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Agency Response

• Reginald Flythe, Driver Education 
Consultant, DPI

• Response to PED Report

• Summary of DPI/DMV Knowledge 
Testing Review, required by SL 2013-
360, Section 34.20.(b)
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Scope

• Issues identified by series of Joint 
Legislative Program Evaluation 
Oversight Committee hearings 
following a 2010 PED review

• Hearings led to 2011 reform law

• Full evaluation directed by 
committee-approved 2013–15 Work 
Plan
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1. While comprehensive and responsive to reform law, DPI 
strategic plan lacks quantitative performance indicators.

2. DPI has not collected sufficient data to determine efficiency and 
effectiveness.

3. DPI:

• lacks uniform method for delivery of curriculum statewide—
LEAs use a variety of methods with no DPI oversight

• does not monitor instructors or require in-service training
• failed to conduct valid pilot testing of online versus traditional 

instruction.

4. North Carolina’s teen crash rates have declined since the 
implementation of graduated driver licensing but remain high.

Presentation Overview
Findings



Presentation Overview
Recommendations
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The General Assembly should:

1. Require statewide performance measures to assess 
Driver Education efficiency and effectiveness.

2. Direct DPI and DMV to jointly develop and implement 
a system for monitoring citations and crashes of 
student drivers completing driver education.

3. Direct DOT, in consultation with DPI, to study the 
feasibility of offering uniform online classroom driver 
education.

4. Require state agencies initiating pilot projects at the 
direction of the General Assembly to adhere to 
standards established by the UNC School of 
Government.



Background

• Organization

• Funding
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367 High Schools

115 Local Education Agencies98,393 Students 
Enrolled in 2012–

2013

Statewide Organization of Driver Education



Funding 

• General Assembly appropriated $26.7 million for FY 
2014–15 in state highway funds to DPI for allocation to 
local driver education programs

• SBE determines “funding factor;” DPI allots each LEA a 
share of highway funds determined by 9th grade 
average daily membership (ADM) multiplied by a 
“funding factor” approved by SBE, which was $191.09 
per ADM in Fiscal Year 2013–14

• Beginning in 2013–14, LEAs may transfer driver 
education funds to other programs

• General Assembly also reduced appropriations and 
authorized LEAs to impose per-student fee of up to $55 
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2011 Reform Law

• Reform stemmed from a PED assessment and 
JLPEOC hearings over three years, which found that 
the State Board of Education delegated program 
administration to local education authorities without 
sufficient DPI oversight

• Reform law affirmed State Board of Education and 
DPI responsibilities relative to implementing a 
statewide standardized program

• Reform law forbade using appropriated state 
highway funds for any program that did not 
conform to the standard curriculum 
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Appropriations Act, SESSION LAW 2011-145, SECTION 28.37.(a)



What the reform law required of the 
State Board of Education and DPI

• Create a strategic plan for Driver Education 

• Create a Driver Education Advisory 
Committee

• Adopt a salary schedule and requirements 
for commercial or non-certified instructors 
and certified teachers

• Conduct a pilot program to test instructional 
delivery by electronic means
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Stem from State Board of Education’s long-standing 
delegation of driver education to Local Education 
Agencies without sufficient DPI Oversight

Report Findings 



Finding 1.  While comprehensive 
and responsive to the 2011 reform 
law, the DPI strategic plan for 
driver education lacks quantitative 
performance indicators.
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Finding 2. The Department of 
Public Instruction has not collected 
sufficient and reliable data to 
determine the efficiency and 
effectiveness of driver education. 
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No Data to Measure Efficiency and 
Effectiveness of Driver Education

• DPI has relied on surveys of LEAs

• Responding to surveys is voluntary
– 21 LEAs did not respond to DPI request for data 

for review by PED

– No penalty for non-response
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Data Needed
• LEA collections and expenditures from 

local funds and student fees

• Driver education fund transfers to other 
programs

• Enrollment, class participation, and 
completions

• Existing DMV teen driver data

• Student passage of DMV licensure test
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High Failure Rates by Students on DMV Test 
Including those Making Multiple Attempts

Testing Period Tests 
Administered Failed Failure Rate 

2007-08 137,506 81,249 59% 

2008-09 169,589 82,755 49% 

2009-10 186,193 82,149 44% 

2010-11 190,544 83,524 44% 

2011-12 190,929 83,567 44% 

2012-13 126,217 42,242 33% 

Six Years 1,000,978 455,486 46% 
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Finding 3.  The Department of Public 
Instruction:

• lacks a uniform method for delivery of 
driver education curriculum statewide—
LEAs use a variety of methods

• does not monitor instructors or require in-
service training

• failed to conduct valid pilot testing of 
online versus traditional instruction



DPI does not know if LEAs are using the 
most cost-effective method of delivering 

the driver education curriculum
• Cost per student varies widely among 

LEAs (See Appendix, pp. 35-46)

• DPI does not maintain data on contractors 
and has no contract management 
standards

• No monitoring of instructors, no in-service 
training required
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Driver Education 
Delivery Method 

Number 
of LEAs 

Percentage of 
LEAs 

Number of 
LEAs 

Reporting Cost 
Per Student 

Delivery 
Method Cost 
Per Student 

In-house 59 51% 50 $298.44 

Contractor 15 13% 10 $256.35 

Contractor with 
LEA-furnished 
vehicles and 
supplies 

25 22% 21 $255.16 

Combination 16 14% 13 $309.41 

Statewide 115 100% 94 $292.24 

The Four Methods of Delivering 
Driver Education Differ in Cost 

Report page 16



Poor DPI Execution of Pilot Project to Test 
Cost-Effectiveness of Online Instruction

• Timeline in Exhibit 8, page 21

• No research design, used 5 volunteer districts

• Did not collect uniform cost data

• School of Government conducted a separate 
study of online versus other approaches but 
could not determine relative cost-effectiveness 
because DPI had no valid per-student cost data

• Cost-effectiveness of online instruction still 
unknown
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Finding 4. North Carolina’s teen 
accident and fatality rates have 
declined since the implementation of 
graduated driver licensing but remain 
high. 



North Carolina Teen Traffic 
Fatality Rates

• State rankings may be misleading

• Higher rates affected by factors 
beyond the control of drivers 
(population density, use of mass 
transit, terrain, etc.)

• NC ranks 32nd in the nation

• NC rates have not declined as 
sharply as other states
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Exhibit 10: North Carolina Had Higher Teen Traffic Fatality Rates than Other States for the 1999-2010 Period 
1999–2010 Unintentional Traffic Fatality Rates Age 15-18 

State Rate State Rank State Rate State Rank 

New Jersey 9.95 1 Iowa 22.49 26 

New York 10.32 2 Arizona 22.76 27 

Massachusetts 11.02 3 Maine 22.82 28 

Rhode Island 12.48 4 Indiana 23.02 29 

Connecticut 12.72 5 Georgia 23.08 30 

California 13.22 6 Delaware 23.28 31 

New Hampshire 14.43 7 North Carolina 26.11 32 

Hawaii 14.50 8 Louisiana 26.20 33 

Illinois 15.24 9 New Mexico 27.12 34 

Washington 15.51 10 Idaho 27.48 35 

Maryland 16.62 11 Kansas 28.71 36 

Utah 17.06 12 Nebraska 28.95 37 

Alaska 17.20 13 Kentucky 30.01 38 

Minnesota 17.35 14 North Dakota 30.32 39 

Ohio 17.53 15 Oklahoma 30.92 40 

Michigan 17.54 16 West Virginia 31.21 41 

Oregon 17.98 17 Missouri 31.57 42 

Pennsylvania 18.05 18 Tennessee 31.73 43 

Virginia 18.85 19 South Carolina 33.03 44 

Nevada 19.31 20 Wyoming 33.71 45 

Colorado 20.73 21 Alabama 33.95 46 

Wisconsin 21.15 22 South Dakota 35.18 47 

Texas 21.39 23 Montana 35.71 48 

Vermont 21.91 24 Arkansas 35.86 49 

Florida 22.14 25 Mississippi 39.70 50 

Report page 27
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NC Graduated Licensing Program
(See Handout)
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Exhibit 11: North Carolina Teen Traffic Fatality Rates Have Declined, But Not As Rapidly as in 
Other States 
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Support for Parental Supervision
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• UNC Highway 
Safety Research 
Center Time to 
Drive 
smartphone 
application 
available to 
support parents



Recommendations
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The General Assembly should:

1. Require statewide performance measures to assess 
driver education efficiency and effectiveness.

2. Direct DPI and DMV to jointly develop and implement 
a system for monitoring citations and crashes of 
student drivers completing driver education.

3. Direct DOT, in consultation with DPI, to study the 
feasibility of offering uniform online classroom driver 
education.

4. Require state agencies initiating pilot projects at the 
direction of the General Assembly to adhere to 
standards established by the UNC School of 
Government.

Report pages 30-34



Legislative Options

• Accept the report

• Refer it to any appropriate committees

• Instruct staff to draft legislation based 
on any of the report’s 
recommendations
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Program Evaluation Division North Carolina General Assembly

Report available online at
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