly  |Continue consistent
PLOs in EBPs more readily Virtual SC co-teaching, site visit check-ins virtually [communication with SSIP
available to SC teachers, staff, reading disorders, and UDL | and on-site using protocols |schools through site visits,
families, and other stakeholders | modules to assess fidelity of telephone and virtual check-
implementation ins, and other correspondence.
OSES will continue sharing | information.
resources with LEAS/SSIP Continue use of stakeholder
from agencies such as feedback to drive topics for
Florida’s MTSS TA Center, technical assistance.

State Implementation &
Scaling-up of Evidence-
based Practices Center, and
Center on Response to
Intervention using a variety
of methods such as
webinars, face-to-face
meetings, on-site meetings,
and other means

Develop communication
tools to include summary of
SSIP strategies and
expected outcomes and
evaluation information that
may be easily customized
by LEAs/schools for
stakeholders
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Improvement Strategy 3 Family and Community Engagement

Activities to Meet Outcomes

Steps to Implement

Progress toward

demonstration sites
Provide training for sites

Develop benchmarks and
evaluate progress

Activities Intended Outcomes Next Steps
OSES will work with cross-agency | Align policies Pyramid activities have See Pyramid next steps
leadership team to implement occurred as described in above.
Pyramid Partnership model Identify model Quality Instruction.

OSES will develop/identify
training modules to increase
families’ understanding of data
(IEP data, progress monitoring
data, ...)

Work with Family
Connections (PTI) to
provide training for parent
navigators

Expand the work of the
Child Find Task Force to
include early identification
resources

Continue work of the Part
C to B Supports group

2/2020 Contract with
Family Connections
revised and signed.

New contract revised
negotiables and outcomes to
align and integrate more with
current service delivery
model and provide more
targeted and individualized
assistance with navigation of
the C to B transition.

OSES will coordinate the Text 2
Read program, an outreach
program designed to engage new
mothers and primary caregivers of
young children (particularly in
high poverty areas) in literacy and
language development activities.

Develop the free, mobile,
leveled texts regarding
activities to develop
language and literacy
skills, illustrate milestones
and questions for
pediatricians, when
appropriate direct parents
to Child Find, and identify
seasonal books and free or
inexpensive events for
young children

Align texts/activities with
Early Learning Standards
Implement in the chosen
pilot area of the state

Empower all parents to
include language and
literacy activities in their
day so that all children will
arrive at school ready for
Kindergarten

Support parents in
monitoring child
development and speak
with pediatrician or Child
Find screener should a

3/2019 Texts and activities
have been developed and
reviewed for ages 3-5.

There were some
challenges with the roll-
out of the Text2Read
program.

Continue work with Family
Connections (SC PTI) to
develop technology
safeguards and necessary
requirements for roll-out.

Roll out for field testing and
begin evaluation process.
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Activities to Meet Outcomes

Steps to Implement
Activities

Progress toward
Intended Outcomes

Next Steps

developmental delay be
suspected

Use the ADDIE (Analyze,
Design, Develop,
Implement, Evaluate)
model to conceptualize,
maintain, and improve the
Text 2 Read

OSES will sponsor and support the
Preschool Cultural Responsiveness
strand at the state CEC conference

Coordinate arrangements
for speaker

Publicize the strand
statewide and to SSIP
LEAs

2/2020 CEC Sessions:
Culturally Responsive
Practices: Meeting the
Needs of Diverse Children
in Early Childhood
Programs, Exploring the
Arts from a Cultural
Perspective, Parent
Engagement that is
Inclusive and Culturally
Responsive; additional
sessions provided by the
SC PTI - Family
Connections and ABLE
SC to support families and
people with disabilities.

LEA/school staff will
continue to use information
from CEC sessions to ensure
the development of culturally
responsive practices.

OSES will work with other SCDE
offices to facilitate the
LEA/schools’ activities to increase
parents’ ability to identify and
access resources related to
parenting practices that will
improve engagement and
participation in school activities
related to literacy and social-
emotional development

OSES will work with
OELL staff to participate
in the TA provided by
American Institutes of
Research (AIR) to
facilitate family
involvement at statewide
level

Gather additional
stakeholders and develop
implementation plan to
increase family
engagement

Implement plan

OELL has again had
significant staff turnover in
key positions; the
director’s position was
filled in the fall of 2017,
then transferred to the
deputy superintendent’s
position in that division; a
new director came on in
February 2018, but left in
December 2018. An
MTSS education associate
position was created in
early spring of 2018, but
was vacant in early 2019.
This has significantly
impacted the development
and implementation of the
MTSS framework. The
MTSS position has
evidently been absorbed
by the director of the
office.

OSES staff worked with
Office of Family and
Community Engagement
staff to plan a summit. The
annual Family
Engagement Statewide

Re-engage with the cross-
office group for family and
community engagement.

Due to staff turnover in
OELL, many of these
activities have been delayed
and are now being revisited.

SSIP LEA/school staff will
review and revise current
activities to ensure
alignment with the R2S
plan.

OSES will continue to work
with other SCDE offices to
support family and
community engagement.

OSES will assist with
summit once again.
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Activities to Meet Outcomes

Steps to Implement
Activities

Progress toward
Intended Outcomes

Next Steps

Summit is free and open to
persons whose primary job
responsibilities include
leading or co-facilitating
family engagement
initiatives at the school
and/or district level(s).
Event is to be held 4 of
2020.
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South Carolina’s Definition of “Significant Discrepancy” and
Methodology for Indicator 4A and B

For the purposes of Part B Indicator 4A, South Carolina defines significant discrepancy as any
local educational agency (LEA) that meets the following criteria:

Significant Discrepancy: A rate risk ratio exceeding 2.50, without respect to subgroup or
group size, in the out-of-school suspension/expulsions of students with IEPs (comparing one
LEA to all other LEAs in the state).

Pursuant to 34 CFR 8 300.170, South Carolina examines data to determine if significant
discrepancies are occurring in the rate of long-term suspensions and expulsions of students with
disabilities among LEAs in the state. Data from Section B, Column 3B on Table 5, “Information
Collection 1820-0621 (Report of Children with Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or
Suspended/Expelled for More than 10 Days),” are used to calculate the rate risk ratio.

The South Carolina Department of Education, Office of Special Education Services identifies
districts with significant discrepancies in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions
through the following steps:

Using data from Section B, Column 3B, of Table 5 and Table 1 Child Count, the OSES
calculates the rate risk ratio separately for each LEA. The rate risk ratio is calculated by:

Rate risk ratio (RR) = (a/b)/(c/d), where the variables are expressed in the following table:

. . OSS Status
Rate Risk Ratio 0SS> 10 days | Not OSS> 10 days
SWD in District X a b
All SWD in all other Districts c d

In the above referenced table, b and d are determined by subtracting the number of students in
the particular element who received OSS> 10 days from the total reported for the particular
element as reported in the same Child Count for Indicator 4A.

The resulting number is the rate risk ratio for a LEA, based upon a general linear model, and
identifies the degree above or below the average risk for all other LEAs combined.

Note: As indicated in the definition of significant discrepancy, this calculation is conducted
without respect to group or subgroup size; therefore, no LEAs are excluded from the
calculation of the rate risk ratio for Indicator 4A.

For Indicator 4B, the rate risk ratio (RR) = (a/b)/(c/d), where the variables are expressed in the
following table:





OSS Status
0OSS> 10 days | Not OSS> 10 days
SWD Race/Ethnicity in District X a b
All SWD in all other Districts c d

Rate Risk Ratio

In the above referenced table, a and b are used to determine the district rate for each
race/ethnicity and compared to the state rate for all children with disabilities (c/d). For each
LEA, ratios are calculated for each of the seven required reporting race ethnicities.

Significant discrepancy exists when any of the seven race/ethnicities’ ratios exceeds 2.50, with a
minimum subgroup population of >ten. Though some LEAs may be excluded from having
significant discrepancies through this methodology, all LEAS receive onsite monitoring that is
both cyclical and needs-based. During the onsite monitoring, suspended and/or expelled student
files are reviewed for the related requirements and sanctions or findings are imposed for any
noncompliance found.

The OSES identifies the total number of students with disabilities suspended or expelled for each
LEA and divides that number by the number of students with disabilities as reported in that
LEA’s child count data. The OSES aggregates the total number of students with disabilities
suspended or expelled for all LEAs and divides that number by the total number of students with
disabilities in all other LEAs in the state. The OSES then divides the suspension/expulsion rate
for the one LEA by the suspension/expulsion rate for all other LEAS in the state to obtain the rate
risk ratio.

The LEASs that have a rate risk ratio exceeding 2.50 are required to review their policies,
procedures, and practices to determine whether the policies, procedures, or practices contributed
to the significant discrepancy. To accomplish this, LEAs must complete and submit thorough
self-assessment documentation to determine whether or not LEA 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, as
required by 34 CFR 8 300.170(b) contributed to the significant discrepancy. Once submitted, the
OSES reviews the self-assessment documents and may require additional information or other
technical assistance activities to determine whether or not LEAs will be issued a finding pursuant
to 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22) and be required to revise their policies, procedures and practices as
outlined by the IDEA regulations governing suspensions and expulsions of students with
disabilities.
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Parent Survey Form
This six-question survey is for parents of students receiving Special Education services through the South
Carolina Department of Education. Your responses will help guide efforts to improve services and results for
children and families. Thank You for participating in the 2018-2019 Parent Survey.

Survey Code*

Please enter the survey code shown on the postcard you received in the mail. If you have misplaced the survey code, you may contact the

Office of Special Education Services at 803-734-8224 to retrieve it.

Please choose the appropriate response for each of the following:

Questions

Agree

Disagree

1. 1 am considered an equal partner with teachers and other
professionals in planning my child's program.

2. At the IEP meeting, we discussed accommodations and
modifications that my child would need.

3. All of my concerns and recommendations were documented on
the IEP.

4. 1 was given information about organizations that offer support
for parents of students with disabilities.

5. I have been asked for my opinion about how well special
education services are meeting my child’s needs.

6. The School communicates regularly with me regarding my
child's progress on I1EP goals.

Comment(s):
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General Supervision:

During the 2018-2019 school year, the South Carolina Department of Education (SCDE)
continued to implement its general supervision system to help ensure that students with
disabilities receive a free, appropriate public education in accordance with Part B of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). This general supervision system includes:

State Performance Plan

Policies, Procedures, and Effective Practices

Effective Dispute Resolution

Data on Processes and Results

Integrated Monitoring Activities

Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development
Improvement, Correction, Incentives, and Sanctions

e Fiscal Management and Accountability

The State Performance Plan (SPP) is the keystone of the SCDE’s general supervision system.
Descriptions of the components of the SCDE’s general supervision system are set forth below
along with references and links to forms and detailed information utilized in the various general
supervision processes.

The OSES is working with the assistance of the National Center for Systemic Improvement
(NCSI) using the Leveraging General Supervision Systems to Improve Student Outcomes: A
Process Guide for IDEA Part B to ensure that the state’s general supervision system contains
mechanisms that ensure students with disabilities are provided a free appropriate public
education and to that the focus is on improving outcomes for these students. This shift to an
outcomes-based system will leverage the components of the state’s general supervision system
while ensuring compliance with IDEA. This shift embraces the belief that you cannot be
compliant if you are not improving outcomes.

Policies, Procedures, and Effective Practices

The Office of Special Education Services (OSES) has developed policies and procedures based
not only on required compliance components, but also on evidence-based practices designed to
improve outcomes. The Special Education Process Guide for South Carolina is aligned with
federal and state regulations and provides state guidance for special education processes. The
Standards for Evaluation and Eligibility Determination provides state guidance for determining
eligibility under the IDEA. Policies and procedures related to compliance may be found in the
Compliance Seeker's Guide to the Universe that provides guidance and documents to local
education agencies (LEAS) and state-operated programs (SOPs) for program monitoring by the
state. Procedures related the use of the state’s online individual education program (IEP), the SC
Enrich IEP) are available via flow charts, tutorials, and user guides that assist users in navigating
processes in the electronic IEP documentation system and provide system updates.
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The documents referenced may be found at https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-
services/state-requlations/ and at https://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-
services/oversight-and-assistance-o0-a/oversight-and-assistance/.

Effective Dispute Resolution

The SCDE provides parents of students with disabilities, and LEAs and SOPs, both formal and
informal dispute resolution options. The informal options have been available through the OSES
for many years go beyond what is required for dispute resolution in IDEA. The methods are
described below:

Ombudsman: The OSES employs an Ombudsman (with a toll-free line) that parents can call to
ask questions regarding the laws and regulations pertaining to students with disabilities and to
discuss specific concerns relating to a student. The Ombudsman also assists in resolving informal
complaints by acting as an intermediary between parents and LEA or SOP administrators.
Contact information for the Ombudsman and other resources for parents are on SCDE’s website
at parent-resources.

Facilitated IEP meetings: Parents or an LEA or SOP may request a facilitated IEP team meeting.
The role of an IEP Facilitator is to assist the IEP team to do their best thinking, interact
respectfully, consider the perspectives of all participants, focus on future action, and remain
student-centered. The IEP Facilitator serves the whole group rather than an individual and assists
the group with the process of the IEP team meeting rather than with the content of the IEP. The
Facilitator is not an advocate for the parents nor the LEA or SOP. The OSES provides training
for Facilitators and covers all costs associated with facilitated IEP team meetings making this a
free resource for parents and LEA/SOPs.

State Complaint Process: In accordance with the IDEA, parents and other parties may submit a
written complaint to the OSES. A special education complaint investigator located in the OSES
will handle the complaint. After the complaint is investigated within the required timeline, a
letter of resolution is issued and, if there are any findings of noncompliance, the LEA or SOP
involved is required to complete corrective activities as soon as possible but in no case later than
one year from the findings. Corrective Action Specialists within the OSES assist with and
monitor these activities to ensure correction.

Mediations: Parents or an LEA or SOP may request mediation, which is a voluntary and informal
process where the parents and the public agency meet with an impartial mediator to talk openly
about the areas of disagreement and to try to reach a resolution. Mediation provides a positive,
less adversarial approach to resolving disputes between parents and school systems. With the
assistance of a mediator, the parties involved in the dispute can communicate openly and
respectfully about their differences as they work toward reaching an agreement. The decision-
making power resides with the participants in mediation. This process is handled by the SCDE’s
Office of General Counsel (OGC) and meets all the requirements in IDEA.
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Due Process Hearings and Resolution Sessions: Parents and/or a public agency may request a
due process hearing, where the parents and the public agency present their respective cases to an
impartial hearing officer for a written decision. The hearings are conducted in accordance with
the IDEA and federal regulations. If the parents or the public agency does not agree with the
hearing officer’s decision, they can appeal to the SCDE, which will conduct an impartial review
of the hearing and the hearing officer’s decision. If a party does not agree with the SCDE’s
decision on the appeal, they can go to court. If a due process hearing is requested, the OGC
ensures that a resolution session takes place in accordance with federal law.

Any parent may use one or all of the available dispute resolution options. Further, if the OGC or
any other office within SCDE suspects a pattern of noncompliance by a public agency based on
information or data from compliance complaints or any other dispute resolution process, the
matter is referred to the OSES for review, and, if necessary, targeted fiscal, program, or focused
compliance monitoring.

Additional information about all of these processes may be found at https://ed.sc.gov/districts-
schools/special-education-services/parent-resources/dispute-resolution-information/.

Data on Processes and Results

The SCDE continues to work to ensure that relevant data are collected, analyzed, and reported in
a meaningful manner that drives decisions. According to the IDEA, the state is required to report
annually to the public on the progress made by all LEAs and SOPs against state targets. This
Annual Performance Report (APR) describes the state’s progress through the SPP indicators, as
well as whether or not the state achieved the rigorous targets established in the SPP.

Each state is required to publicly report its SPP and APR, and is required to report the
performance of each LEA with regards to the special education indicators described in the SPP
and APR. The OSES has developed a Special Education LEA Profile that provides a summary of
indicators against which each LEA is measured. Collectively, these indicators compare each
LEA’s performance against the state’s targets for educational programs for students with
disabilities. Individually, these indicators can help identify areas where improvements are needed
and provide a measure of progress toward the goals established in the SPP. This report is broken
down into four zones of clustered indicators in which local school LEA’s outcomes are
compared against the state established targets (outlined in the SPP). Additionally, each indicator
reports the source of the data used, the regulatory citations, the date the data were obtained and
indicates whether or not the LEA met or exceeded the state targets.

Another means of reporting data may be found in the LEA Determinations. The IDEA Part B
regulations at 34 CFR 88300.600(c) and 300.603 require state educational agencies (SEAS) to
make “determinations” annually about the performance of each LEA. In making its LEA
determinations based on 2018-2019 data, the SCDE will consider information collected for
SPP/APR reporting, during onsite program and fiscal monitoring visits, during record reviews,
during database reviews, through fiscal audits, through dispute resolution processes, and/or from
other information available to the SCDE. The SCDE also considers the timely correction of
noncompliance in making LEA determinations.
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The SCDE will assign LEAs to one of the following determination levels using a process similar
to that of the Office of Special Education Programs:

e Meets Requirements

e Needs Assistance

e Needs Intervention

e Needs Substantial Intervention

The determinations system focuses on results-driven accountability, but also incorporates
compliance. The system utilizes a point system with twelve factors, five compliance factors and
seven performance factors, with zero to three points assigned for each factor depending on the
individual LEA performance. The compliance factors include timely and accurate data
submissions; fiscal/grantee risk; IDEA timelines (initial evaluation and Part C to B transition);
post-secondary planning and services (Indicator 13) compliance; and timely resolution of
findings of noncompliance. The performance factors include graduation rates; English/Language
Arts (ELA) statewide assessment performance (3-8 grade); math statewide assessment
performance (3-8 grade); school-age least restrictive environment (LRE); preschool LRE;
suspension of students with disabilities ratio; and career preparation state assessment
performance.

Determination levels for LEAs are based on the total points (36 points maximum) that are
calculated by adding the points from the twelve factors. These determination levels are then used
to determine the type, nature, and intensity of technical assistance the SCDE provides to each
LEA.

Determination Levels and Corresponding Assistance:

28-36: Meets Requirements; Self-Directed (SCDE makes available general information and
universal technical assistance and support and the LEA selects appropriate assistance and support
based on identified areas of need).

19-27: Needs Assistance; Collaborative (SCDE works collaboratively with the LEA to develop
an improvement plan that matches technical assistance and support from the SCDE and other
sources to identified areas of need for the LEA).

10-18: Needs Intervention; Focused (SCDE develops a targeted improvement plan of that
includes professional learning opportunities, technical assistance, and other support that targets
each identified area of need for the LEA and then, the SCDE works collaboratively with the LEA
to ensure implementation of the plan).

0-9: Needs Substantial Intervention; Systemic(SCDE develops a comprehensive systemic
improvement plan that includes professional learning opportunities, technical assistance, and
other support to improve the LEA's system for delivering special education services and student
outcomes, and then, the SCDE monitors and verifies the LEA's implementation of the plan).





If an LEA scores a zero on any factor (compliance or performance), targeted assistance will be
provided to the LEA in the relevant compliance or performance area. The following is a
description of the point breakdown/scoring system used for the twelve factors.

Compliance Factor Calculations:

Compliance Factor 1: Timely and Accurate Data Submissions
3: All data submissions are submitted on time (within the prescribed data collection
windows) and no more than one data submission contained LEA (not system) errors
2: The LEA submitted late data submissions no more than two times during the reporting
year and no more than two data submissions contained LEA errors
1: The LEA submitted late data no more than four times during the reporting year and no
more than four data submissions contained LEA errors
0: The LEA submitted data late five or more times during the reporting year and five or
more data submissions contained LEA errors

Compliance Factor 2: Fiscal/Grantee
3: Low risk based on fiscal monitoring risk factors
2: Moderate risk based on fiscal monitoring risk factors
1: High risk based on fiscal monitoring risk factors
0: High risk with systemic findings from a Tier 111 fiscal monitoring review

Compliance Factor 3: Post-secondary Planning and Services (Indicator 13)
3:100% compliant based on initial Indicator 13 submission
2: All Indicator 13 corrections made and verified within review timeframe
1: All Indicator 13 corrections made and verified within a year of findings
0: Indicator 13 corrections are pending for over a year

Compliance Factor 4: Timely Correction of Noncompliance
3: No findings (finance, program, data, or compliance complaint) pending for over a year
2: One area that was not corrected within a year
1: Two areas that were not corrected within a year or one area not corrected within two
years
0: Three areas that were not corrected within a year or two or more areas that were not
corrected within two years

Compliance Factor 5: IDEA Timelines (Indicators 11 and 12)
3: 100% compliance for both Indicator 11 and Indicator 12
2: 95% or above combined compliance rate for Indicators 11
1: 85% or above combined compliance rate for Indicators 11 and 12
0: Below 85% combined compliance rate for Indicators 11 and 12

Performance Factor Calculations:

1. Graduation Rate (Indicator 1) - State and LEA performance based on graduation
percentage





2. ELA Assessment Performance (Indicator 3C) - Number of students with IEPs grades
3-8 who scored meets or exceeds on SC READY ELA and alternate ELA assessments
divided by the total number of students with IEPs grades 3-8 who took SC READY ELA
and alternate ELA assessments

3. Math Assessment Performance (Indicator 3C) - Number of students with IEPs grades
3-8 who scored meets or exceeds on SC READY Math and alternate math assessments
divided by the total number of students with IEPs grades 3-8 who took SC READY Math
and alternate math assessments

4. School Age LRE (Indicator 5A) - Number of school age students with IEPs in LRE
80% or above divided by the total number of school-age students with IEPs

5. Preschool Placement Settings (Indicator 6A) - Number of preschool students in regular
early childhood programs and receiving the majority of special education and related
services in the regular early childhood programs divided by the total number of preschool
students with IEPs

6. SWD Suspension Rate -Number of students with IEPs suspended out of school (OSS)
during the school year divided by total number of students with IEPs

7. Career Preparation Assessment Performance - Number of students with IEPs who
received a National Career Readiness Certificate (NCRC) (bronze level or above on the
Ready to Work (R2W) Career Readiness Assessment) divided by total number of
students with IEPs who took R2W

Integrated Monitoring Activities

In alignment with federal regulations, the SCDE’s monitoring approach is both outcome- and
compliance-oriented. If noncompliance is identified through any of the SCDE’s monitoring
activities, the SCDE will require the LEA or SOP to correct the noncompliance as soon as
possible, but in no case later than one year from the date of notification of the noncompliance. In
addition, the SCDE provides commendations for exemplary programs and provides
recommendations and technical assistance as part of its monitoring activities in order to help
LEAs and SOPs improve student outcomes.

During the 2018-2019 school year, the SCDE’s program monitoring was conducted by OSES
staff and managed by the Oversight and Assistance Team (O&A) within the OSES. SCDE’s
program monitoring currently operates on a six-year cycle, with twelve to twenty LEAs and
SOPs monitored each school year. The program monitoring process is designed to be a full
diagnostic assessment of an LEA’s or SOP’s special education program in order to identify
noncompliance and to assess the LEA’s and SOP’s progress toward improving educational
results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities.

Program monitoring allows the SCDE to recognize successful programs and practices, to
determine if the LEA’s implemented strategies have resulted in qualitative and quantitative
improvements, and to formulate specific, tailored actions and recommendations if improved
outcomes have not been achieved. Descriptions, documents, forms and other information relating
to the program monitoring process are posted on the SCDE website on the oversight and
assistance web page.
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The program monitoring activities included:

Policy Review: The monitoring team reviews the policies, procedures and forms submitted by
the LEA or SOP to determine if they are compliant with federal and state laws and regulations.

Special Education Staffing Review: The monitoring team reviews the special education staffing
assignments to determine if the teachers are appropriately credentialed in the areas for which
they are providing primary instruction, and to determine if the teachers and service providers are
appropriately certified and are assigned caseloads in accordance with State regulations.

IEP Development Reviews: The monitoring team conducts student record reviews to identify
noncompliance and assess progress toward federal and state targets for special education. To
conduct the reviews, the OSES identifies a subset students that includes, among other things,
students who, in the past year, have: transitioned from Part C to B of the IDEA, received an
initial evaluation; been removed from school more than ten days or have been placed at an
alternative placement; reached the age of majority; and/or for whom consent for services has
been revoked. The OSES ensures that the subset includes a broad range of students to cover
different grade levels, different eligibility categories, different (LRE) percentages, and different
schools and settings. The IEP development review process has not changed since the last
submission.

IEP Implementation Reviews: The monitoring team visits school sites to gather information on
whether the schools are implementing all components of IEPs. The team reviews school site
documentation and observes general IEP implementation practices and, with respect to
individual students, the monitoring team gathers information to answer the following five
inquiries:]

1. Isthe LEA providing specialized instruction and related services as delineated in the
student's IEP?

2. Isthe LEA providing appropriate reports to parents on the student's progress towards
meeting IEP goals with the frequency set forth in the IEP?

3. s the student participating in educational activities with non-disabled peers for the
amount of time designated in the IEP?

4. s there evidence that the student's teachers received notice of, and have a system in place
to implement, the accommaodations listed on the IEP?

5. Is there evidence that the school site administrators and the student's teachers are familiar
with, and prepared to utilize when necessary, the student's behavioral implementation
plan?

In-person Interviews: The monitoring team conducts in-person group interviews with school site
administrators, special education teachers, and parents of students with disabilities to obtain
additional insight and information about the operation of the LEA’s or SOP’s special education
program.

Online Surveys: The monitoring team administers online surveys to general education teachers
and parents of students with disabilities to obtain stakeholder input on the status of the LEA’s or
SOP’s special education program and to identify areas for commendation and improvement.
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The SCDE conducts focused monitoring when information from any of the previously described
general supervision systems (i.e., Dispute Resolution, APR Data Determinations, Fiscal
Monitoring, or Program Monitoring) suggest that there are areas of specific concern at an
LEA/SOP. For example, if a compliance complaint is submitted on behalf of a class of similarly
situated students, the OSES investigates the complaint by developing focused monitoring tools to
assess compliance in the areas of concern. Typically, focused monitoring includes a review of
student files or other documentation in order to determine whether the LEA or SOP is in
compliance with respect to the specific areas of concern. If noncompliance is discovered, the
LEA/SOP is provided with written notification of findings of noncompliance and a description of
the necessary student and systemic level corrective activities that the LEA/SOP will need to
complete in order to correct identified noncompliance. As with other general supervision
processes, LEAs and SOPs are required to correct the noncompliance identified through focused
monitoring as soon as possible but in no case later than one year from the date of the
identification of the noncompliance.

Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Development

The OSES provides technical assistance through five programmatic units — Programs and
Initiatives, Fiscal and Grants Management, Data and Technology, Oversight and Assistance, and
Results-Driven Accountability. Teams work together to provide technical assistance and support
to LEAs, state-operated programs SOPs, and other constituents serving children with disabilities
and their families. To meet the technical assistance needs of individual LEAs and SOPS
throughout the State the OSES utilizes an electronic request for assistance system. The OSES
developed a request for assistance form that is available on the OSES website at
https://scde.formstack.com/forms/leasop_request_for_assistance . LEAs, SOPs, and community
organizations can complete and submit the form online and the information is transmitted
electronically to the OSES. Team Leads within the OSES review the request and assign the
request to the appropriate OSES team. OSES staff is assigned to provide the necessary
professional development or technical assistance to the requesting party. The nature of the
assistance and the date of completion are recorded electronically to ensure that assistance is
provided in a timely manner. Assistance may be provided in a variety of ways including
guidance documents, resources and tools, workshops, and/or direct district consultation
depending on the request or need. The technical assistance activities offered by OSES reflect
state and federal priorities and are collaborative, evidence-based, intellectually rigorous, and
aligned with high-quality standards and adult-learning principles. The assistance is designed to
facilitate changes in participant behavior and increase student achievement.

Below is a description of the type of TA provided by each unit:

PROGRAMS AND INITIATIVES TEAM

The Programs and Initiatives Team (P&I) provides on-going technical assistance opportunities
for special educators, administrators, related service providers, early interventionists and others
instructing and supporting children and youth with disabilities. The team is responsible for the

development and coordination of programs, projects, committees and events provided by the
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OSES to improve professional practices and to help educators develop and apply the knowledge
and skills necessary to improve educational outcomes. P&I coordinates and provides statewide
technical assistance in the following areas: preschool, curriculum and instruction, post-secondary
transition, autism, special populations, behavioral supports, deaf and hard of hearing, visual
impairment, group homes and residential treatment facilities.

FISCAL AND GRANTS MANAGEMENT TEAM

The OSES Fiscal and Grants Management (FGM) Team provides resources and technical
assistance to all LEAs and SOPs in the areas of fiscal accountability and data collection. LEAS
and SOPs have access to online fiscal and data collection resources available at
http://ed.sc.gov/districts-schools/special-education-services/fiscal-and-data-management-fdm/
FGM assistance is provided in a variety of ways including guidance documents, resources and
tools, workshops, and/or direct district consultation. FGM Technical Assistance Areas include
maintenance of effort (MOE) calculation, improved LEA/SOP fiscal policies and procedures,
and improved LEA/SEA data collection and collaboration. Additional support is available to
districts in need of more intensive assistance. OSES staff members and other TA providers
review data to determine which districts are in need of targeted technical assistance. Districts are
identified for this level of support based on factors such as missed deadlines across financial data
submissions, difficulty in completing IDEA application, budget, and MOE compliance, and
fiscal monitoring results. Identified districts are invited to participate in facilitated workshops
designed to provide assistance with root causes analysis and improvement planning. Follow up is
provided to support the implementation and evaluation of district.

DATA AND TECHNOLOGY TEAM

The Data and Technology Team (D&T) provides and coordinates technical assistance within the
following areas: the State’s special education case management and data reporting systems;
federal and state data use, reporting, and analysis; the State’s special education website; assistive
technology; and any other technology related needs including the creation and maintenance of
modules, videos, forms, and other applications related to special education. An Assistive
Technology Specialist (ATS) is included on the D&T to provide technical assistance with AT
devices, products, and programs; facilitate AT device loans; assist local assistive technology
teams in conducting formal AT assessments; and communicate guidelines on documenting
assistive technology in the IEP.

OVERSIGHT AND ASSISTANCE TEAM

The Oversight and Assistance Team (O&A) provides on-going technical assistance opportunities
for special educators, administrators, related service providers, early interventionists, and others
who instructionally support students with disabilities. O&A coordinates and provides statewide
technical assistance in the following areas: IDEA program compliance, including IEP
development and implementation, and utilization of the electronic IEP documentation system
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(SC Enrich IEP). O&A provides targeted technical assistance to LEAs and SOPs based on
specific needs identified from dispute resolution data and/or program monitoring data. O&A
assists the LEA or SOP in addressing the areas of systemic noncompliance. Specifically, O&A
offers technical assistance on developing policies and procedures in compliance with federal and
state laws and regulations relating to students with disabilities, developing compliant IEPs and
related documents in the SC Enrich IEP system, and how to effectuate system-wide changes in
practice to improve compliance and student outcomes.

Professional Development System:

The five teams collaborate to provide professional development that focuses on building the
capacity of LEAs and SOPs to reduce the achievement gap and to provide equitable access and
opportunity for all students with disabilities to the Profile of a Graduate.

OVERSIGHT AND ASSISTANCE TEAM

The O&A provides professional development in the following areas: compliance with federal
and state laws and regulations relating to students with disabilities, interpretation and application
of the South Carolina Special Education Process Guide and developing IEPs and related
documents in the online documentation system. O&A utilizes a variety of professional
development delivery methods to support LEAs and SOPs including on-site trainings, regional
clinics, recorded webinars, and web-based training modules. O&A creates presentations,
conducts workshops, and provides professional development sessions for administrators,
teachers, service providers, parents, and community organization representatives at special
education conferences throughout the State and at all of the events hosted by OSES. O&A also
conducted SC Enrich orientation sessions for college and university faculty, parent advocacy
groups, and other community organizations. The customized professional development is
typically delivered in person at facilities selected by the requesting party but can also be
delivered via conference calls or web-based meeting applications.

DATA AND TECHNOLOGY TEAM

The D&T provides professional development in the areas of federal and state reporting of special
education data. Team members conduct professional development activities throughout the
reporting year to ensure compliance with rules, regulations, policies, and best practices in the
following areas:

e All required information needed from districts to ensure proper federal reporting,
including information needed for the Child Count, Discipline, Personnel, and MOE/CEIS
reports.

e Information necessary to calculate the indicators for the State Performance Plan/Annual
Performance Report

e The use of the State’s Case Management system in relation to federal and state reporting
(Enrich IEP)

e Data Use, Quality, and Analysis
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Information Technology and the protection of all transmitted data, including Personally
Identifiable Information (PII), to meet federal and state student privacy laws and
regulations

The annual determinations of LEAs and SOPs

Available federal and state resources and tools to ensure reporting of high-quality data
Number Provided

Section 508 compliance for documents, presentations, and other communications

PROGRAMS AND INITIATIVES TEAM

The P&I creates on-going professional learning opportunities for special educators, general
educators, administrators, related service providers, early interventionists and others instructing
and supporting children and youth with disabilities. P&l coordinates and provides statewide
specialized assistance for the following areas: preschool, curriculum and instruction, autism,
special populations, behavioral supports, deaf and hard of hearing, visual impairment, group
homes and residential treatment facilities. Major professional development activities are as
follows:

11

New Directors’ Leadership Academy (NDLA): a statewide effort to provide support for
new directors and coordinators of programs for students with disabilities in school
districts and state-operated programs.

Special Education Leadership Cohort: is a continuation of NDLA with focused support
for second-year directors and coordinators of programs for students with disabilities in
school districts and state-operated programs.

SC Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) Annual Conference: offering sessions that
cover best practices in special education and behavioral management, as well as legal,
related services and legislative updates, with a preschool strand offered to provide
focused training and support on content area around Indicators 6, 7, and 12.

South Carolina Deaf and Hard of Hearing Education Partnership: meets quarterly to
discuss issues and updates on the education of students who are deaf and hard of hearing.
Deaf and Hard of Hearing Summit: provides professional development to stakeholders
who serve students who are deaf and hard of hearing to improve the quality of education
for students, birth through young adulthood.

South Carolina Vision Education Partnership: is a collaboration of South Carolina
agencies and organizations to ensure high-quality education for children with visual
impairments through teacher education and professional development.

Spring Procedures for Teachers of the Visually Impaired: provides a full day
workshop for teachers of students with visual impairments.

Fall Procedures for Teachers of the Visually Impaired: provided a full day workshop
for teachers of students with visual impairments.

Research to Practice Institute: is a four-day professional development opportunity for
educators in South Carolina. OSES has been hosting this conference for 14 years and it
grows each year.

The ASD Curriculum/Milo Pilot Curriculum: has been implemented as a means to
provide an evidence-based curriculum implemented via a humanoid robot. On-site visits
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and follow-up training are included to support the pilot districts and to monitor
implementation.

The ASD Task Force: consists of 30 members representing ASD agency directors from
across the state, school district administrators, therapists, and teachers, as well as parent
advocates.

The ASD Virtual Library: provides research, training modules, printables, agency
information, and educator training opportunities in a user-friendly model. The Virtual
Library is updated regularly, with new resources added to it as necessary.

Behavioral and Positive Supports: The OSES supports students, educators, parents and
community stakeholders through best-practices supports on Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports through an evidence-based framework of design based on
measurable results.

Support for Special Populations of Students with Disabilities: in collaboration with the
Office of Federal and State Accountability, supports are provided to students identified
within special populations such as students who are military-connected; in correctional
and alternative placements; migrant students; immigrant students; English learners (EL);
students in foster care; and students who fall under the McKinney-Vento Act.

Statewide Pyramid Model Implementation: South Carolina is implementing the
Pyramid model of supporting social-emotional development at a state level. Across-
sector leadership team, including parents, Head Start, Department of Mental Health, the
Office of the Child Care Administrator, the Office of Early Learning and Literacy,
Institutions of Higher Education, and partnerships with other task forces and initiatives
including the Autism Task Force and the Infant-Early Childhood Mental Health
workgroup collaborates to scale up evidence-based practice related to young children's
social-emotional development. Training on preparing for adding-on the Special
Education Early Childhood Certification is provided annually.

South Carolina Partnerships for Inclusion (SCPI): is OSES-sponsored support for
districts to use data for strategic planning to increase inclusive opportunities for young
children. This includes a needs analysis, an action plan, and, and training/support in areas
of need. SCPI also collects feedback from participants regarding inhibitors to inclusion of
young students and report that to the 619 coordinator who collaborates with other early
childhood agencies internal and external to SCDE.

Assistive Technology: staff provided professional development that included: Creating
Digital Books, Boardmaker Intermediate, Creating Social Stories with Digital Media,
Communication Supports for the Home and School Environment, Introduction to
Boardmaker Plus Software, and Switch Access for Students with Limited Mobility.

SC Alternate Assessment Portal: is the gateway to all systems, instructional resources,
and guides to support the administration of the South Carolina Alternate Assessment. It
includes FAQs and resources for Test Coordinators, Test Administrators, Technology
Coordinators, and families. The portal also houses the training modules for delivery of
the alternate assessment. Prior to being able to administer the assessment, all teachers of
students with significant cognitive disabilities must complete the modules and pass a test.
Three of the modules are instruction on administering the test, with the final module
including training on making the general curriculum accessible for students with
significant cognitive disabilities.





e SC Centers for the Re-education and Advancement of Teachers in Special Education
and Related Services Personnel (CREATE): was designed to address an anticipated
special education teacher shortage by preparing a highly qualified special education
teacher and related services workforce in South Carolina LEAs and SOPs. The program,
currently in its fifteenth year of operation, includes a partnership between the SCDE,
LEA/SOPs, and fourteen of the State’s leading colleges and universities. CREATE assists
qualified individuals in obtaining (a) add-on, alternative, or initial licensure in special
education, (b) advanced certification in speech-language pathology and school
psychology, or (c) national certification as a board certified behavior analyst. This
initiative provides scholarships that cover financial obligations for tuition and textbook
costs.

e South Carolina Educational Interpreting Center (SCEIC): is a coordinated system of
professional assessments and learning opportunities through Clemson University to
improve the quality of educational interpreters in South Carolina who serve children who
are deaf.

e Virtual Toolkit to Support Educators and Parents of Young Children with Hearing
Loss: provides educators, parents, audiologists, speech-language pathologists, and others
who work with young children who experience hearing loss have access to resources so
that appropriate screening, evaluation, and service delivery are achieved.

e Child Outcome Summary Form (COSF) Support: is an online collection of supports for
districts to improve inter-rater reliability of the COSF and improve data quality on
Indicator 7, transition from Part C to Part B 619, and guidance and supports in
partnership with Part C, a preschool parent guide to support families as they navigate the
transition, eligibility determination, and IEP development from Part C to Part B 6109.

Results-Driven Accountability Team

The Results-Driven Accountability Team (RDAT) supports the implementation work for the
TEACH plan. The team is made up of Implementation Support Coordinators (ISCs). The ISC’s
role is to aid in the development, implementation, and sustainability of action plans related to
areas of identified needs within LEAs and SOPs. The ISCs provide onsite and virtual TA to
LEAs identified as need more intensive support.

Fiscal Management and Accountability

The Fiscal and Grants Management (FGM) Team in the OSES utilizes a three-tier model to
ensure that LEAs, charter schools, and SOPs are supported according to need in the areas of
allocating and expending the funds and resources they receive under the grant provisions of the
IDEA. Supports are provided using the risk-based process described earlier and may take the
form of universal, targeted, or intensive support.
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