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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
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
1
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 Hawaii State Department of Education’s (HIDOE) primary monitoring activities focus is on improving educational results and functional outcomes for all students with disabilities and ensuring that the school system meets the program requirements under this part, with a particular emphasis on those requirements that are most closely related to improving educational results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities. 

As a unitary system, Hawaii is a single State Educational Agency (SEA) and Local Educational Agency (LEA). The statewide system is divided into Complex Areas and each Complex Area includes at least one complex. Each complex is comprised of at least one high school and the middle and elementary schools that feed into them. IDEA requirements are implemented by State-level offices, complex area offices and schools. Through a collaborative effort with State partners and education stakeholders statewide, the HIDOE is committed to ensure that all students in Hawaii are college and career ready as they exit the public school system.

The HIDOE ensures that:
• all students with disabilities have available a free appropriate public education (FAPE);
• rights of students with disabilities and their parents are protected; and
• federal and state special education requirements are implemented, monitored, enforced and reported on.

Hawaii’s General Supervision System (GSS) is under the Office of the Deputy Superintendent, Monitoring and Compliance Branch (MAC) and the Office of Student Support Services (OSSS), Exceptional Support Branch (ESB). HIDOE monitors all public schools, including public charter schools. GSS includes quantitative and qualitative indicators according to the targets identified in Hawaii’s State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR). IDEA requirements are implemented by state-level offices, complex- level offices and schools comprised of the following components:

• Policies/procedures/effective implementation
• Integrated monitoring activities
•
Identification of findings of noncompliance 
•
Data management and reporting 
•
Incentives for complete and accurate reports 
• Effective dispute resolution
• Fiscal and resource management
• Targeted technical assistance and professional development

Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation: 
The HIDOE’s policies and procedures are established primarily through Hawaii’s Administrative Rules (HAR), Chapter 60, which is available on the State of Hawaii Board of Education website http://boe.hawaii.gov/policies/AdminRules/Pages/AdminRule60.aspx. Effective implementation of the HARs and IDEA is ensured through the entire GSS as well as through annual assurances regarding policies, procedures and implementation of IDEA and HAR requirements. 

Monitoring: 
The HIDOE monitors all public schools, including public charter schools and complexes through a General Supervision and Support (GSS) system utilizing the state's electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS) and the Longitudinal Data System (LDS) databases. The indicators reviewed include the following: 
• Child Find (60-Day Timeline on Initial Evaluations)
• Educational Environments (Children Ages 6-21)
• Preschool Environments (Children Ages 3-5)
•
Suspension and Expulsion 
•
Early Childhood Transition (Individualized Education Program (IEP) in place by student’s 3rd birthday) 
• Secondary Transition (Ages 16 and older)
• Disproportionate Representation (Based on Federal Racial and Ethnic Groups)
•
Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 

Identification of Findings of Noncompliance: 
The Special Education Compliance Action Table (SPED CAT) database was developed as the compliance monitoring database in HIDOE’s GSS. Any findings of noncompliance identified are issued to the appropriate complex. Once informed of noncompliance, complexes correct or resolve all instances of noncompliance, verify the correction process, and provide evidence to HIDOE monitors that subsequent processes will be appropriately implemented. All noncompliance, both individual and systemic, is corrected within one year of identification. Timely correction of noncompliance is reviewed and verified by MAC staff.

Data Management and Reporting: 
Child Count data of all students receiving special education and related services is collected electronically through eCSSS on November 29, and software tools are used to search for duplicates, perform error check, and prepare for data submission to EDFacts. Electronic submissions are provided by the State for exiting, discipline, personnel, dispute resolution, and Maintenance of Effort (MOE)/Coordinated Early Intervening Services (CEIS) data. The data are cleaned and prepared for submission to EDFacts or to EMAPS. HIDOE ensures that data is collected and reported on a timely manner that is consistent with the federal requirements. 

Incentives for Complete and Accurate Reports:
In appreciation for the hard work and effort of Complex Areas and schools, a 100% Award for Child Count is implemented. The purpose of the award is to recognize the diligence of schools in updating and maintaining accurate special education records in the eCSSS. The amount of money is awarded to each school that has 100% of its students’ records current and accurate updated in the Child Count Verification – Frozen as of December 1 of each year report posted in eCSSS. The award amount is based on the number of special education students in each of the qualified schools. 

Dispute Resolution System: 
The Dispute Resolution System includes the State Written Complaints, Mediation, and Due Process Hearing systems. HIDOE is proud of its Dispute Resolution System which validates that the State continues to provide a FAPE to students with disabilities. 

Fiscal and Resource Management: 
Monitoring includes all complexes and covers the use of IDEA Part B funds. The monitoring of IDEA funds is based on Allowable Costs, Fixed Assets, and Time and Effort (payroll certification) as they relate to project proposals for Districts, Complex Areas , and Schools in relation to how they spend IDEA monies. HIDOE reviews its policies and procedures, ensuring consistency with IDEA and our State laws. 

Through State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) process, the HIDOE is refining its infrastructure and components of its GSS to ensure that Hawaii continues to improve educational results and functional outcomes for our students and maintain compliance with requirements under IDEA.
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 HIDOE provides ongoing guidance and Technical Assistance (TA) to Complex Areas, schools and parent community in both compliance requirements and program improvements through collaboration between various offices within HIDOE and outside partners. Strategies such as one-on-one individual support for Complex Areas to problem solve specific needs; collaboration opportunities with peer Complex Areas, communities of practice such as Professional Learning Network (PLN), statewide conferences, interstate working groups around relevant issues such as Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC) in providing updates and receiving feedback on SPP/APR. In addition, the HIDOE has sought out TA and support from  OSEP and OSEP approved TA providers; National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), the IDEA Data Center (IDC), National Technical Assistance Center for Transition (NTACT), Early Childhood Personnel Center (ECPC), and Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA).

Collaboration of Offices: 
To improve statewide compliance requirements and increase performance for students with disabilities, the Monitoring and Compliance Branch (MAC), under the direct supervision of the Office of the Deputy Superintendent, is responsible for the monitoring activities set forth in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.600 through 300.602 and annually report on performance of the State and each Complex Area as provided in 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.602(b)(1)(i)(A) and (b)(2) to ensure Hawaii meets the program requirements under Part B of the Act. MAC provides TA to program office, Complex Areas and schools, including review of guidance documents and compliance processes at Federal and State levels. 

The Exceptional Support Branch (ESB) under the direct supervision of the Office of Student Support Services (OSSS) is responsible for the State’s implementation of IDEA regulations and procedures. The ESB provides TA and support to Complex Areas and schools to improve educational results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities. 

Guidelines and Handbooks: 
Guidelines and handbooks are developed and updated to implement and clarify compliance requirements and/or programs. Guidelines and handbooks developed by the HIDOE in collaboration with outside partners include but are not limited to:
• Chapter 60 Guidelines
• Extended School Year (ESY) Guidelines
• Private School Participation Project (PSPP) Guidelines Handbook
• IEP Transition Handbook (DRAFT)

Memos: 
Memos function in the same manner as guidelines, but target specific topics or situations. Memos are developed to create/clarify procedures and policies. The HIDOE keeps a repository of State memos to be accessed as needed. 

TA within each Complex Area: 
District Educational Specialists (DES) are located in the Complex Areas throughout the State. They provide TA to address the needs of their complexes and schools. 

SEAC’s Monthly Meetings: 
The HIDOE utilizes the Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC) as a part of the TA system. The meetings are designed to provide opportunities for sharing of information, exchange ideas, and to make requests of SEAC members to communicate with and share ideas and perspectives with all stakeholders. 

Ongoing Guidance and TA: 
The MAC and ESB are available to provide guidance and answer questions via phone calls, written correspondence and emails received by parents, the general public, teachers, schools, districts, complexes, legislators and the Hawaii State Board of Education.

Data Systems: 
The HIDOE has several data systems in place that assist the state, complexes, districts, schools and teachers in managing and tracking student data, and ensuring state and federal regulations are being met. The data systems include but are not limited to:

• Infinite Campus and PowerSchool:
o Provides student biographical data, attendance, class lists, school master schedules, grades, enrollment, parent information, student health information, and homelessness;
• Electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS)
o Provides student information relating to special education, English Language Learners, assessments, disciplinary data, and an early warning system;
•
Longitudinal Data System (LDS): 
o Provides reports and dashboards where teachers and administrators can access data about student academic progress and performance;
•
Financial Management System (FMS): 
o Provides a repository for service verification and budget data;
•
Special Education Compliance Action Table (SPED CAT) database: 
o Provides a compliance monitoring database for Hawaii’s System of general supervision.
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.

Quality PD:
The HIDOE’s design principles of quality PD emphasizes the application of innovative curricular, instructional and educational designs in the learning environments for students and adults, transforms instructional practices, and provides evidence for reflection on the impact of student learning. The three Strategic Plan Goals: 1) Student Success; 2) Staff Success and 3) Successful Systems of Supports are the building blocks within complex areas’ academic and IDEA project proposals. 

The Professional Development Credit System initiated in SY 2002 is based on major cornerstones instituted to increase and strengthen the capacity of its educational workforce. As learning effectuates deepening of skills, knowledge and competencies of participants, the ultimate goal is to create a broad and deep impact on student learning through:
• Flexible, rigorous, and meaningful learning opportunities that advance HIDOE’s 10-Year Strategic Plan, Five Promises, and vision;
• Tri-level alignment and implementation of priorities across the HIDOE organizational system (e.g., classroom and school, complex area, and statewide); and
• Equitable access to professional opportunities to collaborate and earn credits leading to compensation for the full range of educators and support staff across the State.

Staff register for PD courses and log their courses on PDE3 at https://pde3.k12.hi.us/. HIDOE staff are provided with login information to access PDE3. 

Special Education Task Force Recommendations:
As a result of the 2017 HIDOE’s Superintendent, Dr. Christina Kishimoto, Special Education Program Review Task Force, the HIDOE is working on improvements to its PD system. The goal of this Task Force was to recommend steps to improve access to quality education for our students with disabilities and ensuring appropriate inclusion in the general education classroom. One of the recommendations of the Task Force was Professional Development for special education staff to improve access to quality education for all students with disabilities. Specific PD modules were developed from the ESB section to standardize professional learning regarding Individualized Education Program (IEP) development and process. 

Special Education Conference:
In Summer of 2018, the OSSS, ESB held the first statewide Special Education Conference “Together for Our Keiki” at various sites around the State. The conference included a series of face to face training sessions to increase teachers, counselors, school administrators, district personnel and related service providers’ effectiveness in the areas of IEP development and process. 

The sessions included the following learning opportunities: 

• Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA)
• Standards for Students with Severe Cognitive Disabilities
• Transition to Adult Life
• Cornerstone of the Individualized Education Program (IEP): Present Levels of Educational Performance (PLEP)
• Least Restrictive Environment (LRE): A Focus on Services
• Understanding Extended School Year (ESY)
• Administrators: Leading the IEP Process
• Setting the Target: Goals and Objectives
• Purpose of Related Services
• Closing the Achievement Gap: Specially Designed Instruction (SDI)
• Student Led IEPs
• Accommodations and Curricular Modifications that Support Student Success
• IEP Process: The Basics
• Talk Story with Attorneys General

In Fall of 2018, the OSSS, ESB repeated the Summer 2018 Special Education Conference for general and special education teachers, counselors, school administrators, district personnel, and related service providers. These trainings are posted on the state’s Google Drive and are available to all HIDOE staff. 

Mandatory Special Education PD Training Modules:
Beginning in School Year 2019-2020, the following Special Education Training Modules are mandatory for all special education teachers (e.g., full-time, part-time, and long-term substitutes). Staff throughout each Complex Area were trained using the trainer of trainers model in order to build capacity within each school throughout the State. 

• IEP 101
• Present Levels of Academic and Functional Performance (PLEP)
•
Goals and Objectives 
• Extended School Year (ESY)
• Prior Written Notice (PWN)

Inclusive Practices:
Our vision for inclusive practices is: HIDOE is committed to serving all students in inclusive schools where they are accepted members of their school community, where students with disabilities have equal access to and successfully engage in the same educational environment with the same learning opportunities as students without disabilities. Over the past two school years, the HIDOE through our provider, Stetson and Associates provided inclusive practices implementation training and consultation to schools statewide known as Hui Pu. As of October 2019, the average inclusion rate for the 39 Hui Pu schools was 56% compared to the 39% average inclusion rate for non-Hui Pu schools. 

Oral Language Development for Literacy:
The ESB sponsored a series of PD opportunities for Speech-language pathologists, general education and special education teachers, preschool 619 coordinators/district resource teachers and speech-language pathologist coordinators. The focus was on oral language development with specific emphasis on the integration of oral language and literacy (reading and writing). Sessions were specifically geared to those who work with early learners (preschool through grade three) with speech, language and communication disabilities. 

Sessions focused on: 
• Explaining the foundational language skills students need to access and acquire the literacy expectations of the Common Core Standards (CCSS) and Hawaii Early Learning Development Standards (HELDS);
• Providing evidence based interventions on the development of discourse skills that help students with disabilities move from the acquisition of oral language to literacy academic language skills in support of reading, writing, speaking and listening standards;
• Applying a narrative discourse intervention methodology and connecting interventions to the specific age and grade level expectations of the CCSS and HELDS;
•
Developing assessment and progress monitoring tools to guide interventions; and 
• Developing collaboration techniques to increase the provision of educationally relevant interventions.

This is an ongoing series which emphasizes the development of coaching and mentoring strategies for those who support development of this teaching methodology for students who have or struggle with language and literacy. 

Quarterly Transition Meetings:
Every quarter in each island, a day of PD is developed in partnership with HIDOE and outside agencies; Department of Human Services (DHS), Division of Vocational Rehabilitation (DVR), Developmental Disabilities Division (DDD), State Council on Developmental Disabilities (DD Council), Center on Disability Studies (CDS), and Self-Advocacy Advisory Council (SAAC). This PD is geared towards transition teachers/coordinators who plan and assist in the development of postsecondary transition plans for students with disabilities, and State coordinators and counselors who provide services to students with disabilities. 

Professional Learning Networks (PLNs):
The HIDOE utilizes Professional Learning Networks (PLN) for the District Educational Specialists (DES). The DESs deliver special education TA and PD to complexes and schools; therefore, the State organizes mandatory DES meetings monthly. These meetings are an ongoing learning where DESs in special education, autism and school based behavioral health collaborate and discuss special education issues that need in-depth dialogue to operationalize for system effectiveness. 
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
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.

As a unitary system, Hawaii is a single State Educational Agency (SEA) and Local Educational Agency (LEA). The SPP/APR indicates how the LEA is meeting the SEA targets. 

The FFY 2017 SPP/APR was posted on the HIDOE website indicated below within a week of submission to OSEP of its revised version submitted during the clarification process in April of 2019, which was within the IDEA requirements, no later than 120 days following the submission of HIDOE’s APR to OSEP as required by 34 CFR §303.702(b)(1)(i)(A). 

http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/StateReports/Pages/Special-Education-Performance-Report.aspx

The most current SPP/APR, FFY 2018, will be posted on the Hawaii Department of Education homepage website indicated below not later than 120 days following the submission of HIDOE’s APR to OSEP as required by 34 CFR §303.702(b)(1)(i)(A). 

http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/StateReports/Pages/Special-Education-Performance-Report.aspx
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 due in February 2020, 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 by the State 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. If, in its FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the State is not able demonstrate progress in implementing its coherent improvement strategies, including progress in the areas of infrastructure improvement strategies or the implementation of evidence-based practices with fidelity, the State must provide its root cause analysis for each of these challenges.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

TA Sources and Actions: 
The HIDOE has accessed and received TA and support from OSEP and OSEP approved centers and resources, and as a result taken the following actions. 

Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)
o OSEP provided the following TA:
Met with the State staff and representatives from OSEP-funded TA centers to explore the potential barriers that have impacted State’s progress toward achieving its SSIP targets. 
Provided HIDOE with a written report of required actions/next steps 
Engaged HIDOE on monthly TA calls to discuss State’s progress 

o As a result, HIDOE has:
Tailored the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) to address key issues shared by the OSEP team.
Aligned its SSIP with the HIDOE’s strategic plan and aspects of Consolidated State Plan, as required under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESEA). 

National Center for System Improvement (NCSI) 
o NCSI provided the following TA:
Professional development of state staff responsible for the preparation of data and SPP/APR reporting activities;
Professional development on Leading by Convening through workshops facilitated by Joanne Cashman for state office staff and Hawaii’s Special Education Advisory Council.
Provided opportunities for HIDOE staff to attend Learning Collaborative events in the area of HIDOE SSIP SIMR
Provided TA on General Supervision Systems

o As a result, HIDOE has:
Implemented and submitted a revised FFY 2018 SPP/APR
Partnered with SEAC on the design of infographics in several key areas of special education. 
Started changes to how SSIP activities are organized. More information will be provided in the upcoming Indicator 17 (SSIP).
Started revision to its General Supervision procedures and is working on a collaborative effort (service level agreement) across the special education offices, to improve accountability for special education results and compliance monitoring system. 

IDEA Data Center (IDC)
o IDC provided the following TA:
Suggested revision with detailed suggestions for improvements on SPP/APR and SSIP submissions.

o As a result, HIDOE has:
Incorporated IDC suggestions in the FFY 2018 APR.

National Technical Assistance Center for Transition (NTACT)
o NTACT provided the following TA
Improvement in the areas of Indicator 13 more specifically in identification of age appropriate transition assessments

o As a result, HIDOE has:
Developed a template for recommending targeted technical assistance based on statewide findings of noncompliance, slippage, and unmet targets.
Expanded Quarterly Transition meetings statewide to ensure transition teachers/coordinators develop and implement effective transitions plans aligning with IDEA and Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 60. 

Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA)
o ECTA has provided the following TA:
Provided materials and resources of preschool programs in other states

o As a result, HIDOE has:
Developed preliminary resources to improve practices and outcomes for preschool students with disabilities 

Early Childhood Personnel Center (ECPC)
o ECPC has provided the following TA:
Provided coaching and mentoring to develop a coordinated statewide plan to improve personnel systems to support preschool students with disabilities and their families. 

o As a result, HIDOE has:
Participated in cross-agency work related to personnel to build more effective systems of services and programs that will improve outcomes for young children with disabilities and families served under Part C and Section 619 and their transition to Part B.

National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE)
o NASDSE offered the following TA:
National meeting for Special Education Directors, where HIDOE leadership participated in professional development sessions and had a chance to meet with other state directors and TA providers (NCSI, IDC, etc).

o As a result, HIDOE has:
Had a chance to get together to discuss special education in Hawaii, gathered more input on general supervision systems, and continued to refine improvements to how HIDOE systems are aligned to implement IDEA.
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 FFY 2019 target for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.

OSEP issued a monitoring report to the State on September 11, 2019 and is currently reviewing the State’s response submitted on December 4, 2019 and will respond under separate cover.
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. 
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
	59.30%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	82.00%
	84.00%
	85.00%
	87.00%
	88.00%

	Data
	61.45%
	59.31%
	60.37%
	59.49%
	65.29%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	90.00%
	83.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families

Targets set for youth with disabilities are the same as annual graduation rates targets under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). On December 13, 2019, during the SEAC meeting, the stakeholder group and HIDOE agreed to set the same target for reporting under Title I of ESEA, which is at 83%.
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
	1,014

	 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
	1,584

	 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
	64.01%


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

	1,014
	1,584
	65.29%
	90.00%
	64.01%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

Although a comparison between FFY 2018 and FFY 2017 shows a slight slippage on the graduation rates of students with disabilities, the overall trend shows improvement since the baseline data was established in FFY 2011. 

2011 baseline: 59.31
2018 data: 64.01

Variations in the graduation rate from year to year are to be expected, as they reflect changes in cohort membership. Fluctuations in student dropout and the number of certificates issued are among the factors contributing to these variations.

Numbers of Dropouts:
2015-2016: 164 
2016-2017: 202 
2017-2018: 218 
2018-2019: 137

Number of Certificates Issued:
2015-2016: 127 
2016-2017: 119 
2017-2018: 81 
2018-2019: 106

Once again, the overall trend is one of improvement for the graduation rate of students with disabilities in Hawaii.
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.
In accordance with Board Policy 102-15, High School Graduation Requirements and Commencement, Hawaii has one set of standards for all youth with and without disabilities in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma. All Hawaii public school graduates will:

• Realize their individual goals and aspirations;
•
Possess the attitudes, knowledge and skills necessary to contribute positively and compete in a global society; 
•
Exercise the rights and responsibilities of citizenship; and 
•
Pursue post-secondary education and/or careers. 

To receive a regular high school diploma, all youth must meet the following course requirements and standards for a total of 24 credits:
English = 4 credits; 
Social Studies = 4 credits; 
Mathematics = 3 credits; 
Science = 3 credits; 
World Language or Fine Arts or Career & Technical Education/JROTC = 2 credits; 
Physical Education = 1 credit; 
Health = 0.5 credits;
Personal Transition Plan = 0.5 credit; 
Electives = 6 credits

For FFY 2018, there were 1584 youth with IEPs in the current year's adjusted cohort eligible to graduate. In the current year's adjusted cohort, 1014 youth with IEPs graduated with a regular diploma. 64.01% of the youth with IEPs in the current year's adjusted cohort who were eligible to graduate, received a regular diploma. With 64.01% of youth with IEPs in the adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma, Hawaii does not meet the State target of 90.00%. Slippage is reported. 
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
	2015
	16.64%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	5.50%
	5.00%
	4.50%
	16.64%
	14.00%

	Data
	6.05%
	6.59%
	16.64%
	14.53%
	14.89%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	11.00%
	11.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families

On December 13, 2019, the HIDOE and the stakeholder group agreed to keep the same target as FFY 2018 for FFY 2019.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 1
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	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 by receiving a certificate (b)
	81

	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)
	48

	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)
	218

	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)
	6


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

	218
	1,296
	14.89%
	11.00%
	16.82%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
Over the last few years, HIDOE has been working to improve several variables that influence dropout rates. For example, although students with disabilities comprise the group with highest levels of chronic absenteeism, data shows continued reduction of this indicator for this group of students over the last three years.  The performance gap on assessments, between students with disabilities and general students has also been reducing over the last three years. In addition, more students with disabilities are receiving services in the general education classroom. Although HIDOE continues efforts in reducing suspensions and expulsions, this is the only variable that did not show improvement over the last year. HIDOE had an increase of students who dropped out in 2017-2018, an increase that is similar to the increase in suspensions and expulsions including suspensions for more than ten days. We believe the increase in suspensions and expulsions explains the slippage (increase) of dropout rates for students with disabilities in Hawaii.
Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
The HIDOE utilizes their statewide Student Information System (SIS) to track student enrollment, transfers and exits. The dropout definition is the same for youth with and without Individualized Education Programs (IEPs). Students who dropout of school are classified as those who:

• Leave school between the ages of 15-18 years old (or age out) without earning a diploma;
• Withdraw from school to work or attend work readiness programs;
• Enroll in non-HIDOE alternative educational programs;
•
Join the Armed Services; 
• Are court ordered to a youth correctional facility;
• Are excluded from school due to zero-tolerance policies (for possession of guns, drugs);
• Are in-flight and school had no information on whereabouts;
• Reside on the mainland (and are not verified);
• Are married and not returning to school;
• Do not return/show up for school as expected; and
• Leave for “other” reasons.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

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


    
2 - Required Actions
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3B - Indicator Data

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

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


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


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

	A
	Overall
	96.61%
	Actual
	95.91%
	93.98%
	94.82%
	94.80%
	95.69%


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
	96.45%
	Actual
	95.95%
	93.50%
	94.55%
	94.76%
	95.83%


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 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
The HIDOE shared with the stakeholder group that ESEA section 1111(c)(4)(E)(ii) requires any measure used within the Academic Achievement indicator to include the performance of at least 95 percent of all students and 95 percent of all students in each subgroup of students. 
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
	9,956
	9,481
	95.69%
	95.00%
	95.23%
	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
	9,978
	9,532
	95.83%
	95.00%
	95.53%
	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. 

As a unitary system, Hawaii is a single State Educational Agency (SEA) and Local Educational Agency (LEA). The FFY 2017 SPP/APR was posted on the HIDOE website indicated below within a week of submission to OSEP of its revised version submitted during the clarification process in April of 2019, which was within the IDEA requirements, no later than 120 days following the submission of HIDOE’s APR to OSEP as required by 34 CFR §303.702(b)(1)(i)(A). 

http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/StateReports/Pages/Special-Education-Performance-Report.aspx 
See also IDEA Part B Reports, Data Reports 2017-2018 at: https://adc.hidoe.us/#/participation

The most current SPP/APR, FFY 2018, will be posted on the Hawaii Department of Education homepage website indicated below not later than 120 days following the submission of HIDOE’s APR to OSEP as required by 34 CFR §303.702(b)(1)(i)(A). 
http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/StateReports/Pages/Special-Education-Performance-Report.aspx
See also IDEA Part B Reports, Data Reports 2018-2019 at: https://adc.hidoe.us/#/participation
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:

A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

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

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
3C. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS175 and 178.

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

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

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

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

3C - Indicator Data

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

	A
	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
	2014
	Target >=
	72.00%
	74.00%
	48.00%
	53.00%
	57.00%

	A
	Overall
	11.93%
	Actual
	21.78%
	11.93%
	13.30%
	14.50%
	16.39%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2014
	Target >=
	64.00%
	64.00%
	41.00%
	46.00%
	51.00%

	A
	Overall
	9.94%
	Actual
	14.77%
	9.94%
	10.90%
	11.62%
	12.09%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	61.00%
	61.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	56.00%
	56.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
On December 13, 2019, the HIDOE and the stakeholder group agreed to keep the same target as FFY 2018 for FFY 2019.
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
	Overall
	9,481
	1,189
	16.39%
	61.00%
	12.54%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	The HIDOE has been experiencing teacher shortage and the most severe being special education classroom teachers. This is reflected on the reduction of the percent of highly qualified teachers from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. School staff have indicated that this shortage is impacting the performance for students with disabilities in reading and math assessment. 

The HIDOE announced a new initiative to tackle the teacher shortage by providing incentives for educators teaching in critical areas that face the most severe shortages, with special education being with the highest incentive from the proposed initiative. 


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
	Overall
	9,532
	1,021
	12.09%
	56.00%
	10.71%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	The HIDOE has been experiencing teacher shortage and the most severe being special education classroom teachers. This is reflected on the reduction of the percent of highly qualified teachers from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. School staff have indicated that this shortage is impacting the performance for students with disabilities in reading and math assessment. 

The HIDOE announced a new initiative to tackle the teacher shortage by providing incentives for educators teaching in critical areas that face the most severe shortages, with special education being with the highest incentive from the proposed initiative.


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. 

As a unitary system, Hawaii is a single State Educational Agency (SEA) and Local Educational Agency (LEA). The FFY 2017 SPP/APR was posted on the HIDOE website indicated below within a week of submission to OSEP of its revised version submitted during the clarification process in April of 2019, which was within the IDEA requirements, no later than 120 days following the submission of HIDOE’s APR to OSEP as required by 34 CFR §303.702(b)(1)(i)(A). 

http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/StateReports/Pages/Special-Education-Performance-Report.aspx
See also IDEA Part B Reports, Data Reports 2017-2018 at: https://adc.hidoe.us/#/participation

The most current SPP/APR, FFY 2018, will be posted on the Hawaii Department of Education homepage website indicated below not later than 120 days following the submission of HIDOE’s APR to OSEP as required by 34 CFR §303.702(b)(1)(i)(A). 
http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/StateReports/Pages/Special-Education-Performance-Report.aspx
See also IDEA Part B Reports, Data Reports 2018-2019 at: https://adc.hidoe.us/#/participation 
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 
	2005
	1.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
The HIDOE shared with the stakeholder group that the target for this indicator is set at 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.

0

	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
	1
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
The rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA compared to the rates for nondisabled children in the same LEA
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Discrepancy is computed by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for students with Individual Education Programs (IEPs) to rates for students without an IEP within the Local Education Agency (LEA)/State Education Agency (SEA). Hawaii is a unitary system, one LEA/SEA. 

Data are collected under section 618 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Report of Children with Disabilities Subject to Disciplinary Removal. Data on the number of unduplicated student suspensions for greater than 10 days are analyzed to determine whether there are significant discrepancies in the rates of suspension between students with disabilities and students without disabilities. 

The HIDOE uses a rate difference methodology to compare the statewide suspension/expulsion rate for students with disabilities with the suspension/expulsion rate for students without disabilities in the analysis of data. This is one of the OSEP approved comparison methodologies that is used to determine whether significant discrepancies in the rates of long-term suspension and expulsion are occurring between students with disabilities and students without disabilities [34 CFR §300.170(a)]. 

The equation for the rate difference is: Rate difference = state suspension/expulsion (S/E) rate for students with disabilities minus (-) the state S/E rate for students without disabilities. Therefore, there is one rate difference comparing students with disabilities and students without disabilities. State definition of significant discrepancy HIDOE defines “significant discrepancy” when the suspension/expulsion rate for students with disabilities is at least three percentage points more than the State’s suspension/expulsion rate for all students without disabilities. 

In analyzing the FFY 2018 data, HIDOE used the data from EdFacts Report 088 submitted on November 2018 (Children with Disabilities Disciplinary Removals Suspended/Expelled for More than 10 Days) for the school year 2017- 2018. No sampling for this indicator was involved.

FFY 2018 Special Education
Hawaii (rate difference) percentages comparing regular education/special education
(Total number of special education students removed for greater than 10 days) 243 divided by 18861 (Total number of special education students) =1.29%

Actual Target Data for FFY 2018
0% (Results Indicator)

Regular Education: (Total number of regular education students removed for greater than 10 days) 611 divided by 161976 (Total number of regular education students) =0.38%

Rate Difference
1.29% - 0.38%= 0.91%
*Must be larger than 3% for significant discrepancy
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.
NA
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.
4A - Required Actions
Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.

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

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

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

Indicator 4B: Provide the following: (a) the number of districts that met the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) the number of those districts in which policies, procedures or practices contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

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

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

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

4B - Indicator Data

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	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-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.

0

	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

	0
	0
	1
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 

YES

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Methodology
For the analysis, the HIDOE used the data from EdFacts Report 088 submitted on 11/15/2018 (Children with Disabilities Disciplinary Removals Suspended/Expelled for More than 10 Days) for the school year 2017- 2018. No sampling for this indicator was involved.

For the FFY 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR), the HIDOE used a rate difference methodology to compare the statewide suspension/expulsion rate for students with disabilities in each racial/ethnic category to the statewide suspension/expulsion rate for students without disabilities in the analysis of the SY 2017-2018 data. This is one of the OSEP-approved comparison methodologies that is used to determine whether significant discrepancies in the rates of suspension and expulsion by race/ethnicity are occurring between students with disabilities and students without disabilities [34 CFR §300.170(a)].

Definition of significant discrepancy
HIDOE defines “significant discrepancy” when the suspension/expulsion rate for students with disabilities from any of the seven racial/ethnic categories is at least three (3) percentage points more than the State’s suspension/expulsion rate for all students without disabilities. HIDOE used a minimum cell size of five children in each race/ethnicity category in order for the data to be included for analysis.

Hawaii rate difference percentages by race/ethnicity category (state rate of each ethnicity w/ disabilities minus state rate of students w/out disabilities) 
State rate for students without disabilities = (611/161976)*100=0.38%
*For significant, discrepancy must be larger than 3%.

American Indian
• Suspension/Expulsion rate (more than 10 days) for Special Education student
o Cell size in this category is less than 5
• State rate for students w/o disabilities = .38%
o (611/161976)*100=0.38%
•
Rate Difference 
o Cell size in this category is less than 5.
Asian
• Suspension/Expulsion rate (more than 10 days) for Special Education student
o (13/3494)*100=0.37%
• State rate for students w/o disabilities = .38%
o (611/161976)*100=0.38%
•
Rate Difference 
o 0.37%- 0.38%=-.01%
Black
• Suspension/Expulsion rate (more than 10 days) for Special Education student
o Cell size in this category is less than 5.
• State rate for students w/o disabilities = .38%
o (611/161976)*100=0.38%
•
Rate Difference 
o Cell size in this category is less than 5.
Hispanic 
• Suspension/Expulsion rate (more than 10 days) for Special Education student
o (32/3454)*100= 0.93%
• State rate for students w/o disabilities = .38%
o (611/161976)*100=0.38%
•
Rate Difference 
o 0.93%- 0.38%=0.55%

Multiple 
• Suspension/Expulsion rate (more than 10 days) for Special Education student
o (22/2761)*100=0.80%
• State rate for students w/o disabilities = .38%
o (611/161976)*100=0.38%
•
Rate Difference 
o 0.80%- 0.38%=0.42%

Pacific Islander 
• Suspension/Expulsion rate (more than 10 days) for Special Education student
o (153/6914)*100=2.21%
• State rate for students w/o disabilities = .38%
o (611/161976)*100=0.38%
•
Rate Difference 
o 2.21%- 0.38%=1.83%

White 
• Suspension/Expulsion rate (more than 10 days) for Special Education student
o (22/2531)*100=0.87%
• State rate for students w/o disabilities = .38%
o (611/161976)*100=0.38%
•
Rate Difference 
o 0.87%- 0.38%=0.49%
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.

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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
4B- Required Actions
Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Education environments (children 6-21): Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;

B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and

C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

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

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

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

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

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	37.00%
	39.00%
	41.00%
	47.00%
	52.00%

	A
	23.00%
	Data
	36.71%
	36.90%
	36.83%
	37.33%
	40.63%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	19.00%
	18.00%
	17.00%
	16.00%
	15.00%

	B
	34.00%
	Data
	19.35%
	20.09%
	20.24%
	20.40%
	18.94%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	2.00%
	2.00%
	1.50%
	1.50%
	1.50%

	C
	3.00%
	Data
	1.04%
	1.08%
	1.17%
	1.15%
	1.11%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	57.00%
	57.00%

	Target B <=
	14.00%
	14.00%

	Target C <=
	1.50%
	1.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
On December 13, the HIDOE and the stakeholder group agreed to set the targets for FFY 2019 the same as the FFY 2018.
Target A >= 57
Target B <= 14
Target C <= 1.5
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
	17,037

	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
	7,472

	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
	2,921

	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
	136

	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
	22

	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
	48


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
	7,472
	17,037
	40.63%
	57.00%
	43.86%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	2,921
	17,037
	18.94%
	14.00%
	17.15%
	Did Not Meet 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]
	206
	17,037
	1.11%
	1.50%
	1.21%
	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
	2011
	Target >=
	33.00%
	33.50%
	34.00%
	34.50%
	35.00%

	A
	33.90%
	Data
	32.22%
	28.72%
	27.58%
	27.54%
	27.34%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	23.70%
	23.60%
	23.50%
	23.40%
	23.30%

	B
	24.20%
	Data
	27.27%
	28.38%
	29.58%
	24.53%
	27.99%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	35.50%
	35.50%

	Target B <=
	23.20%
	23.20%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
On December 13, 2019, the HIDOE and the stakeholder group agreed to keep the same targets for FFY 2019 as the FFY 2018 targets. The rationale was to keep the same targets for one more year and monitor results. 
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
	2,555

	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
	688

	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
	546

	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
	8

	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
	2


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
	688

	2,555
	27.34%
	35.50%
	26.93%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	556
	2,555
	27.99%
	23.20%
	21.76%
	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
	2018
	Target >=
	91.00%
	91.50%
	71.41%
	72.00%
	73.00%

	A1
	62.01%
	Data
	94.43%
	95.82%
	71.41%
	76.70%
	63.59%

	A2
	2018
	Target >=
	52.00%
	52.50%
	49.79%
	50.00%
	51.00%

	A2
	44.28%
	Data
	50.52%
	55.34%
	49.79%
	58.74%
	47.99%

	B1
	2018
	Target >=
	90.50%
	91.00%
	73.53%
	74.00%
	75.00%

	B1
	65.56%
	Data
	96.27%
	96.96%
	73.53%
	79.89%
	67.37%

	B2
	2018
	Target >=
	53.50%
	54.00%
	53.22%
	54.00%
	55.00%

	B2
	49.53%
	Data
	53.35%
	56.03%
	53.22%
	59.21%
	53.82%

	C1
	2018
	Target >=
	92.00%
	92.50%
	73.28%
	74.00%
	75.00%

	C1
	63.90%
	Data
	95.93%
	97.58%
	73.28%
	87.18%
	93.16%

	C2
	2018
	Target >=
	65.00%
	65.50%
	55.83%
	57.00%
	58.00%

	C2
	40.11%
	Data
	59.02%
	62.93%
	55.83%
	78.74%
	91.33%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	74.00%
	74.00%

	Target A2 >=
	52.00%
	52.00%

	Target B1 >=
	76.00%
	76.00%

	Target B2 >=
	56.00%
	56.00%

	Target C1 >=
	76.00%
	76.00%

	Target C2 >=
	59.00%
	59.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
On December 13, 2019, the HIDOE and the stakeholder group agreed to keep the same target as FFY 2018 for FFY 2019 while the Department works with Teaching Strategies GOLD to determine the root cause for the statewide decrease from FFY 2017 to FFY 2018. 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

743
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	98
	13.19%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	144
	19.38%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	172
	23.15%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	223
	30.01%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	106
	14.27%


	
	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)
	395
	637
	63.59%
	74.00%
	62.01%
	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)
	329
	743
	47.99%
	52.00%
	44.28%
	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
	93
	12.52%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	124
	16.69%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	158
	21.27%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	255
	34.32%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	113
	15.21%


	
	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)
	413
	630
	67.37%
	76.00%
	65.56%
	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)
	368
	743
	53.82%
	56.00%
	49.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	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
	102
	13.73%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	137
	18.44%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	206
	27.73%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	217
	29.21%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	81
	10.90%


	
	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. 
	423
	662
	93.16%
	76.00%
	63.90%
	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. 
	298
	743
	91.33%
	59.00%
	40.11%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	Prior to FFY 2017, the HIDOE used BRIGANCE Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development - II (Brigance II) as the primary data collection tool in the federal reporting of outcomes for preschool students with disabilities. In FFY 2017, the HIDOE began to use GOLD® (by Teaching Strategies) as a replacement. 

In August 2017, Teaching Strategies converted their online platform to accommodate the changes made to the tool when it was expected to include items up to the third grade. 

In Fall 2018, a consensus was reached among large-scale GOLD® users with OSEP reporting that the process for converting raw scores to scale scores for Outcome 3/C was not classifying children into useful categories according to their developmental progress. The specific consensus was that the cut scores in use appeared to be too generous in that too many children were being classified as meeting expectations or exceeding expectations. 

Based on the consensus noted above, since the methodology for scoring data was changed, the FFY 2018 becomes the new baseline for Indicator B7.

	A2
	Prior to FFY 2017, the HIDOE used BRIGANCE Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development - II (Brigance II) as the primary data collection tool in the federal reporting of outcomes for preschool students with disabilities. In FFY 2017, the HIDOE began to use GOLD® (by Teaching Strategies) as a replacement. 

In August 2017, Teaching Strategies converted their online platform to accommodate the changes made to the tool when it was expected to include items up to the third grade. 

In Fall 2018, a consensus was reached among large-scale GOLD® users with OSEP reporting that the process for converting raw scores to scale scores for Outcome 3/C was not classifying children into useful categories according to their developmental progress. The specific consensus was that the cut scores in use appeared to be too generous in that too many children were being classified as meeting expectations or exceeding expectations. 

Based on the consensus noted above, since the methodology for scoring data was changed, the FFY 2018 becomes the new baseline for Indicator B7.

	B1
	Prior to FFY 2017, the HIDOE used BRIGANCE Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development - II (Brigance II) as the primary data collection tool in the federal reporting of outcomes for preschool students with disabilities. In FFY 2017, the HIDOE began to use GOLD® (by Teaching Strategies) as a replacement. 

In August 2017, Teaching Strategies converted their online platform to accommodate the changes made to the tool when it was expected to include items up to the third grade. 

In Fall 2018, a consensus was reached among large-scale GOLD® users with OSEP reporting that the process for converting raw scores to scale scores for Outcome 3/C was not classifying children into useful categories according to their developmental progress. The specific consensus was that the cut scores in use appeared to be too generous in that too many children were being classified as meeting expectations or exceeding expectations. 

Based on the consensus noted above, since the methodology for scoring data was changed, the FFY 2018 becomes the new baseline for Indicator B7.

	B2
	Prior to FFY 2017, the HIDOE used BRIGANCE Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development - II (Brigance II) as the primary data collection tool in the federal reporting of outcomes for preschool students with disabilities. In FFY 2017, the HIDOE began to use GOLD® (by Teaching Strategies) as a replacement. 

In August 2017, Teaching Strategies converted their online platform to accommodate the changes made to the tool when it was expected to include items up to the third grade. 

In Fall 2018, a consensus was reached among large-scale GOLD® users with OSEP reporting that the process for converting raw scores to scale scores for Outcome 3/C was not classifying children into useful categories according to their developmental progress. The specific consensus was that the cut scores in use appeared to be too generous in that too many children were being classified as meeting expectations or exceeding expectations. 

Based on the consensus noted above, since the methodology for scoring data was changed, the FFY 2018 becomes the new baseline for Indicator B7.

	C1
	Prior to FFY 2017, the HIDOE used BRIGANCE Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development - II (Brigance II) as the primary data collection tool in the federal reporting of outcomes for preschool students with disabilities. In FFY 2017, the HIDOE began to use GOLD® (by Teaching Strategies) as a replacement. 

In August 2017, Teaching Strategies converted their online platform to accommodate the changes made to the tool when it was expected to include items up to the third grade. 

In Fall 2018, a consensus was reached among large-scale GOLD® users with OSEP reporting that the process for converting raw scores to scale scores for Outcome 3/C was not classifying children into useful categories according to their developmental progress. The specific consensus was that the cut scores in use appeared to be too generous in that too many children were being classified as meeting expectations or exceeding expectations. 

Based on the consensus noted above, since the methodology for scoring data was changed, the FFY 2018 becomes the new baseline for Indicator B7.

	C2
	Prior to FFY 2017, the HIDOE used BRIGANCE Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development - II (Brigance II) as the primary data collection tool in the federal reporting of outcomes for preschool students with disabilities. In FFY 2017, the HIDOE began to use GOLD® (by Teaching Strategies) as a replacement. 

In August 2017, Teaching Strategies converted their online platform to accommodate the changes made to the tool when it was expected to include items up to the third grade. 

In Fall 2018, a consensus was reached among large-scale GOLD® users with OSEP reporting that the process for converting raw scores to scale scores for Outcome 3/C was not classifying children into useful categories according to their developmental progress. The specific consensus was that the cut scores in use appeared to be too generous in that too many children were being classified as meeting expectations or exceeding expectations. 

Based on the consensus noted above, since the methodology for scoring data was changed, the FFY 2018 becomes the new baseline for Indicator B7.


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.

In 2015-2016, in efforts to align with the Executive Office of Early Learning (EOEL) Pre-Kindergarten Program, applicable Kindergarten classes and Head Start Programs, the Hawaii Department of Education (DOE) adopted GOLD by Teaching Strategies (a.k.a. TS GOLD) and discontinued using the BRIGANCE Diagnostic Inventory of Early Development - II (Brigance II) as the primary data collection tool in the federal reporting of outcomes for preschool students with disabilities. 

TS GOLD is an online assessment tool, aligned with OSEP preschool outcomes and the Hawaii Early Learning and Development Standards (HELDS), and converts student progress information into the seven (7) point scale on the Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF). Children with ratings of six or seven are considered to be functioning at a level "comparable to same-aged peers." Procedures to gather data for this indicator required TS GOLD training for all Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) teachers. 

In August 2017, Teaching Strategies converted their online platform to accommodate the changes made to the tool when it was expected to include items up to the third grade. 

In Fall 2018, a consensus was reached among large-scale GOLD® users with OSEP reporting that the process for converting raw scores to scale scores for Outcome 3 was not classifying children into useful categories according to their developmental progress. The specific consensus was that the cut scores in use appeared to be too generous in that too many children were being classified as Meeting Expectations or Exceeding Expectations. 

Based on the consensus noted above, since the methodology for scoring data was changed, the FFY 2018 becomes the new baseline for Indicator B7. 

No sampling was conducted.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families

On December 13, 2019, the HIDOE and the stakeholder group agreed to set the target at 60% for FFY 2019. The rational to increase target to 60% was based on the actual data showing an increase from 54.88% in 2017 to 57.42 in 2018.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	34.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	53.00%
	53.00%
	53.00%
	53.00%
	54.00%

	Data
	51.18%
	53.53%
	54.33%
	56.55%
	54.88%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	54.00%
	60.00%


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

	654
	1,139
	54.88%
	54.00%
	57.42%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
19,592

Percentage of respondent parents

5.81%

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.

HIDOE uses a parent survey consisting of a 25-item rating scale, the Schools’ Efforts to Partner with Parents Scale (SEPPS), developed and validated by the National Center for Special Education and Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM). Parents, of students (ages 3-21) receiving special education) services, were provided a survey through the student’s school after the student's annual IEP meeting. Surveys were collected year round from August 1, 2018 until July 31, 2019. In total, 19,592 paper surveys were distributed. 1,139 surveys from parents were mailed directly to Piedra Data Services, HIDOE’s contracted data analysis company. Overall, the valid response rate was 5.8%. This number exceeds the minimum number required for an adequate confidence level based on established survey sample guidelines (e.g., https://surveysystem.com/sscalc.htm). Cover letters and postage-paid business reply envelopes were included with the surveys. To protect student confidentiality, no child information was tied to the identifiers; demographic information used in the analyses was taken strictly from responses provided by parents to the last five survey items (items 26-30).

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

	The demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.
	YES


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.

The Schools’ Efforts to Partner with Parents Scale (SEPPS) was developed by the National Center for Special Education Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) to provide states with a valid and reliable instrument for measuring the extent to which parents perceive that schools facilitate their involvement. 

Data from the rating scales were analyzed through the Rasch measurement framework. The analysis produces a measure for each survey respondent on a scale from 0 to 1,000. Each measure reflects the extent to which the parent indicated that schools facilitated the parent’s involvement. The measures of all respondents were averaged to yield a mean measure reflecting the overall performance of the state of Hawaii in regards to schools’ facilitation of parent involvement. The percent of parents who report that schools facilitated their involvement was calculated as the percent of parents with a measure of 600 or above on the SEPPS. 

Hawaii’s mean measure on the SEPPS is 634, with a standard deviation of 161. The standard error of the sample mean is 4.8. The 95% confidence interval for the sample mean is 624.6-643.3. This means that there is a 95% likelihood that the true value of the state mean is within the range. The data was also weighed and analyzed by race/ethnicity and primary disability. The weighted data had a mean measure of 635 and 631 when weighted by race/ethnicity and primary disability, respectively. The obtained sampled mean value of SEPPS may become a biased estimate of the true population mean if the sample used to compute the mean is not representative of the population as a whole with respect to key demographic variables. For example, if the distribution of race/ethnicity in the sample is not representative of that in the population as a whole, the resulting sample mean may not be representative of the overall population mean. As a result of this effect, it is often of interest to obtain a sample mean that weighs the contribution of each relevant demographic group (e.g., racial/ethnic group) according to the weight attributed to that group in the population. Such as mean is called a weighted mean. To obtain a mean value of SEPPS measures that is weighted with respect to race/ethnicity of the population, the following procedures are followed. First, the mean SEPPS measure of each race/ethnicity category (i.e., White, Black/African – American, etc.) is obtained for the sample. Then the sample man for each race/ethnicity category is multiplied by the proportion of the population classified as the particular race/ethnicity category. Finally, the category level products (sample mean for the category multiplied by population for the category) are summed to yield the final weighted mean. A similar procedure would be used to obtain a weighted percentage meeting the criterion of 600 with the exception that the sample mean for each race/ethnicity category would be replaced by the sample percentage meeting the criterion of 600 for each race/ethnicity category. Similarly, a mean that was weighted by primary disability would follow analogous procedures with the exception that the categories would correspond to primary disability rather than race.

The percent of parents who reported that schools facilitated parent involvement, calculated as the percentage of respondents with a SEPPS measure at or above the adopted standard of 600, is 57% (unweighted) with a 95% confidence interval. When weighted by race/ethnicity and primary disability, the percent meeting the standard is 58% and 57% with a 95% confidence interval. 

A parent with a measure of 600 would typically have expressed strong or very strong agreement with items having higher calibrations at or below 600, and would have expressed simple agreements with items having higher calibrations. Fifty-seven percent of parents of students with disabilities in Hawaii had measures high enough to support the claim that schools facilitate parent involvement at the level deemed desirable and appropriate by the HIDOE. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The State provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
  
8 - Required Actions
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.

0

	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

	0
	0
	1
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

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

(0 districts/1) x 100% = 0%

State Definition of Disproportionate Representation (Tier I):
Any group whose risk ratio falls outside a 99% confidence interval for its respective disability and group size signifies disproportionate representation.

State Description of Disproportionality Determination (Tier II):
For over identification, the state analyzes the identification practices from a representative sampling of students in the racial or ethnic group that is disproportionately over identified by conducting a file review for each student.

HIDOE Methodology:
The first tier is a statistical analysis of disproportionate representation based on racial and ethnic groups. In the statistical analysis of disproportionate representation, risk ratios are calculated based on the racial/ethnic group category concerning all racial and ethnic groups in Hawaii. The risk ratios are then compared to its respective confidence interval based on racial/ethnic group and group size. 

For the second tier, HIDOE applies the Analysis of Identified Procedures and Practices (AIPP) to a sample of student files from the groups that were identified with disproportionate representation on Tier I to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. When disproportionate identification is the result of inappropriate identification, and noncompliance is identified, it is addressed under HIDOE’s general supervision process consistent with OSEP’s Memo 09-02, Reporting on correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

N-size: A group of students, based on the expected state average rate of a disability for that group, needs to be 10 or more. When expected numbers based on state average for a group is less than 10, the analysis of risk ratios is inappropriate, as variations of one or two cases would cause the risk ratios to fluctuate excessively. 

HIDOE Process for Identifying Disproportionality
HIDOE’s process for identifying disproportionality involves a two-tier method of analysis applied to 618 data, as reported to U.S. Department of Education (USDOE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) on the Report of Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (Child Count) consistent with 34 CFR §300.173. This process of analysis helps to identify disproportionate representation that may be the result of inappropriate identification.

Beginning with School Year (SY) 2010-11, HIDOE disaggregated race/ethnicity data into the seven (7) identified federal ethnic groups: 1) Hispanic/Latino of any race; and for individuals who are non-Hispanic/Latino only; 2) American Indian or Alaska Native; 3) Asian; 4) Black or African American; 5) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; 6) White and 7) Two (2) or more races. In SY 2012-13, HIDOE collected three (3) years of data with the seven (7) identified federal ethnic groups, allowing for three (3) years of data that are needed to recalculate the confidence intervals HIDOE uses for Tier I analysis of Disproportionate Representation.

HIDOE Tier I uses statistical analysis of disproportionate representation based on racial/ethnic group by disability category. Risk ratios are calculated based on each racial/ethnic group in special education concerning the aggregate of the remaining racial/ethnic groups in Hawaii. The risk ratios are then compared to their respective confidence interval based on group size. 

The second tier consists of a two (2) prong analysis, a review relating to over-identification. From the racial/ethnic groups identified in Tier I, a representative sample of student files are reviewed utilizing the Analysis of Identified Procedures and Practices (AIPP) to determine if students were appropriately identified by 34 CFR §300.173, 300.111 and 300.301 through 300.311. Policies, practices, and procedures are reviewed, as necessary, with identified noncompliance related to inappropriate practices addressed under HIDOE’s general supervision process. 
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.

State Description of Disproportionality Determination (Tier II):
The state analyzes the identification practices from a representative sampling of students in the racial or ethnic group that is disproportionately over identified by conducting a file review for each student in the sample.

For FFY 2018, HIDOE used a sample size determined by a 90% confidence interval with a tolerated margin of error of 10% for each group identified as having disproportionate representation. In the case for Indicator B9, there was one group over-identified (Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islanders - PI), with 564 students in that group (students identified in SY 2018-19), and the sample size was 61.  

All students in the analysis samples for B9 were identified randomly and made available for the review team. Each file for all these students in the analysis sample was reviewed utilizing the Analysis of Identified Procedures and Practices (AIPP) to determine whether each student was appropriately identified based on 34 CFR §300.173, 300.111 and 300.301 through 300.311. None of these files indicated inappropriate identification of students with disabilities in B9 groups. 

Should a student record indicate inappropriate identification, then policies, practices, and procedures would be reviewed, as necessary, with identified noncompliance related to inappropriate practices addressed under HIDOE’s general supervision process.  When disproportionate identification is the result of inappropriate identification, and noncompliance is identified, it is addressed under HIDOE’s general supervision process consistent with OSEP’s Memo 09-02, Reporting on correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.
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
9 - Required Actions
Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	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.

0

	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

	0
	0
	1
	0.00%
	0%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Were all races and ethnicities included in the review? 
YES

Define “disproportionate representation.” Please specify in your definition: 1) the calculation method(s) being used (i.e., risk ratio, weighted risk ratio, e-formula, etc.); and 2) the threshold at which disproportionate representation is identified. Also include, as appropriate, 3) the number of years of data used in the calculation; and 4) any minimum cell and/or n-sizes (i.e., risk numerator and/or risk denominator). 
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.
 
(0 districts/1) x 100% = 0%

State Definition of Disproportionate Representation (Tier I):
Any group whose risk ratio falls outside a 99% confidence interval for its respective disability and group size signifies disproportionate representation.

State Description of Disproportionality Determination (Tier II):
For over identification, the state analyzes the identification practices from a representative sampling of students in the racial or ethnic group that is disproportionately over identified in a specific disability category by conducting a file review for each student.

HIDOE Methodology:
The first tier is a statistical analysis of disproportionate representation based on racial and ethnic groups. In the statistical analysis of disproportionate representation, risk ratios are calculated based on the racial/ethnic group category concerning all racial and ethnic groups in Hawaii. The risk ratios are then compared to its respective confidence interval based on racial/ethnic group and group size. 

For the second tier, the HIDOE applies the Analysis of Identified Procedures and Practices (AIPP) to a sample of student files from the groups that were identified with disproportionate representation on Tier I to determine whether the disproportionate representation was the result of inappropriate identification. When disproportionate identification is the result of inappropriate identification, and noncompliance is identified, it is addressed under the HIDOE’s general supervision process consistent with OSEP’s Memo 09-02, Reporting on correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

N-size: A group of students, based on the expected state average rate of a disability for that group, needs to be 10 or more. When expected numbers based on state average for a group is less than 10, the analysis of risk ratios is inappropriate, as variations of one or two cases would cause the risk ratios to fluctuate excessively. 

HIDOE Process for Identifying Disproportionality
The HIDOE’s process for identifying disproportionality involves a two-tier method of analysis applied to 618 data, as reported to U.S. Department of Education (USDOE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) on the Report of Children with Disabilities Receiving Special Education under Part B of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (Child Count) consistent with 34 CFR §300.173. This process of analysis helps to identify disproportionate representation that may be the result of inappropriate identification.

Beginning with School Year (SY) 2010-11, the HIDOE disaggregated race/ethnicity data into the seven (7) identified federal ethnic groups: 1) Hispanic/Latino of any race; and for individuals who are non-Hispanic/Latino only; 2) American Indian or Alaska Native; 3) Asian; 4) Black or African American; 5) Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander; 6) White and 7) Two (2) or more races. With SY 2012-13, the HIDOE collected three (3) years of data with the seven (7) identified federal ethnic groups, allowing for three (3) years of data that are needed to recalculate the confidence intervals the HIDOE uses for Tier I analysis of Disproportionate Representation.

The HIDOE Tier I uses statistical analysis of disproportionate representation based on racial/ethnic group by disability category. Risk ratios are calculated based on each racial/ethnic group in special education (and in the six specific disability categories for Indicator 10) concerning the aggregate of the remaining racial/ethnic groups in Hawaii. The risk ratios are then compared to their respective confidence interval based on the disability categories. 

The second tier consists of a two (2) prong analysis, a review relating to over-identification. From the racial/ethnic groups (by the six disability categories for indicator 10) identified in Tier I, a representative sample of student files are reviewed utilizing the Analysis of Identified Procedures and Practices (AIPP) to determine if students were appropriately identified by 34 CFR §300.173, 300.111 and 300.301 through 300.311. Policies, practices, and procedures are reviewed as necessary, with identified noncompliance related to inappropriate practices addressed under the HIDOE’s general supervision process. 
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.

State Description of Disproportionality Determination (Tier II):
The state analyzes the identification practices from a representative sampling of students in the racial or ethnic group that is disproportionately over identified (by the six disability categories for indicator B10) by conducting a file review for each student in the sample.

For FFY 2018, the HIDOE used a sample size determined by a 90% confidence interval with a tolerated margin of error of 10% for each group identified as having disproportionate representation. For indicator B10, the over-identified groups were: ID, SLD, ED and OHI for Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islanders, with 37, 323, 44, and 95 students identified in SY 2018-19, and their sample sizes were 24, 56, 27, and 40 respectively; SLD and OHI for Hispanic students, with 285 and 106 new students with sample sizes of 56 and 41 respectively; and SoL, OHI and Autism for White students with 45, 104 and 28 new students with sample sizes of 24, 41, and 28 respectively. All students in the analysis samples for B10 were identified randomly and made available for the review team.

Each file for all these students in the analysis sample was reviewed utilizing the Analysis of Identified Procedures and Practices (AIPP) to determine whether each student was appropriately identified based on 34 CFR §300.173, 300.111 and 300.301 through 300.311. None of these files indicated inappropriate identification of students with disabilities in both B9 and B10 groups. 

In case a file of one student would indicate inappropriate identification, policies, practices, and procedures would be reviewed as necessary, with identified noncompliance related to inappropriate practices addressed under the HIDOE’s general supervision process. When disproportionate identification is the result of inappropriate identification, and noncompliance is identified, it is addressed under the HIDOE’s general supervision process consistent with OSEP’s Memo 09-02, Reporting on correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections 616 and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act.
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
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
	93.77%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	97.49%
	96.43%
	95.60%
	95.25%
	95.20%


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

	4,855
	4,631
	95.20%
	100%
	95.39%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

224

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.
Total Number of Initial Evaluations by Eligibility and 60-Day Timeline in School Year 2018-2019:
•
A total of 4855 Initial Evaluations were completed. 
•
224 Initial Evaluations were completed beyond the 60-day timeline. 
•
95.38% of Initial Evaluations were completed within less than or equal to 60-day timeline. 

Eligible IDEA:
• A total of 3744 of Initial Evaluations were IDEA eligible.
• 154 eligible IDEA Initial Evaluations were completed beyond the 60-day timeline.
•
95.89% of Initial Evaluations were completed within less than or equal to the 60-day timeline. 

Ineligible IDEA:
• A total of 1111 of Initial Evaluations were IDEA ineligible.
• 70 ineligible IDEA Initial Evaluations were completed beyond the 60-day timeline.
•
93.7% of Initial Evaluations were completed within less than or equal to the 60-day timeline. 

Number of Days Beyond 60-Day Timeline:
A total of 154 Eligible Initial Evaluations were completed.
• 70 were completed within 1-10 days beyond the 60-day timeline.
•
46 were completed within 11-30 days beyond the 60-day timeline. 
•
23 were completed within 31-60 days beyond the 60-day timeline. 
•
15 were completed beyond 60 days beyond the 60-day timeline. 

A total of 70 Not Eligible Initial Evaluations were completed. 
• 28 were completed within 1-10 days beyond the 60-day timeline
• 19 were completed within 11-30 days beyond the 60-day timeline.
• 9 were completed within 31-60 days beyond the 60-day timeline.
•
14 were completed beyond 60 days beyond the 60-day timeline. 

Reasons for Delay Beyond 60-Day Timeline:
A total of 154 Eligible Initial Evaluations were delayed beyond the 60-Day timeline.
• 11 were delayed due to parent not being available.
• 8 were delayed to student not being available.
• 15 were delayed due to parental request.
• 1 was delayed due to provider not being available.
• 6 were delayed due to provider’s report not being available.
•
113 were delayed due to unknown reasons. 

A total of 70 Not Eligible Initial Evaluations were delayed beyond the 60-Day timeline. 
•
11 were delayed due to parent not being available. 
• 3 were delayed to student not being available.
• 6 were delayed due to parental request.
• 2 was delayed due to provider not being available.
• 1 were delayed due to provider’s report not being available.
•
47 were delayed due to unknown reasons. 
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 HIDOE monitors the entire system of individual complexes and individual schools. The data for Indicator 11, Child Find, was retrieved through HIDOE’s electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS) for all students receiving initial evaluations in the School Year (SY) 2018-19.

60 - Day Timeline
In accordance with HAR Chapter 60, §8-60-33, and 34 C.F.R. § 300.301(c)(1)(i), the initial evaluation shall be conducted within 60 days of receiving parental consent for the evaluation; and shall determine if the student is a student with a disability under sections §8-60-2 and §8-60-39; and the educational needs of the student.
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

	30
	30
	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
The HIDOE identified findings in (30) Complexes, based on a total of 244 Instances of noncompliance for initial evaluations of eligible and ineligible students who were evaluated beyond 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation (60-day timeline, 34 CFR §300.301(c)).

Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02 Prong 1 verification is described in the next section.

OSEP Memo 09-02 Prong 2: In order to ensure that these complexes were correctly implementing the 60-day timeline, the HIDOE reviewed subsequent 60-day timeline data collected through the electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS) database and verified that 100% of these subsequent files were compliant, consistent with 34 CFR §300.301(c).

In accordance with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the HIDOE has verified for Indicator 11 each complex area that was notified of noncompliance has demonstrated they have met the two prongs of correction within one year of the finding: 
•
each individual case of noncompliance is corrected 
• each complex area that did not meet the 100% compliance demonstrated evidence of achieving 100% compliance based on a review of updated data

The HIDOE notified in writing the (30) complexes that noncompliance was verified and corrected. 
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

OSEP Memo 09-02 Prong 1: HIDOE identified findings in thirty (30) complexes, based on a total of two hundred forty-four (244) instances of noncompliance for initial evaluations of eligible and ineligible students who were evaluated beyond 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation (60-day timeline, 34 CFR §300.301(c)).

The HIDOE's monitoring team reviewed the files of these 244 eligible and ineligible students through the eCSSS database and verified all had their evaluations completed, although late, and all eligible students had an IEP developed.

Written notification from the MAC office informed the complex area superintendents of the 30 complexes and the district educational specialist of the findings and the timeline for submittal and implementation of corrective actions, consistent with the requirements of IDEA and the 09-02 memo. Each individual instance of noncompliance was corrected and the 30 complexes provided written responses of correction and supporting data to the MAC. Additionally, utilizing the eCSSS database, the MAC conducted a subsequent review of all students still enrolled at the time of correction and verified all to be in compliance, satisfying Prong 1.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	90.90%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	95.97%
	92.48%
	96.01%
	92.96%
	94.98%


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. 
	751

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	100

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	554

	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. 
	47

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	10

	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.
	 554
	594
	94.98%
	100%
	93.27%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
Although, the HIDOE decreased progress towards achieving 100% compliance for this indicator (94.98% in FFY 2017 to 93.27% in FFY 2018), in discussion with our Part C partners, this decrease may have been due to inconsistencies of understanding when the transition notices should be sent to Part B. The HIDOE continues to refine the referral process between Part C and Part B.
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

40

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.
Reasons for Delays:
The primary factors affecting compliance with the requirement to have services in place by age three are delayed receipt of Part C Transition Notices and school failure to act in a timely manner upon receipt of the Part C Transition Notice.

Forty (40) children, in thirty-two (32) schools were included in (a) but not in (b), (c), (d), or (e). 

• Twenty-four (24) children were referred from Part C to Part B less than the required 90 days. There was no noncompliance on the part of the schools, and schools were unable to complete the evaluation, eligibility and IEP processes prior to the children’s third birthday.
•
Eleven (11) children were delayed in the evaluation, eligibility and IEP development process. 
•
Four (4) children were determined not to be evaluated; however, were found eligible after their 3rd birthday. 
•
One (1) student was found eligible, however student was withdrawn from school and no IEP was developed. 

Range of Days Beyond Age 3
The number of days beyond the third birthday ranged from 2 to 85.

# of Days Eligibility/Services were Delayed Beyond the Child's Third Birthday and # of Cases 
•
1-10 with 17 cases 

•
11-20 with 4 cases 

•
21-30 with 4 cases 

•
31-40 with 6 cases 

•
41-50 with 4 cases 

• > 50 with 5 cases
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 data for this indicator is derived from a report in the electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS) database, “Preschool Services by Age 3.”  This report pulls data from individual student electronic files and includes all children who reached age three and were referred for an initial evaluation during school year (SY) 2018-2019 (July 1, 2018 – June 30, 2019).  For each child, the report includes:

• Birth date
• Date of the child’s third birthday
• Date the school received the referral
•
Number of days the referral was received prior to the third birthday 
• Date the parent signed consent for the initial evaluation
• Date the evaluation is projected to be completed (In Hawaii, evaluations are considered complete when services are available; 60 days from consent.)
• Evaluation Status (IDEA eligible, (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) ineligible, withdrawn, consent revoked)
• Referral Source (Part C, if applicable)
• Date the initial Individualized Education Program (IEP) was held
• Date services were made available

The data from the report generated for SY 2018 - 2019 was reviewed by the Monitoring and Compliance Educational Specialist (ES) and Preschool Special Education Section ES to ensure the accuracy of the information about each individual child. In addition, Monitoring and Compliance Office collects and maintains Part C Transition Notices which provide information on when children were referred to Part C, and when Part C referred the children to Part B.
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

	16
	16
	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
The Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) issued sixteen (16) findings of noncompliance for the children who were referred by Part C prior to age 3, who are found eligible for Part B, but who did not have an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) developed and implemented by their third birthdays. These sixteen (16) findings were issued in thirteen (13) complexes. Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02 Prong 1 verification is described in the next section. OSEP Memo 09-02 Prong 2: In order to ensure that these complexes were correctly implementing early childhood transitions, the HIDOE reviewed subsequent early childhood transition data collected through the electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS) database and verified that 100% of these subsequent files on these thirteen (13) complexes were compliant, consistent with 34 CFR §300.124(b). Satisfying the two verification tests consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02; the HIDOE has verified the correction of all individual cases of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for Indicator 12 and the correct implementation of the regulatory requirements in accordance with 34 CFR §300.124(b) within a year of the notification of noncompliance, the thirteen (13) complexes were notified in writing that noncompliance was verified as corrected.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

OSEP Memo 09-02 Prong 1: The Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) issued sixteen (16) findings of noncompliance in thirteen (13) complexes. The HIDOE's monitoring team reviewed the files of these 16 children in the 13 complexes through the eCSSS database and verified all of those students who were still enrolled at the time of the review had an IEP developed, although late (past their third birthday), satisfying Prong 1 verification. Written notification informed the 13 complex area superintendents and the district educational specialists of the findings and the timeline for submittal and implementation of corrective actions, consistent with the requirements of IDEA and the 09-02 memo.
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
	76.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	89.30%
	84.55%
	70.32%
	74.14%
	64.62%


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

	236
	341
	64.62%
	100%
	69.21%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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. 

Data for this Indicator are derived from a review of 341 randomly selected IEPs of students aged 16 years and older from all schools, including public charter schools, which serve students of that age group. These students were selected from SY18-19's special education composition with a confidence level of 90% and an interval of 10%. National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) checklist was used to conduct the review. In order to be considered in compliance with the NTACT checklist and Indicator 13, an Individualized Education Program (IEP) must have demonstrated compliance with the eight specific requirements.

1. The IEP must include an appropriate measurable postsecondary goal or goals that covers education or training, employment, and, as needed, independent living;
2. The postsecondary goal(s) are updated annually;
3. The measurable postsecondary goal(s) are based on age appropriate transition assessment;
4. The transition services in the IEP will reasonably enable the student to meet his or her postsecondary goal(s);
5. The transition services include courses of study that will reasonably enable the student to meet his or her postsecondary goal(s);
6. There is/are annual IEP goal(s) related to the student’s transition service needs;
7. There is evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services were discussed; and
8. There is evidence that a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting (if appropriate) with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.

The FFY 2018 data were disaggregated by eligibility categories and by compliance with each of the eight requirements in the NSSTAC checklist. The eligibility categories included:
• Specific Learning Disability (SLD)
• Other Health Disability (OHD)
• Intellectual Disability (ID)
• Emotional Disability (ED)
• Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)
• Speech or Language (SoL)
• Other (Includes, Deaf, Hard of Hearing, Multiple Disabilities, Orthopedic Disability, Traumatic Brain Injury, and Visual including Blindness).

Of the eight specific requirements to meet compliance with this indicator, the following did not meet the 90% level: 

• The measurable postsecondary goal(s) are based on age appropriate transition assessment;
•
There is evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services were discussed; 
• There is evidence that the postsecondary goal(s) were updated annually;
•
There is evidence of transition services in the IEP that focus on improving the academic and functional achievement of the child to facilitate their movement from school to post-school. 
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	NO


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	54
	54
	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
The HIDOE issued fifty-four (54) findings of noncompliance for youth with Individual Education Plans (IEP) aged 16 whose transition plans did not meet one or more of the requirements under 34 CFR §300.320(b) in thirty-one (31) complexes. 

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02 Prong 1 verification is described in the next section.

The OSEP Memo 09-02 Prong 2: In order to ensure that these complexes were correctly implementing transition services, the HIDOE reviewed subsequent transition plans in those IEPs of youth aged 16 and above collected through the electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS) database and verified all (100 percent) subsequent transition plans in those IEPs of youth aged 16 and above in thirty-one (31) complexes were compliant within one year of notification consistent with 34 CFR §300.320(b). At the time of this report, all transition plans of students still enrolled in the thirty-one (31) complexes met all B13 requirements under 34 CFR §300.320(b).

Satisfying the two verification tests consistent with the OSEP Memorandum 09-02, HIDOE has verified the correction of all individual cases of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for Indicator 13 and the correct implementation of the regulatory requirements in accordance with 34 CFR §300.320(b) at the time of this report. The thirty-one (31) complexes were notified in writing that noncompliance was verified as corrected.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

The HIDOE’s verification of correction of noncompliance is consistent with the OSEP Memo 09-02.

The OSEP Memo 09-02 Prong 1: The HIDOE issued fifty-four (54) of noncompliance for youth with Individual Education Plans (IEP) aged 16 and above whose transition plans did not meet one or more of the Indicator B13 requirements under 34 CFR § 300.320(b) in thirty-one (31) complexes. 

The HIDOE's monitoring team reviewed the files of the 54 students on the database and verified, within one year of the notification, that all those students in the 31 complexes, who were still enrolled at the time of the review, met all of the Indicator B13 requirements under 34 CFR § 300.320(b).

Written notification informed the complex area superintendents and the district educational specialists of the findings and the timeline for submittal and implementation of corrective actions, consistent with the requirements of IDEA and the 09-02 memo.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


higher education or competitively employed);


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	33.67%
	34.00%
	34.00%
	35.00%
	35.00%

	A
	38.00%
	Data
	33.67%
	31.45%
	35.87%
	36.34%
	35.17%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	74.90%
	75.00%
	75.00%
	76.00%
	77.00%

	B
	69.00%
	Data
	74.90%
	68.15%
	83.37%
	85.04%
	85.69%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	85.46%
	86.00%
	86.00%
	87.00%
	87.00%

	C
	77.00%
	Data
	85.46%
	73.19%
	89.79%
	93.11%
	93.05%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	40.00%
	40.00%

	Target B >=
	78.00%
	80.00%

	Target C >=
	88.00%
	90.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
As described in the introduction section "stakeholder involvement", the data for this indicator was presented and shared with the stakeholder group at the December 13, 2019 meeting. The HIDOE and the stakeholder group agreed to set the targets to the following for FFY 2019:

Target A >= 40
Target B >= 80
Target C>= 90
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
	369

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	126

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	169

	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)
	15

	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).
	16


	
	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)
	126
	369
	35.17%
	40.00%
	34.15%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	295
	369
	85.69%
	78.00%
	79.95%
	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)
	326
	369
	93.05%
	88.00%
	88.35%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	The slippage represented in the data provided by the respondents for Indicator 14A mirrors the enrollment trend at the Hawaii’s public universities and community colleges for all students during the same period. According to data collected by the Hawaii University System, in Fall 2017, undergraduate enrollment at UH system decreased by 3.3 percent and UH community colleges decreased by 4.6 percent. In Fall 2018, undergraduate enrollment at UH system decreased by 1.2 percent and UH community colleges decreased by 2.3 percent. This data trend can be found at https://www.hawaii.edu/iro/.


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?
	NO


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
See Attachment, Indicator 14: State's Analyses. 
	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)

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
14 - State Attachments 
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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
	47

	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
	28


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 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
The HIDOE and the stakeholder group agreed to set the target at 60% for FFY 2019.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	16.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	43.00%
	43.00%
	44.00%
	44.00%
	45.00%

	Data
	16.07%
	51.85%
	70.51%
	43.59%
	89.74%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	45.00%
	60.00%


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

	28
	47
	89.74%
	45.00%
	59.57%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	5

	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
	2

	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 

In December 2014, stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community received longitudinal data for all Performance Indicators. The stakeholders reviewed the data and proposed targets for all performance indicators for the FFY 2013-2018 State Performance Plan (SPP).

In 2019, OSEP extended the current targets through FFY 2019, therefore, the HIDOE convened the stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets. On December 13, 2019 HIDOE presented the historical and current data for each indicator, as appropriate, along with proposed FFY 2019 targets. The HIDOE facilitated the input and feedback session. The facilitator provided the group members with the actual data and targets for each of the indicators beginning with the baseline year. The participants were asked to review the data trend, and ask the following questions for each of the indicators: 

• Is the target met?
• Is there progress?
• Is there slippage?
• Keep the same target?
•
Propose an alternate? 
• What is the rationale?

Stakeholders provided input and reached agreement on FFY 2019 targets. 

Membership for our SEAC are an appointment of the Superintendent. The membership is a representative of the State population and composed of individuals involved in or concerned with the education of children with disabilities. The majority of members shall be individuals with disabilities or parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26). The membership includes representatives from the following stakeholder groups:
• Parents of children with disabilities (ages birth through 26)
• Individuals with disabilities
• Teachers (general and special education) of children with disabilities
• University of Hawaii and other representatives of other institutions of higher education that prepare special education and related services personnel
• State, district and school education officials
• Administrators of programs for children with disabilities
• Representatives of other state agencies involved in the financing or delivery of related services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of private schools and public charter schools
• Representative of a vocational, community or business organization concerned with provision of transition services to children with disabilities
• Representatives of the State juvenile and adult corrections agencies
• Representative of the Parent Training and Information Center
• Representatives of the community
• Representative of the education office responsible for the coordination of the Education for Homeless Children and Youth Program
• Representative of the state child welfare agency responsible for foster care of children
• Representative of military students and families
In FFY 2018, there were less than 10 mediations. Per the Measurement Table: “States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of mediations is less than 10.” As such, no baseline or targets have been established. This data was shared with the stakeholder group on December 13, 2019.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	
	
	
	

	Data
	100.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	50.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	
	


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

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

	2
	2
	5
	0.00%
	
	80.00%
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In FFY 2018, five (5) meditations were conducted. Pursuant to OSEP instructions, the HIDOE is not required to report on targets for years in which less than 10 mediations are held. Because HIDOE did not conduct more than 10 mediations, it could not determine progress or slippage or whether it met a target. The HIDOE consulted the Consortium for Appropriate Dispute Resolution in Special Education (CADRE) website to investigate ways to improve the entire dispute resolution system (written complaints, due process hearings, resolution sessions, mediations). Since the Resolution Session was required by the federal regulations, participation in mediation has dwindled. Although the HIDOE has encouraged mediation through a variety of sources, mediation is a voluntary option and parties have not opted for mediation but have readily participated in the resolution session process. The resolution session has produced durable resolutions which eliminates the necessity for a formal hearing.
16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
The State reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2018. The State is not required to meet its target until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held. 
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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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: 

Cara Tanimura 
Title: 
Acting Director 
Email: 
Cara.tanimura@k.12.hi.us
Phone:
808-307-3604
Submitted on:
04/29/20  1:20:46 PM 
ED Attachments
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Executive Summary 
 


Overview 
 
The Hawaii State Department of Education’s (HIDOE) Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan 
(SSIP) describes the Results Driven Accountability (RDA) work implemented during School 
Year 2018-2019 to improve results for students with disabilities (SWDs) under the Individuals 
with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA). 
 
HIDOE’s efforts to increase academic achievement for all students as well as sustaining overall 
system improvement relating to the SSIP is fully supported by the current tri-level infrastructure 
(state, complex, and schools).  As a unitary system, Superintendent Dr. Christina M. Kishimoto 
inspires and supports her leadership team to collectively focus on those requirements and 
improvement strategies that are most closely related to improving educational results and 
functional outcomes for SWDs. 
 
Deputy Superintendent Phyllis Unebasami serves as the line officer over the fifteen (15) 
Complex Area Superintendents as well as the Monitoring and Compliance Branch.  Each 
Complex Area Superintendent has direct oversight and monitoring responsibilities over 
principals who in turn have direct supervision over teachers and their classrooms.  Tri-level 
engagement is achieved through leadership accountability measures and instructional 
conversations at the complex areas including innovative planning of resources, advancing 
strategies, interventions and deliverables based on Evidence-Based Practices (EBPs) for 
special education, English Learners, and other student subgroups who are underperforming. 
 
The Monitoring and Compliance Branch ensures compliance with federal laws, United States 
Department of Education/Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) requirements, the 
Hawaii State Board of Education policies, and Hawaii Administrative Rules for federally funded 
programs.  Specifically, among other things, the Monitoring and Compliance Branch: 


1. Monitors complex areas and schools with respect to Section 616 of IDEA and 
General Supervision System (GSS); 


2. Collects and aggregates state level data for state and federal reporting, monitoring, 
and enforcement of IDEA requirements; 


3. Completes and submits Sections 616 and 618 of IDEA; 
4. Serves as the IDEA, Part B data manager; and 
5. Supports the tri-level system with data collection and analyses in regards to 


compliance and performance of SWDs to inform program implementation at the state 
and complex level. 


 
Superintendent Dr. Christina M. Kishimoto and Deputy Superintendent Phyllis Unebasami are 
both responsible for a systems-level approach to best practices, roles, communications, and the 
coordination of supports between complex areas, the Office of Student Support Services, and 
the Monitoring and Compliance Branch.  Such coordination included transitioning the role of the 
State Special Education Director from the Monitoring and Compliance Branch to the Office of 
Student Support Services, Exceptional Support Branch.  This move affirmed HIDOE’s 
commitment to improving student outcomes by emphasizing the Exceptional Support Branch’s 
influential role in the Differentiated Monitoring and Support (DMS) system towards strengthening 
student results. 
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Under the direction of the Superintendent, the Office of Student Support Services provides 
leadership, professional development (PD), and technical assistance (TA) to complexes and 
schools in planning and implementing programs to increase academic achievement for SWDs, 
including students with Other Health Disabilities (OHD), Specific Learning Disabilities (SLD), 
and Speech or Language Disabilities (SoL).  In addition, the Office of Student Support Services: 


1. Serves in the role of the State Special Education Director (Exceptional Support 
Branch Director was identified for this responsibility) and is responsible for 
completing future SSIPs (Indicator 17); 


2. Provides assistance and assurance that the rights of children/youth with disabilities 
and their parents are protected through the implementation of federal and state laws;  


3. Conducts training for complex areas and schools in planning and implementing 
programs that serve the needs of SWDs; and 


4. Completes and submits the IDEA, Part B Grant application. 
 


Further, HIDOE’s tri-level infrastructure (see Figure 1 below) reinforced the SSIP Theory of 
Action by focusing our work within a Learning Organization design using high-impact strategies 
to support rigorous teaching and learning standards while providing the space for new 
innovations through collaborative best practices.  By being continuous learners and innovators, 
HIDOE used the school design process to replace practices that did not contribute to student 
success, and adopted new ways of engaging students so that they understand how to use their 
learning to reach their aspirations.  Figure 1 illustrates HIDOE’s tri-level approach that originates 
at the school and fully supports school empowerment, school design, and student voice. 
 


Figure 1: Tri-Level Empowerment/Learning Organization 
 


 
 
As a result of data and infrastructure analyses in Phase I, the SSIP required that a State-
Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) be determined. The SIMR should identify an area, that 
when implemented or resolved, has the potential to generate the highest leverage for improving 
outcomes/results for SWDs.  The SSIP must also include a description of improvement 
strategies on which the state will focus that will lead to measurable results. 


 
SIMR Focus  
HIDOE’s SIMR strategically selected the IDEA-eligibility categories of OHD, SLD, and SoL in 
grades 3 and 4. For the purposes of the SIMR, HIDOE focused on improving results for this 
group of students to calculate HIDOE’s impact in narrowing or eliminating the achievement gap 
established in 3rd grade and in subsequent grades.  Focusing on this population allowed for 
greater analysis into targeted areas of improvement. 
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HIDOE’s key measures (proficiency and growth) for the SSIP are: 
1. The percentage of 3rd and 4th grade students, combined, with eligibility categories of 


OHD, SLD, and SoL who are proficient on the Smarter Balanced Assessment (SBA) for 
English Language Arts (ELA)/Literacy; and 


2. The Median Growth Percentile (MGP) of 4th grade students with eligibility categories of 
OHD, SLD, and SoL on the SBA for ELA/Literacy. 
 


As stated in Phase III, Years 1, 2 and 3, HIDOE determined improvement strategies and 
enabling activities based on data and infrastructure analysis to identify root causes for low 
performance to ultimately make progress toward the SIMR. The improvement strategies and 
activities included: 


1. Building capacity and collaboration for sustainable statewide improvements utilizing 
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs); 


2. Implementing and evaluating the effectiveness of chosen EBPs for improving student 
performance as documented in each Complex Area Academic Plan (CAAP); and 


3. Engaging students, parents, and community members by utilizing the Leading by 
Convening (LbC) framework. 


 
The level of engagement, strategic activities, intended improvements, and infrastructure 
developments, as described above, bring the importance of RDA for SWDs to the forefront. 
Placing a high priority on the alignment of initiatives and infrastructure, along with leveraging tri-
level efforts to support the SSIP Theory of Action directly impacted the SIMR targets of 
ELA/Literacy proficiency. 
 


OSEP DMS Report  
On September 12, 2019, the United States Department of Education, Office of Special 
Education and Rehabilitative Services, provided a summary of the results of the DMS activities 
conducted by OSEP during an onsite visit to HIDOE on January 4-11, 2019.  The DMS Report 
required the following actions to be reflected in this SSIP: 


“1.  Report Federal Fiscal Year (FFY) 2018 data for the 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: 
a. A narrative or graphic representation of the principle activities implemented 


in Phase III, Year 4; 
b. Measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the 


State’s last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); 
c. A summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including 


infrastructure improvement strategies, and evidence-based practices that 
were implemented by the State and progress toward short- and long-term 
outcomes that are intended to impact the SIMR; and 


d. Any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these 
activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SIMR data.  If, in 
its FFY 2018 –State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report 
(APR) due in February 2020, the State is not able to demonstrate progress 
in implementing its coherent improvement strategies, including progress in 
the areas of infrastructure improvement strategies or the implementation of 
evidence-based practices with fidelity, the State must provide its root cause 
analysis for each of these challenges. 


2. The State must summarize the specific evidence-based practices that were 
implemented and the strategies or activities that supported their selection and 
ensured their use with fidelity. 
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3. The State must describe how the evidence based practices, and activities or 
strategies that support their use, are intended to impact the SIMR by changing 
program/district policies, procedures, and/or practices, teacher/provider 
practices (e.g., behaviors), parent/caregiver outcomes, and/or child outcomes. 


4. Within 90 days, the State must provide a written update on the progress and 
effectiveness of activities currently underway specific to data, evidence-based 
practices, evaluation planning, stakeholder engagement, and other State-
specific needs.” 


 
Based on the aforementioned requirements outlined by OSEP, HIDOE has included the 
prescribed elements throughout this SSIP to ensure compliance with the DMS Report dated  
September 12, 2019.  As a note, on November 18, 2019, HIDOE submitted a separate written 
update on required action 4 above to meet compliance with the 90-day timeline. 


A. Summary of Phase III 
1. Theory of action or logic model for the SSIP, including the SIMR 
 
HIDOE leadership at the state and complex levels consistently and deliberately aligned strategic 
improvement activities with the SSIP Theory of Action and Logic Model by: 


 Utilizing PLCs to build capacity and collaboration for sustainable statewide 
improvements; 


 Implementing chosen EBPs for improving student performance; and 


 Engaging students, parents and community members by utilizing the LbC framework to 
achieve improved educational performance and functional outcomes for the SIMR 
population as well as for all SWDs as shown in Figure 2 below. 


 
Figure 2. SSIP Theory of Action 
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The effects of the SSIP Theory of Action and accompanying strategies on outcomes for SWDs 
are monitored by the SIMR. 
 
Hawaii’s SIMR Data in Relation to Targets 
When comparing baseline data from School Year 2014-2015 to School Year 2018-2019, the 
SIMR students in grades 3 and 4 of the SBA’s ELA/Literacy standards resulted in an increase of 
33.7%.  A comparison between School Year 2017-2018 and School Year 2018-2019 showed an 
increase of 8.8% on the SBA ELA/Literacy proficiency rates in grades 3 and 4 combined.  
 
HIDOE’s efforts in providing supports and resources to schools addressed PLCs; special 
education, English Learner and Title I strategies; early literacy resources, including the 
consistent implementation of EBPs, resulted in overall improvement for the SIMR population. 
 
In 2019, OSEP extended the current SPP to FFY 2019; therefore, HIDOE convened the 
stakeholders to obtain their input on the extended targets for Indicator 17.  On February 4, 
February 29, and March 13, 2020, HIDOE presented historical and current data for Indicator 17, 
and facilitated the feedback session relating to the FFY 2019 targets.  The stakeholders were 
asked to review the data trend and consider the following questions for each SIMR target:  


 Is the target met? 


 Is there progress? 


 Is there slippage? 


 Keep the same target? 


 Propose an alternate target?  


 
HIDOE also asked the stakeholders for a brief rationale for keeping the same targets as well as 
for proposing alternate targets.  HIDOE ensured that all stakeholders had the opportunity to, in a 
collective and individual fashion, provide comments and make suggestions.  As such, 
stakeholders provided valuable input and reached agreement to maintain the same targets for 
FFY 2019.  Stakeholders celebrated the progress made and determined that maintaining the 
same targets would provide stability and continuity for students and teachers.  HIDOE plans to 
reconvene meetings with all of the stakeholders in the fall of 2020 to review, analyze, and 
possibly reset targets for the next phase of the SSIP, pending further guidance from OSEP. 
 
The following tables illustrate Hawaii’s progress toward the SIMR targets. 
 


Table 1: Smarter Balanced Assessment (SBA) English Language Arts (ELA)/Literacy 
Statewide, Grades 3 and 4 Combined SIMR Proficiency Rates 


School Year Target 
ELA/Literacy 
Proficiency 


Rates 
% Increase/Decrease 


OHD, SLD, SoL 
Number Tested 


2014-2019 50%  +33.7%  


2019-2020 50% TBD TBD TBD 


2018-2019 50% 11.1% +8.8% 1,609 


2017-2018 35% 10.2% +12.1% 1,849 


2016-2017 20% 9.1% -5.2% 1,960 


2015-2016 11% 9.6% +15.7% 1,907 


2014-2015 Baseline 8.3% NA 1,824 
Data Source: HIDOE SY 2018-2019 SBA 
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Table 2: SBA ELA/Literacy 
Statewide, Grade 3 SIMR Proficiency Rates 


School Year Target 
ELA/Literacy 
Proficiency 


Rates 


% Increase/Decrease 
From Previous Year 


OHD, SLD, SoL 
Number Tested 


2019-2020 50% TBD TBD TBD 


2018-2019 50% 12.1% +11.0% 784 


2017-2018 35% 10.9% +14.7% 800 


2016-2017 20% 9.5% +11.8% 915 


2015-2016 11% 8.5% +1.2% 960 


2014-2015 Baseline 8.4% NA 845 
Data Source: HIDOE SY 2018-2019 SBA 


 
Table 3: SBA ELA/Literacy 


Statewide, Grade 4 SIMR Proficiency Rates 


School Year Target 
ELA/Literacy 
Proficiency 


Rates 


% Increase/Decrease 
From Previous Year 


OHD, SLD, SoL 
Number Tested 


2019-2020 50% TBD TBD TBD 


2018-2019 50% 10.1% +4.1% 825 


2017-2018 35% 9.7% +11.5% 1,049 


2016-2017 20% 8.7% -18.7% 1,045 


2015-2016 11% 10.7% +28.9% 947 


2014-2015 Baseline 8.3% NA 979 
Data Source: HIDOE SY 2018-2019 SBA 


 
HIDOE’s statewide MGP of 4th grade students with eligibility categories of OHD, SLD, and SoL 
on the SBA for ELA/Literacy for School Year 2018-2019 was 38 as illustrated in Table 4 below. 
Although HIDOE did not meet the MGP target set at 60, complex areas and schools 
nevertheless continue to work toward that aggressive target.  
 


Table 4: MGP 4th Grade SIMR; SBA ELA/Literacy 


School Year Target MGP 
% Increase/Decrease 
From Previous Year 


OHD, SLD, SoL 
Number Tested 


2019-2020 60 TBD TBD TBD 


2018-2019 60 38 0.0% 825 


2017-2018 55 38 +5.6% 1,049 


2016-2017 50 36 -5.3% 1,045 


2015-2016 45 38 +2.7% 947 


2014-2015 Baseline 37 NA 979 
Data Source: HIDOE SY 2018-2019 SBA 


 


2. The coherent improvement strategies or principle activities employed during 
the year, including infrastructure improvement strategies 


 
As explained in previous SSIPs, HIDOE’s tri-level infrastructure is both complex and powerful, 
and requires operational, policy, financial, and community partnership support in order to 
increase students’ educational outcomes.  HIDOE’s tri-level empowerment model places greater 
decision-making and accountability for curriculum at the school level, closest to students.  
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School leadership teams, in partnership with teachers, are best situated to design schools to be 
aligned with student voice and interests, community resources, parent input and local context. 
The role of the state, and to a certain degree, the complex areas, focus on capacity building, 
leadership development, talent management, standard setting, resource development and 
collaborative planning with articulation in support of each school’s needs. 
 
Complex areas and schools are urged to identify and utilize strategies and related EBPs that 
best meet the needs of SWDs to improve the SIMR.  Specific support to schools is provided 
through the strategies and activities outlined in the SSIP Theory of Action. 
 
After HIDOE submitted Phase III, Year 3 of the SSIP, OSEP issued the “Differentiated 
Monitoring and Support Engagement Decisions”, which evaluated the Phase III, Year 3 
submission and was received by HIDOE via email on August 16, 2019.  HIDOE’s Level of 
Engagement was rated “Targeted” regarding “the state has reported on fewer than half of the 
coherent improvement strategies and/or strands in the Theory of Action.  No data is being 
collected.” As such, HIDOE addressed this issue by including the following examples at the 
state level as well as from various complex areas that illustrate some of the data being collected 
and analyzed relating to the coherent improvement strategies and/or strands in the Theory of 
Action.  Additionally, the DMS Report dated September 12, 2019, required the following: “A 
summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement 
strategies, and evidence-based practices that were implemented by the State and progress 
toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SIMR.”   Both matters are 
addressed throughout this SSIP. 
 


3. The specific evidence-based practices that have been implemented to date 
 
As noted in HIDOE’s Phase III, Year 3 of the SSIP, all complex areas reported the use of a 
combination of EBP programs for SWDs through their CAAPs as listed below: 


 Achieve 3000 (Kid-Biz) 


 Achieve 3000 (Smarty Ants) 


 Enhanced Core Reading Instruction (ECRI) 


 iReady 


 Lexia 


 Lexia Reading 


 MyOn Lexile 


 Stepping Stones 


 Wonders 
 
HIDOE notes that although the complex areas self-reported the EBP programs via their CAAPs, 
the information was validated by a statewide survey that was sent to all 3rd and 4th grade 
teachers who teach ELA/Literacy to SWDs in the categories of OHD, SLD, and SoL.  Thus, the 
tri-level (state, complex and school) expectation and implementation of EBPs were confirmed 
via HIDOE’s data triangulation process in spring 2019. 
 


4. Brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes 
 
HIDOE’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes were aligned with the SSIP Theory of 
Action improvement strategies.  HIDOE recognized the need to effectively calibrate all statewide 
initiatives in order to streamline and leverage efforts and resources. In addition to the state 
offices, complex areas and schools diligently carried out the following:  HIDOE’s State Strategic 
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Plan1; the Every Student Succeeds Act Consolidated Plan2; Superintendent Dr. Christina M. 
Kishimoto’s high-impact strategies (Student Voice, School Design and Teacher Collaboration)3; 
and the Na Hopena A’o framework.  HIDOE’s tri-level structure also had to be mindful of the 
proposed 2030 Promise Plan (Promise Plan) conceived in School Year 2018-2019 and will be 
presented to the Hawaii State Board of Education in winter 2020 for approval.4 
 
The proposed Promise Plan includes the ideas, experiences, and expertise of nearly 2,800 
Hawaii stakeholders who responded to the call for equity, excellence and innovation for public 
schools.  Feedback gathered during Board of Education and community meetings over the past 
two years were also reflected in the Promise Plan.  The five promises to students are Hawaii, 
Equity, School Design, Empowerment, and Innovation.  While they are not new concepts, each 
promise addresses the qualities that all students should experience in Hawaii’s public education 
system.  The promises provide context for outcomes that can be reached in a variety of ways.  
As complexes and schools are charged with greater responsibility and decision-making, the 
Promise Plan will provide the framework through which their actions are guided, so that 
improved student outcomes are consistently achieved across multiple diverse communities. 
 
Over the past year, the Deputy Superintendent challenged the Complex Area Superintendents 
to close the achievement gap by advancing strategies, interventions and deliverables based on 
evidence-based research for special education, English learners, and other underperforming 
student subgroups.  Each complex area submitted a detailed CAAP outlining their 
implementation plan and outcome expectations in support of the SSIP Theory of Action to 
improve student achievement.  The Monitoring and Compliance Branch reviewed and 
conducted an analysis of the fifteen (15) CAAPs to determine the improvement strategies and 
principle activities implemented at the school level to improve outcomes for SWDs.  In addition, 
the Monitoring and Compliance Branch further evaluated data to gain a better understanding of 
how complex areas used their CAAPs as a blueprint to align their teams, supports and 
strategies to the SSIP Theory of Action, specifically with respect to EBPs for early literacy and 
their effectiveness for SWDs. 
 
One hundred percent (100%) of complex areas reported implementation of the Response to 
Intervention (RTI) process during School Year 2018-2019 and were fully committed to progress 
monitoring the implementation of EBPs at the school level.  Complex areas were also provided 
professional learning opportunities on effective instruction to improve outcomes of SWDs by 
selecting the most efficacious models for statewide PD. 
 


5. Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies 
a. State-Level Improvement Highlights 
 
The Theory of Action in Figure 2, captures the relationship between building capacity and 
collaboration through PLCs, implementation fidelity of EBPs, and stakeholder engagement 
between state, complex areas, schools, and community stakeholders in the SIMR.  In examining 
the SSIP Theory of Action, HIDOE recognized the need to supplement additional activities to 
enhance positive outcomes for the tri-level system to better support students. 
 
  


                                                           
1 Hawaii State Department of Education & Board of Education Strategic Plan 2017-2020 
2 Hawaii Consolidated State Plan  
3 Superintendent Dr. Christina M. Kishimoto’s high impact strategies  
4 2030 Promise Plan - Action Opportunities To Realize Five Promises to Students 



http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/DOE%20Forms/Advancing%20Education/SP2017-20.pdf

http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/DOE%20Forms/ESSA/HawaiiESSAPlan.pdf

https://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/DOE%20Forms/Advancing%20Education/10step.pdf

http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/DOE%20Forms/Advancing%20Education/5-Promises.pdf
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Summary of Infrastructure Improvement Strategies included5: 


 State Special Education Director Role 


 Staff recruitment of a full-time EBP Educational Specialist for SWDs 


 Inclusive practices scale up and a sustainability plan 


 Na Hopena A’o (HA) 


 Hawaii Multi-Tiered Systems of Supports (HMTSS) 


 Hawaii State Special Education Conference 


 Professional Learning Communities 


 Special Education Mentor Pilot 


 Stakeholder engagement 


 Technical assistance 
 


State Special Education Director Role 


HIDOE recognized that building capacity at the state, complex area and school level, is the 
crucial variable in strengthening instructional quality towards increasing student achievement. 
Thus, the role of the State Special Education Director was shifted from the Monitoring and 
Compliance Branch to the Exceptional Support Branch who is primarily responsible for program 
implementation relating to performance and results of SWDs. 
 
Staff recruitment of a full-time EBP Educational Specialist for SWDs 
HIDOE recognized the crucial role of utilizing scientifically-based instructional practices and 
evidence-based interventions as required by the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and 
IDEA6 to promote student gains.  In School Year 2018-19, the Exceptional Support Branch, 
under the Office of Student Support Services, recruited a full-time Educational Specialist whose 
primary role is to support complex areas and schools in the development and implementation 
fidelity of evidence-based models, strategies, and programs for all SWDs. The Educational 
Specialist created training materials titled, “Evidence-Based Practices: What they are and how 
to find them” for the summer 2019 Special Education Conference.  The training objectives 
identified specific evidence-based instructional practices and programs and the use of web-
based resources to foster and sustain a system of support in the usage of EBPs.  For the 
upcoming summer 2020 Special Education Conference, an emphasis will be placed on the 
fidelity of EBP implementation.  
 


Inclusive practices scale up and a sustainability plan 


HIDOE is committed to building capacity in complex areas and schools to deliver specific EBPs 
that will improve outcomes for students. For the last two years, HIDOE partnered with Stetson & 
Associates, Inc., to emphasize the importance and value of inclusive practices implementation.  
Additionally, HIDOE and Stetson & Associates, Inc., provided training to select schools 
statewide known as Hui Pu.  The first phase (School Years 2017-2018 and 2018-2019), 
included intensive training and consultation to school teams. Since 2017, the goals identified for 
Hui Pu have been twofold:  1) increase the time SWDs spend in the general education 
environment; and 2) close the achievement gap for SWDs.  As of October 2019, the average 
inclusion rate for the thirty-nine (39) Hui Pu schools was 56% compared to the 39% average 
inclusion rate for non-Hui Pu schools. 
 
The second phase (School Years 2019-2020 and 2020-2021) is a plan to scale up inclusive 
practices statewide across all schools to receive EBPs that will enrich outcomes and bolster 
access and support for SWDs to be successful in the same educational environment as 


                                                           
5 A summary of the SSIP’s coherent strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies, and evidence-based 


practices that were implemented by the State and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended 
to impact the SIMR. 


6 New Regulatory Guidance: Using Evidence to Strengthen Education Investments  



https://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/essa/guidanceuseseinvestment.pdf
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students without disabilities.  To support the implementation of inclusive practices, HIDOE 
recognized the crucial role of school administrators in building capacity and collaboration of 
school-level staff to serve all learners; therefore, quarterly PLC meetings are planned for school 
administrators to increase leadership skills in guiding successful inclusive schools.  In addition, 
HIDOE created an inclusive education website with resource materials and tools and inclusive 
education standards of practice for SWDs to be accessed by teachers and administrators. The 
website can be found at HIDOE Inclusive Education.  
 


Na Hopena A’o (HA) 


The HIDOE/BOE Strategic Plan influences the educational opportunities and outcomes for all 
public school students and provides a common foundation of expectations as well as 
establishes statewide indicators and targets for three (3) goals: 


1. Student Success; 
2. Staff Success; and 
3. Successful Systems of Support 


 
All three (3) goals are encompassed within the learning environment of Na Hopena A’o (HA).  
HA is HIDOE’s framework for outcomes and serves as one of the anchors for the 
Superintendent’s Promise Plan.  HA reflects the uniqueness of Hawaii and is meaningful in all 
places and learning.  Embedded in HA are six outcomes to strengthen in every student over the 
course of their K-12 learning journey.  They include a sense of Belonging, Responsibility, 
Excellence, Aloha, Total Well Being, and Hawaii (Figure 3).  Underlying these outcomes is the 
belief that students need both social/emotional learning skills and academic mindsets to 
succeed in college, careers, and communities locally and globally. 
 


Figure 3: Na Hopena A’o  


 
Data Source: HIDOE Strategic Plan Goals 


 
Hawaii Multi-Tiered Systems of Supports (HMTSS) 
MTSS is a fluid continuum of integrated supports that encompasses Response to Intervention, 
Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, and other interventions for students, teachers, 
families, and communities.  The core of MTSS is the implementation of a continuum of EBPs 
that result in improved outcomes for all students.  This statewide system promotes not only the 
delivery of a continuum of effective instruction, but also a continuum of services and supports 
for all students.  The foundation of the MTSS framework is implementation science, which looks 
at what hinders and helps the successful implementation of interventions. 
  



https://inclusion.hawaiipublicschools.org/home
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As part of the SSIP Theory of Action’s State-Level Strategies and Activities to improve student 
performance while simultaneously addressing equity and access for all students, HIDOE 
developed the HMTSS framework.  The HMTSS is a three-tiered model that addresses the 
academic, behavioral, social and emotional needs of all Hawaii students.  It provides a basis for 
understanding how Hawaii’s educators can work together to ensure equitable access and 
opportunities for all students to achieve their goals and thrive in a future-focused learning 
environment.  
 
Throughout this SSIP, HIDOE references both RTI and MTSS.  The jargon deliberately switches 
from RTI to MTSS to represent a conceptual shift in thinking from RTI as solely-tiered academic 
services to a system of support integrating staff development, inclusive policies, and 
stakeholder engagement all with the aim of increasing educational and functional outcomes for 
SWDs. 
 


Hawaii State Special Education Conference 


To improve outcomes for SWDs, HIDOE and stakeholder groups identified the need to design 
fundamental PD for all stakeholders.  This journey began in the summer of 2018 with the first 
statewide Special Education Conference, Together For Our Keiki.  Face-to-face training 
sessions on improving practices when working with SWDs were provided to all teachers, 
counselors, school administrators, district personnel, and related service providers statewide.   
The conference was repeated in the fall of 2018 for those participants who were not able to 
attend the summer session, totaling 1,500 participants for the two (2) 2018 conferences. 
 
In 2019, the Exceptional Support Branch under the Office of Student Support Services 
partnered with the Office of Curriculum and Instructional Design to develop materials for the 
summer 2019 Special Education Conference.  The focus of the conference was evidence-based 
instructional practices for SWDs.  To ensure that the information was shared with as many 
stakeholders as possible, the conference was repeated in the fall of 2019, and again totaled 
over 1,500 participants for the two (2) 2019 conferences.  In an effort to build capacity and 
improve skills at the complex area and school levels, HIDOE has planned a summer 2020 
Special Education Conference to focus on strategies and EBP implementation at the classroom 
level. 
 


Special Education Mentor Pilot 


To facilitate professional growth of teachers, HIDOE provides ongoing support through a 
statewide Teacher Induction and Mentoring Program.  HIDOE’s vision is that every beginning 
teacher is supported through a required comprehensive three-year program.  The program 
engages beginning teachers in a system of support that includes working with a highly skilled, 
trained instructional mentor to simultaneously accelerate teacher effectiveness and student 
learning.  Beginning teachers in their first two years in the profession are assigned a trained 
instructional mentor to work with them three (3) times per month for a minimum of sixty (60) 
minutes per meeting using evidence-based mentoring practices.  The meetings are documented 
via an Online Mentor Interaction Log. 
  
A 2018 comprehensive statewide needs assessment of support special education beginning 
teachers received revealed many special education beginning teachers were paired with 
general education mentors since there were not enough special education trained mentors, and 
while many teachers appreciated the support they received from their general education mentor, 
they were not getting timely support with special education related concerns and challenges.  
Knowing special education teachers are harder to recruit and retain than any other types of 
teachers and they leave the HIDOE at twice the rate as general education teachers, in School 
Year 2019-2020 HIDOE committed to a Special Education Mentor Pilot (Pilot).  The goal of the 
Pilot is to deepen the pool of special education trained mentors and build out special education 
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specific mentoring practices and support by training, coaching and deploying a full released 
special education mentor to work with 10 to12 special education beginning teachers in each of 
the 15 complex areas. 
 
For School Year 2018-19, only 58% of HIDOEʻs special education beginning teachers worked 
with a special education mentor.  The rest were assigned general education mentors.  For 
School Year 2019-2020, due to the Pilot, 74% (or 223) of HIDOE’s 300 special education 
beginning teachers work with a special education mentor (Figure 4).  The special education pilot 
mentors work in more than 91 schools and have averaged 24.5 hours of mentoring per 
beginning teacher as of March 2020.  This is above the expected average of 21 hours within the 
same time frame. 


 
Figure 4: Special Education Beginning Teachers Paired with a Special Education Mentor 


 
 


Professional Learning Communities 


HIDOE continues to utilize PLCs to engage internal stakeholders in building capacity of complex 
area staff members’ expertise and developing teacher knowledge and skills to increase 
achievement for SWDs.  The Student Services Branch under the direction of Office of Student 
Support Services in collaboration with Office of Curriculum and Instructional Design created a 
MTSS cadre to provide TA and additional support to complex areas and schools in 
strengthening the MTSS.  The cadre convened on a quarterly basis with staff representation 
from state, complex areas and schools.  Deputy Superintendent worked directly with each of the 
Complex Area Superintendents and held PLCs to guide them in creating systems of support to 
address the achievement gap of SWDs.  The Exceptional Support Branch conducted mandatory 
monthly meetings with the DESs who are responsible to provide TA and support to complex 
area schools to ensure a free appropriate public education for SWDs.  These meetings keep the 
DESs abreast of issues, challenges, and successes relating to the provision of special 
education and related services.  Additionally, the monthly meetings are also utilized as an 
ongoing, collaborative learning opportunity where the DESs for special education, autism and 
school-based behavioral health discuss issues that require in-depth dialogue to ultimately 
increase student outcomes. 
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Stakeholder Engagement 


HIDOE continued to utilize the LbC to engage stakeholders in evaluating data, providing input 
and recommending changes regarding ongoing implementation of the SSIP.  Internal 
stakeholders represent HIDOE, and external stakeholders represent parents, community 
members, institutions of higher education, or a combination of members.  All stakeholders meet 
on a monthly basis to exchange ideas, share information, and provide feedback to help achieve 
Hawaii’s SIMR goals. 
 


Technical Assistance 


In order to improve performance, HIDOE received TA and support from OSEP and OSEP-
approved centers and resources, resulting in the following actions:  


 OSEP 
OSEP provided the following TA: 
 Met with HIDOE staff and representatives from OSEP-funded TA centers to explore 


the potential barriers that have impacted HIDOE’s progress toward achieving its 
SSIP targets 


 Provided HIDOE with a written report of required actions/next steps 
 Engaged HIDOE on monthly calls to discuss the state’s progress 


 
As a result, HIDOE has: 
 Tailored the SSIP to address key issues shared by the OSEP team 
 Aligned the SSIP with the state strategic plan and aspects of the Consolidated State 


Plan, as required under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), as 
amended by (ESSA) 


 


 National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) 
NCSI provided the following TA: 
 Professional development to HIDOE state office staff responsible for the preparation 


of data and SPP/APR reporting activities 
 Professional development on LbC through workshops facilitated by Joanne 


Cashman for state office staff and Hawaii’s Special Education Advisory Council 
members 


 Provided opportunities for HIDOE staff with Complex Area Superintendent 
representatives to attend Learning Collaborative events in the area of HIDOE’s SSIP 


 Provided guidance on revising the current GSS 
 


As a result, HIDOE has: 
 Implemented and submitted a revised FFY 2018 SPP/APR 
 Partnered with the Special Education Advisory Council on the design of infographics 


in several key areas of special education 
 Started to change how SSIP activities are organized as evidenced by this version of 


the SSIP 
 Initiated revisions to the GSS procedures and is working on a collaborative effort 


across the state-level offices to improve accountability for special education results 
and compliance monitoring system 
 


 IDEA Data Center (IDC) 
IDC provided the following TA: 
 Suggested revisions with detailed suggestions for improvements on SPP/APR and 


SSIP submissions 
 


As a result, HIDOE has: 
 Incorporated IDC suggestions in the FFY 2018 APR submitted on February 1, 2020 
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 National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT) 
NTACT provided the following TA 
 Improvement in various areas of Indicator 13, specifically in the identification of age 


appropriate transition assessments  
 


As a result, HIDOE has: 
 Developed a template for recommending targeted TA on statewide findings of 


noncompliance, slippage, and unmet targets 
 Expanded quarterly transition meetings statewide to ensure transition 


teachers/coordinators develop and implement effective transition plans to align with 
IDEA and Hawaii Administrative Rules, Chapter 60  
 


 Early Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTA) 
ECTA has provided the following TA: 
 Provided materials and resources of preschool programs in other states 


 
As a result, HIDOE has: 
 Developed preliminary resources to improve practices and outcomes for preschool 


SWDs  
 


 Early Childhood Personnel Center (ECPC) 
ECPC has provided the following TA: 
 Provided coaching and mentoring to develop a coordinated statewide plan to 


improve personnel systems to support preschool SWDs and their families 
 Trained to utilize LbC for stakeholder engagement and involvement 


 
As a result, HIDOE has: 
 Participated in cross-agency work to build more efficient and effective systems of 


services and programs that will improve outcomes for young children with disabilities 
and families served under Part C and Section 619 and their transition to Part B 


 


 National Association of State Directors of Special Education (NASDSE) 
NASDSE offered the following TA: 
 National meeting for Special Education Directors wherein HIDOE leadership 


participated in PD and informational sessions as well as opportunities to meet with 
other state directors and TA providers (NCSI, IDC, etc.) 
 


As a result, HIDOE has: 
 Convened PLCs with internal and external stakeholders to discuss special education 


in Hawaii and continued to refine improvements to HIDOE’s tri-level system to 
implement IDEA requirements 


 Utilized the guidance document, “Optimizing Outcomes for Deaf and Hard-of-Hearing 
students”, HIDOE developed a work plan to establish a workgroup and a site review 
process for redesigning the Hawaii School for the Deaf and Blind.  Fifty percent 
(50%) of the workgroup are also members of the deaf community 


 


b. Complex and School-Level Highlights 
The success of all these efforts depend upon the motivations and capacities of leadership at the 
state, complex and school level.  Effective leadership is essential to system change and 
improvement.  Both the Superintendent and the Deputy Superintendent provide sound 
leadership support, direction, and clear expectations for the state and complex area levels with 
respect to implementation fidelity and student outcomes. 
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The Complex Area Superintendents emphasized the importance of improving HIDOE’s SIMR 
results by ensuring that schools had access to quality resources to address student 
achievement, with a focus on the SIMR population, as well as to PD, special education teacher 
training, educational assistant training, accommodations and modifications training, and Hui Pu 
(inclusive practices) strategies.  HIDOE remains committed to ensuring accountability by the 
seven (7) state offices as well as all fifteen (15) complex areas. 
 
In School Year 2018-19, the Deputy Superintendent further revised each Complex Area 
Superintendent’s annual evaluation to include SSIP requirements, and expected the Complex 
Area Superintendents to assist schools with analyzing assessment and other data for SWDs, 
including the SIMR population.  The Deputy Superintendent also tasked the Complex Area 
Superintendents with providing the necessary support to teachers to ensure fidelity and 
appropriate progress monitoring. 
 
As determined through the SSIP Theory of Action, HIDOE is committed to: 


1. Building capacity and collaboration for sustainable statewide improvements utilizing 
PLCs via the Complex Area Superintendent Community of Practice that included 
statewide special education conferences, mentors for all beginning teachers and special 
education-trained mentors for special education teachers, mandatory monthly DES 
meetings, and the continuous dedicated work of the Superintendent’s Special Education 
Task Force. 


2. Implementing and evaluating effectiveness and chosen EBPs for improving student 
performance as documented in CAAPs by: 


a. Requiring all Complex Area Superintendents to submit academic and financial 
plans that address academic, fiscal, capacity building, and goals and measures 
to close the achievement gap; 


b. Requiring Complex Area Superintendents to include multi-disciplinary inquiry and 
creativity-based early literacy systems; 


c. Increasing the number of SWDs included in general education settings; 
d. Creating a monitoring system for quality assurance in the complex areas to 


review data for SWDs to determine proactive strategies, interventions, and 
restorative practices to reduce chronic absenteeism, bullying, and harassment; 
and 


e. Increasing the quality of services and programs likely to lead to student 
outcomes. 


3. Engaging students, parents, and community members by utilizing the LbC framework. 
 
The Complex Area Superintendents advanced strategies, interventions, and deliverables based 
on evidence-based research for special education, English Learners, and other student 
subgroups who are underperforming in order to close the achievement gap and fully support 
Comprehensive Support and Improvement (CSI)/Targeted Support and Improvement (TSI) 
schools.  With support from the Complex Area Superintendents, the DESs developed annual 
IDEA project proposals which outline academic and behavioral supports, activities and PD with 
evaluative measures and cost expenditures targeted to improve academic and functional 
outcomes for SWDs. 
 
Leadership at the state and complex areas is critical to implementation fidelity and to ensure 
effective and efficient administration of the public school system in accordance with relevant 
state and federal laws and educational policies adopted by the Hawaii State Board of Education 
while addressing the tenets of the SSIP Theory of Action. 
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B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP 
1. Description of the State’s SSIP implementation progress 
 
HIDOE made steady progress in implementing the strategies and activities as detailed in 
Phases I, II and III of the SSIP.  HIDOE will further describe implementation progress within this 
section. 
 
SSIP Theory of Action - State Level Coherent Improvement Strategies/Activities and 
Infrastructure Strategies 
Over the past year, HIDOE worked on several state-level improvement and infrastructure 
strategies to build complex area- and school-level capacity, increase implementation and 
evaluation of EBPs, and bolster engagement towards improved educational performance and 
functional outcomes for 3rd and 4th grade students with OHD, SLD, and SoL on the ELA/Literacy 
assessment as follows7: 
 
PD in Inclusive Education Practices 


The 2018 Special Education Task Force recommended the development of a statewide vision 
and framework of practices for inclusive education.  Therefore, HIDOE proposed revisions to 
Board of Education Policy 105-13:  Inclusion, to ensure that SWDs have equal access to and 
successfully engage in the same educational environment with the same learning opportunities 
as students without disabilities.  On December 5, 2019, the Hawaii State Board of Education 
approved HIDOE’s suggested revisions to strengthen Policy 105-13. 
 
Further, HIDOE aligned the vision for inclusive practices with the Board Policy as follows:  


 
HIDOE is committed to serving all students in inclusive schools where they are 
accepted members of their school community, where students with disabilities 
have equal access to and successfully engage in the same educational 
environment with the same learning opportunities as students without disabilities. 


 
Beginning in the fall of 2017, HIDOE through Stetson & Associates, Inc., provided inclusive 
practices implementation training and consultation to schools statewide known as Hui Pu.  As of 
October 2019, the average inclusion rate for the thirty-nine (39) Hui Pu schools was 56% 
compared to the 39% average inclusion rate for non-Hui Pu schools.  With increased inclusive 
opportunities, SWDs were provided a more responsive learning environment through 
differentiated instruction and academic supports to access the general education curriculum and 
participate with students without disabilities.  For School Year 2020, HIDOE’s overall inclusion 
target rate for all schools is 51%. 
 
To ensure inclusive practices are implemented statewide, HIDOE provided information and 
direction on scaling-up mandatory implementation of inclusive practices for all schools.  The 
Office of Student Support Services through Stetson & Associates, Inc., provided implementation 
training and certification to all complex area staff.  The complex area staff received thirteen (13) 
days of implementation training sessions and ongoing support to deliver training on the 
philosophy, beliefs, school self-assessment and action plan for improvement in each of the 
fifteen (15) complex areas.  In addition, HIDOE facilitated quarterly PLC meetings to focus on 
leadership skills necessary to support successful inclusive schools. 
  


                                                           
7  A summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies, and 


evidence-based practices that were implemented by the State and progressed towards short- and long-term 
outcomes that are intended to impact the SIMR. 
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Scale-up efforts focused on: 


 Improving Tier 1 practices in classrooms; 


 Implementing strategies for increasing principal and teacher knowledge and 
implementation of Tier 1 practices; 


 Creating train-the-trainer modules for Tier 1 strategies for all learners; 


 Connecting Tier 1 implementation and modules to the current MTSS; 


 Training and support to new administrators enrolled in the Hawaii Certification for School 
Leaders Program on the responsibilities of principals for inclusive schools; 


 Designing a parent/community training module that provides an overview of inclusive 
practices and HIDOE’s work for improvement; and 


 Developing online resources for parent(s)/legal guardians(s). 
 
Fundamental Professional Development: Special Education Conference 
In the summer of 2018, the Office of Student Support Services, Exceptional Support Branch, 
held the first statewide Special Education Conference “Together for Our Keiki” at various sites 
around the State.  The conference included a series of face-to-face training sessions to increase 
teachers, counselors, school administrators, district personnel and related service providers’ 
effectiveness in the areas of Individualized Education Program (IEP) development and 
processes. 
 
The conference sessions included the following learning opportunities:  


 Standards for Students with Severe Cognitive Disabilities 


 Transition to Adult Life 


 Cornerstone of the Individualized Education Program: Present Levels of Educational 
Performance 


 Least Restrictive Environment: A Focus on Services 


 Understanding Extended School Year 


 Administrators: Leading the IEP Process 


 Setting the Target:  Goals and Objectives 


 Purpose of Related Services 


 Closing the Achievement Gap: Specially Designed Instruction 


 Student Led IEPs 


 Accommodations and Curricular Modifications that Support Student Success 


 IEP Process: The Basics 


 Talk Story with the Attorney General 
 


In the fall of 2018, the Office of Student Support Services, Exceptional Support Branch, 
repeated the summer 2018 Special Education Conference for general and special education 
teachers, counselors, school administrators, district personnel, and related service providers. 
These trainings and accompanying materials were posted online and made available to all 
HIDOE staff as a resource for subsequent complex and school level training. 
 
In the summer of 2019, the Office of Student Support Services, Exceptional Support Branch, in 
collaboration with Office of Curriculum and Instructional Design and Stetson & Associates, Inc., 
held a summer 2019 Special Education Conference.  To enrich partnerships and increase 
communication with community stakeholders and partners, various organizations, such as the 
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, the Special Education Advisory Council, and Leadership in 
Disabilities and Achievement in Hawaii were invited to the conference. 
 
The sessions included the following topics: 


 A Journey Through Transitions 


 Assistive Technology for Students with Disabilities 
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 Closing the Attitude Gap (School Principals and Vice Principals) 


 Evaluation Summary Reports That Rock! 


 Evidence-Based Practices:  What They Are and How to Find Them! 


 General Education Teacher:  We Need You! 


 Leading and Directing Paraprofessionals 


 Multi-Tiered Systems of Support for Teachers:  You Make the Difference 


 Practical Strategies for Emotion–Informed Support for At-Promise Students 


 Prior Written Notice–The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act Road Map 


 Reading Comprehension:  The Importance of Building Knowledge 


 Supporting Instruction Through the Multi-Level Process 


 Tier One Instruction and Success for Every Learner 


 Using Targeted Data for Student Achievement 


 We Are Family! [Building Family Engagement] 
 
Mandatory Special Education Professional Development Training 
To build upon training and PD conducted in School Year 2018-2019, and to continue to support 
teachers, HIDOE will require that special education teachers (e.g., full-time, part-time, and long-
term substitutes) participate in mandatory special education training modules.  Complex area 
staff were trained using the train-the-trainers model in order to build capacity within each school 
throughout the State.  The required PD modules will provide special education teachers, 
including teachers of the SIMR population, best practices in how to write an IEP to support 
students and improve academic outcomes.  The required modules include: 


 IEP 101 


 Present Levels of Academic and Functional Performance  


 Goals and Objectives  


 Extended School Year 


 Prior Written Notice  
 


Oral Language Development for Literacy 
The Exceptional Support Branch, within the Office of Student Support Services, sponsored a 
series of PD opportunities for speech-language pathologists and coordinators, early childhood 
general and special education teachers, and preschool 619 coordinators/district resource 
teachers for School Year 2018-2019.  The focus was on oral language development with 
specific emphasis on the integration of oral language and literacy (reading and writing) as 
research supports oral language acquisition are fundamental precursors to and success in 
reading comprehension.  Sessions were explicitly geared to those who work with early learners 
(preschool through grade 3) with speech, language, and communication disabilities as follows: 


 Explaining the foundational language skills students need to access and acquire the 
literacy expectations of the Common Core State Standards and Hawaii Early Learning 
Development Standards; 


 Providing evidence based interventions on the development of discourse skills that help 
students with disabilities move from the acquisition of oral language to literacy 
academic language skills in support of reading, writing, speaking and listening 
standards; 


 Applying a narrative discourse intervention methodology and connecting interventions to 
the specific age and grade level expectations of the Common Core State Standards and 
Hawaii Early Learning Development Standards; 


 Developing assessment and progress monitoring tools to guide interventions; and 


 Developing collaboration techniques to increase the provision of educationally relevant 
interventions. 
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These topics are an ongoing series which emphasize the development of coaching and 
mentoring strategies for complex area staff to support preschool through grade 3 teachers who 
have students struggling with language and literacy.  The teachers received valuable help and 
insight to implement this evidence-based teaching methodology. 
 
Mentoring and Networking for Special Education Teachers 


Pilot Years 1-3 (2016-2019) 
In 2016, The Hawaii Teacher Induction Center began implementing a statewide special 
education teacher pilot to support new and beginning special education teachers through their 
first three (3) challenging years.  With the Teacher Induction Center, HIDOE provided support to 
help beginning teachers quickly become effective teachers to ensure every student had a highly 
skilled teacher and thus, increasing student success. 
 
Year 1: Data Gathering 


 Data collection and analysis 


 Inclusion strategies 


 Breaking down standards to individual student level 


 IEP support 


 Building positive and productive relationships 
 
Year 2: Special Education Support Implementation 


 Open labs 


 Mentor forums 
 


Year 3: Building Complex Area Capacity 


 Collaboration between District Special Education and District Induction and Mentoring 
Programs 


 Special education mentor coaching 


 Special education beginning teacher and mentor PD 
 
Pilot Year 4 (School Year 2019-2020): Special Education Full-Release Mentors 
Building upon earlier work to provide continuous support to new and beginning special 
education teachers, experienced teachers were asked to become Full-Release Mentors via the 
implementation of a Special Education Full-Release Mentor Pilot for School Year 2019-2020 to 
include:  


 Development of Special Education Teacher Full-Release Mentors 


 Increase Mentoring Support to Special Education New and Beginning Teachers 


 Collect, and Analyze Program Quality Data 
 
The Shift of the State Special Education Director Role 
Although HIDOE has undergone changes to its organizational structure over the past several 
years and acknowledged communication challenges inherent in a large public school system, 
the Superintendent and Deputy Superintendent determined that further refinement was 
necessary to ensure clarity, accountability, and improvement. 
 
As such, the role of the State Special Education Director was moved from the Monitoring and 
Compliance Branch to the Office of Student Support Services, Exceptional Support Branch, 
effective February 1, 2020.  This move affirmed HIDOE’s commitment to improving student 
outcomes by emphasizing the Exceptional Support Branch’s influential role in the DMS system 
towards strengthening student results.  The educational specialists and resource teachers in the 
Exceptional Support Branch are poised to best assist and connect the complex area and school 
level staff with targeted PD and resources while the Monitoring and Compliance Branch ensures 
IDEA compliance as well as accurate and timely federal reporting. 
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Implementation of EPB Programs and Strategies 


Pursuant to tri-level empowerment, schools were able to select EBPs to best meet their 
students’ needs.  In order to continue to support complex areas and schools, HIDOE recognized 
the necessity to review and evaluate the different EBP strategies and programs that are 
currently being implemented statewide.  A statewide survey was sent to all 3rd and 4th grade 
teachers who teach the SIMR group – ELA/Literacy to SWDs in the categories of OHD, SLD, 
and SoL to collect information on their usage of EBPs.  The survey asked the following 
questions8: 
 
1. A list of EBP programs and strategies were provided, asking the teachers to check the types 


of EBP programs mostly commonly used and the frequency. 
 


Table 5:  EBP Programs Used Four or More Times Per Week9 


EBP Program Four or more times per week 


Wonders 59% 


iReady 34% 


Stepping Stones 12% 


Achieve 3000 (Kid Biz) 8% 


Lexia Reading 4% 


MyOn Lexile 3% 


Enhanced Core Reading Instruction 2% 


Achieve 3000 (Smarty Ants) 1% 


 
2.   What other types of programs and strategies teachers used that were not listed in the 
survey. 
 


Table 6:  EBP Strategies Used Four or More Times Per Week10 


EBP Strategy 
Four or more 


times per week 


Teach students how to use reading comprehension strategies.  63% 


Teach academic language skills, use of inferential, narrative language, 
and vocabulary. 


59% 


Develop awareness of segments of sounds in speech and how it's 
linked to letters. 


51% 


Select text purposefully to support comprehension development. 50% 


Establish an engaging and motivating context to teach reading 
comprehension. 


49% 


Guide students through focused, high-quality discussion on the 
meaning of text. 


47% 


Provide daily time for students to write. 46% 


Teach students to identify and use text organizational structure to 
comprehend. 


39% 


                                                           
8 Supporting data that demonstrates that implementation is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SIMR data. 
9 Specific EBPs that were implemented. 
10 Specific strategies that supported the selection of EBPs and ensured their use with fidelity.  
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EBP Strategy 
Four or more 


times per week 


Ensure students read connected text daily to support reading, fluency, 
and comprehension. 


33% 


Teach students to use the writing process for a variety of purposes. 31% 


Teach students handwriting, spelling, sentence construction, typing and 
word processing. 


29% 


Create an engaged community of writers. 28% 


Teach students to decode words, analyze word parts, write and 
recognize words. 


25% 


 
3.  Select any other EBP ELA/Literacy programs and/or strategies you use in your classroom 


that are not listed above and how often you use it in one week. 
 
Other most commonly used EBP programs and strategies were: 


 Read Naturally  


 Barton Reading and Spelling Program 


 Reading Mastery  


 Reading Plus  


 WestEd Writing Strategies 


 Productive Struggle  


 Inquiry Strategies  


 Collaborative Conversations/Small Group Guided Reading  


 Mind Mapping Strategies  


 The Sonday Systems – Phonics Instruction  


 Project GLAD Strategies  


 New Practice Readers  


 AIMS Web  


 P.A.R.T Strategies (Daily) 


 Orton Gillingham Literature Circle 


 AVID Strategies  
 
SSIP Theory of Action - Complex and School Level Coherent Improvement 
Strategies/Activities and Infrastructure Strategies 
The Complex Areas worked hard with their schools over the past year on various coherent 
improvement and infrastructure strategies that contributed to increasing the percentage of 
SWDs in inclusion settings, monitored the fidelity of EBP implementation, and increased the 
proficiency rates for Hawaii’s SIMR population of 3rd and 4th grade students with OHD, SLD, and 
SoL on the ELA/Literacy portion of the SBA. 
 
Below are examples of coherent improvement strategies implemented by complex areas, 
organized by the strands of the SSIP Theory of Action. 
 
Complex Area:  Aiea-Moanalua-Radford 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; Comprehensive Student Supports; Data 
Teams 
Improvement Strategies:  The Aiea-Moanalua-Radford Complex Area Superintendent led his 
team by conducting classroom observations and walkthroughs.  A sample schedule for 
November 29, 2018 is provided in the Figure 5 below. 
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Figure 5:  Aiea-Moanalua-Radford Walkthrough Schedule November 2018


 
 
The team shared their observations and suggestions via Google documents that were linked to 
each schedule.  
 
Through the Complex Area Team meetings along with direct support from the Complex Area 
Academic Officer, each school was supported through an individualized plan created by the 
principal and complex area personnel to meet the unique needs of each student.  By April 2019, 
the Complex Area Superintendent created a detailed Complex Area Implementation Plan with 
outcome expectations for special education and to support the following Task Force 
Recommendations that are the Complex Area’s critical focus areas: 


 Design a Framework 
o Shared vision of inclusive education – 43% target for Aiea-Moanalua-Radford and 


movement toward utilizing the Stetson model 
o High quality PD - aligned to the needs of the school 
o Funding based on student needs – funding and staffing driven by IEPs 


 Support Transformation 
o PD tri-level alignment, articulation, and execution 
o Complex Area and State Office meetings to collaborate and provide feedback and 


needs of the schools 
o Provide protected time for care coordination and collaboration – work with principals 


and vice-principals to design their schools 


 Sustain improvement 
o Expand mentoring and networking of special education teachers. 
o Develop capacity of school mentors to assume other leadership positions 
o Improve data collection and monitoring practices 


 
Complex Area:  Kau-Keaau-Pahoa 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; Comprehensive Student Supports; Data 
Teams 
Improvement Strategies:  In School Year 2018-2019, the Kau-Keaau-Pahoa Complex Area 
Superintendent provided opportunities to advance literacy strategies for SWDs to meet the 
expectations of the SSIP by: 


 Implementing Beginning Foundational Reading Skills; Enhanced Core Reading 
Instruction; and Flipbooks for grades 3-6 – Evidence Informed Innovation; 


 Contracting with Daniel Klein to train on Drama as a Way of Learning; 
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 Reviewing monthly special education data reports and following-up with schools; 


 Conducting a complex area survey for the SSIP; and 


 Creating multiple learning platforms including satellite schools to combat geographic 
isolation and chronic absenteeism.  For example –  
o Used Tele-Practice to provide speech-language services to students in the Kau 


Complex;  
o Established a new position for a Tele-Practice Educational Assistant to provide 


services in the schools; and 
o Utilized technology to serve homebound students. 


 
Complex Area:  Nanakuli-Waianae 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; Comprehensive Student Supports; Data 
Teams; Special Education Strategies 
Improvement Strategies:  The Nanakuli-Waianae Complex Area’s strategy confirmed whether 
planned goals and objectives were carried over into classroom practices by the complex area 
team collecting classroom observation data via walkthroughs using the School Synergy 
classroom observation protocol implemented in School Year 2016-2017. 
 
To help ensure improved early learning readiness for future kindergartners entering the school 
system, preschool classrooms were created in several elementary schools throughout the 
complex area.  This provided approximately 180 four-year olds with access to pre-kindergarten 
classes.  The data collected showed that having the preschool experience supports the students 
academically and socially as they transition to kindergarten. 
 
The Nanakuli-Waianae Complex Area Superintendent also organized the complex area team to: 


 Assist schools with analyzing SBA data as well as other data sources to identify SWDs 
who are meeting proficiency in ELA/Literacy and mathematics; 


 Coordinate MyOn, an online reading assessment tool, with professional development 
sessions to assist with implementation fidelity and progress monitoring of target 
populations (Special Education and English Learners) to sustain reading growth; 


 Provide ongoing support to schools and increase the number of educators trained on 
MyOn implementation and other programs that yield Lexile results to assure fidelity and 
appropriate progress monitoring; and 


 Offer incentives to teachers and students (i.e., highest student use school-wide, most 
students making Lexile gains, and/or project design per classroom). 
 


Additionally, the Induction and Mentoring program has been a comprehensive program of 
support for all new and beginning teachers.  Three (3) Induction and Mentoring resource 
teachers supported the new and beginning teachers in designated schools with coaching, 
mentoring and securing professional resources from the Nanakuli-Waianae Complex Area 
Team.  PLCs were established for new teachers in identified schools within the complex.  Based 
on feedback and validation of the new teacher survey and the end of the year meeting with the 
Office of Talent Management, the Induction and Mentoring program and respective supports 
were deemed to have met the goals and needs of the complex area’s teachers and 
administrators. 
 
Complex Area:  Farrington-Kaiser-Kalani 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; State-Level PLCs; DES PLCs; State-Level 
System of Support for EBPs 
Improvement Strategies:  The Farrington-Kaiser-Kalani Complex Area Superintendent 
required the DESs to: 


 Monitor the timeliness of evaluations and IEP processes, and provide added supports to 
schools to meet expectations; and 
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 Identify challenges and risks to share and problem-solve at the statewide leadership 
meeting. 


 
Complex area staff attended the Cross State Learning Collaborative on Language and Literacy 
in October 2018 with a tri-level team (State Special Education Section staff, DESs, and a faculty 
member from the Hawaii School for the Deaf and Blind).  Complex area data was shared within 
their special education teams to review and analyze how to increase student outcomes in 
schools. 
 
During School Year 2018-2019, special education teachers received specific training and 
strategies on how to teach reading to struggling students.  All elementary special education 
teachers were trained in foundational reading skills and all secondary special education 
teachers were trained in teaching reading comprehension to students with learning difficulties. 
 
Complex Area:  Honokaa-Kealakehe-Kohala-Konawaena (also referred to as the West Hawaii 
Complex Area) 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; State-Level PLCs; DES PLCs; State Level 
System of Support for EBPs 
Improvement Strategies:  The West Hawaii Complex Area’s three (3) year academic plan for 
School Years 2017-2020 seamlessly meshed HIDOE and Board of Education Strategic Plan, 
the Hawaii Consolidated State Plan, Superintendent Dr. Christina M. Kishimoto’s high impact 
strategies, the Special Education Task Force recommendations, the Promise Plan, and Na 
Hopena A’o.  The West Hawaii Complex Area’s thoughtful and intentional blending of some of 
the priorities and concepts from the aforementioned named documents focused on the Strategic 
Plan - Goal 1 – Student Success by ensuring alignment to standards-based instruction (to 
increase proficiency on the Smarter Balanced Assessments as well as graduation and college 
going rates) within a context of the high impact strategy of school design.  The complex area 
plan also included professional development and research-based strategies for teachers to 
teach reading in the early elementary grades. 
 
Complex Area:  Castle-Kahuku 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; State-Level PLCs; DES PLCs; State Level 
System of Support for EBPs 
Improvement Strategies:  Priorities of the Castle-Kahuku Complex Area have been on equity 
and access while decreasing the achievement gap and ramping up support for CSI/TSI schools 
through training in the areas of evidenced-based inclusive practices via multi-level instruction, 
and multiple methods of assessment to provide student-centered classroom environments.  
Focus areas included: 


 Accommodations and modifications 


 New special education teacher training 


 Leading and directing paraprofessionals 


 Effective collaboration between general and special education teachers and support staff 


 National Mentor Training and Certification Program for special education teachers 
o A structured development program designed to create a cadre of mentors that 


integrates the expertise in research-based practices with participants’ knowledge and 
experiences. 


 
Complex area teams also focused on developing and systematizing special education and 
inclusive practices strategies in the complex.  
 
The collective work of the MTSS Cadre focused on strengthening implementation related to 
Response to Intervention, Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports, Social Emotional 
Learning, and School-Based Behavioral Health. 
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Utilizing Tier 1 Curricular, Instructional and Assessment Practices for classroom walkthroughs, 
school teams targeted efforts on growth relating to instructional leadership capacity by: 


 Improving teacher support in formative assessment practices to help students become 
assessment literate; 


 Discussing strategies that support rigorous dialogue, thinking, and writing; 


 Engaging in collaborative data analysis, reflection, and action planning for teacher and 
student learning; 


 Sharing best practices in behavior management; 


 Improving MTSS; and 


 Ensuring the implementation of inclusive practices. 
 
As a result of the implementation of these strategies, Castle-Kahuku saw an increase in the 
percentage of third-grade students receiving special education services that met or exceeded 
proficiency in ELA/Literacy on the SBA for School Year 2018-2019. 
 
Complex Area:  Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; State-Level PLCs; DES PLCs; State-Level 
System of Support for EBPs 
Improvement Strategies:  The priorities for the Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui Complex Area aligned 
with the goals of both the Superintendent’s Strategic Plan and the SSIP Theory of Action: 
student success, staff success and successful systems of support. The complex area team 
worked on building capacity and competence of the school leaders in order to help support 
overall school success. To ensure improvement on these priorities, the complex area 
implemented and tracked data on a variety of activities. 
 
Schools that used ECRI showed improvement for first and second graders in their Oral Reading 
Fluency based on the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) assessment.  
Thus, in light of the gains made, the Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui Complex Area is developing a plan 
to scale up the implementation of ECRI for grade 3.  In addition, the complex area is piloting the 
Third Quest Reading at the middle school level to promote curriculum planning, instruction and 
assessment to improve learning. Third Quest Reading is a comprehensive program that 
addresses active engagement, motivation, vocabulary, content knowledge, fluency, word 
recognition, and word comprehension with high fidelity and success towards increasing student 
study skills and employability. 
 
The Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui Complex Area provided training to support school level teams with 
critically analyzing and using effective EBPs.  In addition, a coaching cadre was developed to 
support teachers in administering core reading instruction. 
 
Leadership capacity was built in schools to evaluate and improve MTSS supports by:  


 Utilizing universal screeners and formative assessment data to determine the needs of 
specific schools and teachers; 


 Providing PD to address EBPs, Common Core State Standards, and using data to 
inform instruction; and 


 Increasing coaching and support for social emotional learning programs such as the 
Skills and Knowledge system and processes. 


 
The Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui Complex team provided ongoing targeted information, training, 
and support for school level leaders in: 


 Analyzing data on reading and understanding evidence-based programming options to 
address ELA needs; and  


 Identifying and providing feedback on high quality instruction for reading. 
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The Complex Area team also conducted site visits to collaboratively work with school leadership 
teams to enable them to lead, analyze and use data relevant to student achievement and in 
alignment with the State Strategic Plan goals and outcomes.  
 
The Complex Area Superintendent, DESs, and School Renewal Specialists met with agency 
leaders such as the State Department of Health, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, and 
the Developmental Disabilities Division to address the needs of students who require support 
from outside agencies in order to be successful.  
 
The state IEP performance indicators rubric was implemented to assess the quality of student 
IEPs as a means to identify professional growth opportunities for school staff. 


 
Complex Area:  Kaimuki-McKinley-Roosevelt 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; State-Level PLCs; DES PLCs; State Level 
System of Support for EBPs 
Improvement Strategies:  The Kaimuki-McKinley-Roosevelt Complex data for School Year 
2018-19 showed that 40% of all Year 1 and 2 beginning teachers are special education certified, 
while 60% were not.  There were 27 beginning teachers in years 1-3 of their teaching career 
and three (3) general education certified teachers teaching in a special education line without a 
special education certification.  Feedback from the beginning teachers indicated that they have 
not been taught how to apply theory, strategies and best practices to a wide range of diverse 
learners that will meet the needs of their specific students.  In addition, they are pulled out of the 
classroom to attend approximately five days of trainings and struggle to keep up with lesson 
planning, making adjustments to address student behaviors and student needs.  As such, the 
Complex Area Superintendent provided a two-day hands-on opportunity to address these 
special education beginning teachers’ concerns using Charlotte Danielson’s Domains: 
 Domain 1:  Planning and Preparation 
  Component 1b:  Demonstrating Knowledge of Students 


Domain 2:  The Classroom Environment 
  Component 2b:  Organizing Physical Space 
 
The Domains are also aligned to Superintendent Dr. Christina M. Kishimoto’s high impact 
strategies of School Design (evaluate and define special education program approach) and 
Teacher Collaboration (prioritize professional growth to opportunities for learning about highly 
effective and engaging school models; develop/expand communities of practice around critical, 
timely issues with teachers, leaders, staff, and communities; and support teacher-community 
collaboration practices). 
 
As a follow up, the DESs and other complex area staff met with each school on a quarterly 
basis to review cases and provide support specific to the teachers and the school.  Leading a 
shift from only compliance to results, the Complex Area Superintendent directed that special 
education resource teachers work in collaboration with the complex area team rather than 
independently.  Special education resource teachers were also expected to provide schools with 
support in EBPs for early learning and reading interventions.  Thus, PD was provided for all 
special education teachers on how to teach reading as follows:  elementary teachers were 
trained on foundational reading skills and secondary teachers were trained on teaching reading 
strategies to struggling readers. 
 
The Kaimuki-McKinley-Roosevelt Complex Area Superintendent also worked with the tri-level 
staff to create the matrixes for schools within the complex area to document what’s working 
within individual school’s special education departments, challenges, principal activities, as well 
as infrastructure improvement strategies and EBPs used and next steps. 
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Complex Area:  Kailua-Kalaheo 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; DES PLCs; SPED Strategies; Early Literacy 
Improvement Strategies:  For School Year 2018-2019, the Kailua-Kalaheo Complex Area 
priorities focused on school support design with targeted support.  Monthly meetings with the 
Complex Area Superintendent were held to analyze underperforming subgroups, which included 
SWDs, and identifying next steps.  Strategies for the complex area included:  


 PD on co-teaching teaming and inclusive practices for seven (7) schools to better 
support students in general education and increase inclusion; 


 A course on Teaching Reading in Small Groups for elementary teachers to be well- 
versed in formative assessments and the necessary tools to provide lessons that target 
instruction around students’ needs and strengths; and 


 Professional learning opportunities were also provided to elementary and secondary 
ELA and English Language Development teachers and administrators on explicit 
instructional strategies and assessments practices to support foundational skills and 
reading and writing development to increase student performance. 


 
Complex Area:  Campbell-Kapolei 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; DES PLCs; Induction and Mentoring 
Improvement Strategies:  The Campbell-Kapolei Complex Area concentrated on 
strengthening inclusive practices to provide equity for SWDs to have access to and participate 
with non-disabled peers in the general education classroom.  Continuing education was 
provided to all instructional staff, the general and special education teachers, educational 
assistants and paraprofessional tutors in order to implement research and evidence-based 
instructional strategies to support the inclusion of SWDs.  The PD consisted of the following: 


 Co-Teaching  


 Inclusive Practices  


 Universal Design for Learning  


 Differentiated Instruction 


 Educational Assistant Training (educating and empowering Educational Assistants in 
order to support instructional practices within the classroom) 


 Goalbook Training 


 How to Create Standards Based Goals and Objectives 


 Data 101 (how to develop tracking system and utilize data to be more intentional with 
instruction) 


 
The Campbell-Kapolei Complex Area also increased their monitoring processes by having a 
quarterly review of the timeliness of evaluations and the IEP processes.  The Complex Area 
Superintendent provided support on a variety of topics, which included, Goalbook, GRADE, 
writing goals and objectives, fact finding, conducting observations, mentoring, and closing the 
achievement gap. 
 
In addition, the Campbell-Kapolei Complex Area implemented an infrastructure change by 
bridging the Campbell-Kapolei School Support Center and their Special Education team for a 
more concerted effort to support schools in closing the achievement gap.  This collaboration is 
featured in the weekly complex area newsletter developed by the Campbell-Kapolei School 
Support Center and includes upcoming PD with a focus on special education practices and 
supports to each of the schools in the Campbell-Kapolei Complex Area. 
 
Complex Area:  Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; DES PLCs; SPED Strategies 
Improvement Strategies:  The Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea Complex Area student success priorities 
provided PD to schools in their implementation of curriculum, instruction and assessment while 
also supporting socio-emotional learning and mental health.  The PD included: 
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 Assessment for Learning Strategies 


 Differentiation and Inclusive Practices 


 RTI A and B Systems and Strategies (e.g., ELA Universal Screeners such as 
STAR/iReady)  


 Data Team Processes 


 Academic Language Learning Strategies for English Language Learners 


 Special Education Support (e.g., Inclusion strategies, Goalbook, Sonday Reading, 
Barton) 


 Special Education Preschool (e.g., Handwriting without Tears, Zoophonics) 


 Supporting Students with Autism (e.g., Assessment of Basic Language and Learning 
Skills, Verbal Behavior Milestones Assessment, and Placement Program and Language 
Acquisition through Motor Planning) 


 
The Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea Complex Area also recognized that teachers and administrators play 
a key role to ensure student success and that the complex plays a key role in capacity building.  
The Kapaa-Kauai-Waimea Complex Area motto for staff is: 
 


Kauai Complex Area has a high performing culture where employees have the 
training, support and professional development to contribute effectively to student 
success. 


 
To do this, facilitated PLC meetings were held for teacher leaders with a focus on student 
success initiatives.  Leadership training and PD opportunities aligned with student success 
included training from the Buck Institute of Education.  Additionally, the Complex Area 
Superintendent reached out to the American Alliance for Innovative Systems to assist with 
continuous improvement and innovative thinking for problem solving. 
 
Complex Area:  Hilo-Waiakea 
SSIP Theory of Action:  Complex Area Teams; DES PLCs; SPED Strategies 
Improvement Strategies:  The Hilo-Waiakea Complex Area priorities/strategies and initiatives 
focused on: Achievement, Connectedness and Engagement to empower all systems and 
supports to flow down to the student level.  
 
In School Year 2018-19, the Complex Area developed proactive projects to mitigate risk factors 
for students.  Counselors engaged in PLCs to address the following strategic priorities: chronic 
absenteeism, school climate, 9th graders on track, and achievement gap.  Title I coordinators 
participated in monthly meetings where conversations focused on data and student 
performance.  They were trained on how to monitor data and make informed decisions.  The 
Complex Area Superintendent worked very closely with principals on developing targets for 
English learners.  English learner resource teachers met on a monthly basis and reviewed 
student progress and problem solved action steps.  They were trained on EBP programs such 
as ECRI, Sonday, Guided Language Acquisition Design (GLAD), among others.  In addition, 
they assisted schools in providing Extended Learning Opportunities to support English learners. 
 
A group of qualified special education mentors were selected to support beginning special 
education classroom teachers.  Throughout the school year, the mentors provided PD on 
classroom management and student engagement.  Teachers had meaningful discussions 
centered around the teaching philosophy introduced in “Teach Like a Pirate” and “The 5 Powers 
of an Educator” and facilitated quarterly data driven forums with the special education mentors. 
To support non-Hawaii qualified teachers to become Hawaii qualified, school administrators 
were provided with guidance and support.  In addition, teachers were provided with PD and 
support in the areas of PRAXIS test preparation and registration, exam fees, stipends, content, 
travel expenses, and substitute teacher costs. 
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A system to monitor the effectiveness of special education resource teachers to the schools was 
created through quarterly meetings between DESs and district resource teachers.  Special 
education resource teachers partnered with general education resource teachers to support 
schools in the areas of special education and evidence-based practices.  In addition, integrated 
complex area support team provided comprehensive support to schools to address SSIP 
implementation. 
 
To foster collaboration and provide support to the parent community in the areas of early 
literacy, Complex Area staff engaged in coffee hour conversations and coordinated quarterly 
parent training events.  Topics included early literacy and strategies to help students with 
disabilities become proficient readers and how to read with your child at home.  A needs and 
assets assessment was conducted to inventory current school and community partnerships and 
connections.  Based on the results of the assessment, resource teachers were tasked with 
supporting schools in areas of need.  
 
In order to support students to successfully navigate the challenges of college and/or career, the 
Complex Area Superintendent created a resource teacher position to concentrate in the content 
areas of science, technology, engineering, arts, and mathematics.  The resource teacher 
expanded partnerships to support schools’ focus on science, technology, engineering, arts and 
mathematics.  In support of the expanded partnerships, the Hilo-Waiakea Complex Area 
facilitated a monthly professional learning cadre designed for training and collaboration in the 
development and implementation in those content areas as well.  Additionally, the transition 
resource teachers worked with principals in identifying strong school-level leads in using data to 
make sound decisions.  
 


a. Description of extent to which the State has carried out its planned activities 
with fidelity—what has been accomplished, what milestones have been met, 
and whether the intended timeline has been followed 


 
SSIP improvement strategies are ongoing statewide and across the tri-level structure.  At the 
state level, the shift of the State Special Education Director from the Monitoring and Compliance 
Branch to the Exceptional Support Branch within the Office of Student Support Services, 
signified the alignment of commitment to improve student outcomes by recognizing the pivotal 
role the Exceptional Support Branch plays toward increasing teacher performance and student 
outcomes.  With this leadership change, in addition to increased engagement of complex areas, 
the HIDOE is moving in a direction for positive change and outcomes. 
 
At the complex area and school levels, one example of focused implementation efforts was in 
the Pearl City-Waipahu Complex Area.  On December 17, 2018, the Pearl City-Waipahu 
Complex Area Superintendent conducted a principals meeting from 8:30 a.m. – 2:00 p.m. on the 
topic of “Closing the Gap.” The time spent with school staff focused on the fundamental belief 
that each student can learn and grow in all schools.  Current achievement data was shared and 
self-reflection inquiry questions were utilized to assist the team in identifying common needs 
that informed the development of the complex area plan in support of closing the learning gap. 
The team deepened their understanding in enhancing cultural competency as it relates to 
narrowing the reading gap for staff and shifting thinking from placement of students to a growth 
mindset of serving students based on their preferences, interests, needs and strengths.  Staff 
walked out of the meeting with a plan to remove barriers of student integration in: 


a) Physical environments; 
b) Instructional practices; 
c) Student scheduling; and 
d) Identifying and addressing adult needs. 
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By concentrating on staff mindset effecting school climate, research has shown that a positive 
school climate impacts student achievement11. 
 


Figure 6: School Design 
 


 
 
In the Hana-Lahainaluna-Lanai-Molokai Complex Area, for School Year 2018-2019, progress 
was made with the use of Origo, ECRI, and inclusive practices to ensure SWDs accessed high-
quality learning experiences that are founded on EBPs.  The Complex Area Superintendent 
prioritized their efforts in implementing ECRI and inclusive practices.  The complex area and 
school-level staff were trained in ECRI.  For information see the Canoe Complex ECRI 
Resources page.  The Complex Area Superintendent was proud to report that they met their 
inclusion rate of 41%.  All deliverables were met and are evidenced by artifacts and 
observations. 


The Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui Complex Area has been a champion in implementing evidence-
based reading programs to address the narrowing gap for kindergarten through second grade in 
the areas of fluency and decoding.  Historical data for complex area schools that used 
Enhanced Core Reading Instruction showed a significant increase in oral reading fluency as 
measured by DIBELS12.  Since the Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui Complex Area noted increases in 
their 3rd and 4th grade combined SIMR results of 9.8% in School Year 2017-2018 to 12.8% in 
School Year 2018-2019, the Complex Area Superintendent expanded the use of ECRI for 
School Year 2019-2020 for third graders with a focus on vocabulary and comprehension.   


b. Intended outputs that have been accomplished as a result of the 
implementation activities 


 
SSIP improvement strategies are ongoing statewide. As stated in Phase III, Years 1, 2 and 3, 
HIDOE determined improvement strategies and enabling activities based on data and 
infrastructure analysis to identify root causes for low performance and ultimately achieve the 
SIMR.  The improvement strategies and activities from the SSIP Theory of Action included:  
 
  


                                                           
11 Freiberg, H.J. (1998). Measuring school climate: Let me count the ways. Educational Leadership, 56 (1), 22-26. 
12 University of Oregon DIBELS Data System 



http://bit.ly/CanoeECRI

http://bit.ly/CanoeECRI

https://dibels.uoregon.edu/assessment/dibels/
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Building capacity and collaboration for sustainable statewide improvements utilizing 
PLCs  
The table below illustrates some of HIDOE’s notable outcomes of our tri-level efforts.  
 


Table 7:  Activities and Outputs 13 


Activity Outputs 


Complex Area Superintendents and DESs 
met once per month to discuss and align 
state-complex-school level strategies for 
advancing achievement of all SWDs and in 
particular, improving early literacy of students 
with OHD, SLD, and SoL. 


Complex Area Superintendents reviewed their 
CAAPs to ensure that each was still on track 
and recommended revisions as appropriate.  
State level staff met with DESs on a monthly 
basis to review data, discuss best practices, 
and develop tools and materials for 
implementation fidelity. 


The Exceptional Support Branch collaborated 
with Office of Curriculum and Instructional 
Design in the development of literacy PD 
activities, resources, and tools across for 
complex areas and school staff.  


Increased agency coherence through cross 
office planning for improving staff skills in the 
utilization of EBPs for SWDs in math, reading 
and science.  


PLCs between state and complex area staff 
focused on the development of the Hawaii 
MTSS. 


Continuation of Hawaii MTSS training to 
complex areas, schools, and stakeholder 
groups.  


Complex Areas Superintendents facilitated 
meetings with principals to analyze data and 
address areas of low achievement.  


The principals shared the data with their staff, 
and based on the data, school teams 
developed plans to address low achievement. 


Through Stetson & Associates, Inc., inclusive 
practices PLCs were facilitated in each of the 
schools that participated in the Hui Pu 
cadres.  


The percentage of students participating in the 
general education setting increased from an 
average of 39% to 56% in the Hui Pu schools. 
Hawaii’s inclusion rate target for school year 
2020 is 51%.  


 
Implementing and evaluating the effectiveness of chosen EBPs for improving student 
performance in ELA/Literacy as documented in the CAAPs 
HIDOE made significant progress towards this goal due to ongoing activities to implement EBPs 
within each of the complex areas and schools.  In addition, HIDOE engaged in significant 
training opportunities across disciplinary boundaries of the diverse workforce throughout the tri-
level infrastructure.  
 
Engaging students, parents, and community members by utilizing the LbC framework 
Engaging students, parents and community members has been a huge milestone for HIDOE 
during the 2018-2019 school year.  HIDOE provided opportunities to engage in evaluating data; 
providing input; addressing barriers; and recommending changes, improvement strategies, and 
other solutions in the implementation and evaluation of the SSIP.  In addition, HIDOE and the 
Special Education Advisory Council created a PLC where ideas, additional perspectives, 
support and advice are provided to develop materials and support Hawaii’s public education 
system in optimizing achievement of every student.  The LbC framework is used by the Special 
Education Advisory Council with HIDOE to identify key issues, examine data, and make 
recommendations for solutions.  The LbC framework, as a resource, is highlighted on the 
Special Education Advisory Council Leading by Convening web page.  A solution derived from 
the LbC process was to co-create infographics to support the implementation of IDEA in Hawaii. 
  


                                                           
13 A narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4. 



https://seac-hawaii.org/leading-by-convening/
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2. Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation  
a. How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of the 


SSIP 
 
As one of its core improvement strategies, HIDOE continues to utilize the Leading by Convening 
Framework (Cashman et al., 2014)14 to engage internal and external stakeholder groups in 
improving results for SWDs.  Stakeholder engagement and involvement through the LbC 
framework, is designed to provide a safe and productive forum to exchange ideas, share 
information, and provide constructive criticism. 
 


Figure 7: Leading by Convening Framework 


 


 
 


Cashman et al., 2014, pg. 1 


 
Internal stakeholders represent HIDOE, and external stakeholders represent parents, 
community members, institutions of higher education, or a combination of members. All 
stakeholders meet on a monthly basis to exchange ideas, share information, and provide 
feedback to help achieve Hawaii’s goals. 
 
Table 8 below summarizes stakeholder input and feedback on the ongoing evaluation of SSIP. 
 


Table 8:  Stakeholder Engagement Meetings 
Stakeholder Group Date Topics 


Special Education 
Advisory Council  


08/01/2018 
Discussion on OSEP Determination Based on 
APR/SSIP (School Year 2016-2017) 


Special Education 
Advisory Council  


10/05/2018 


Overview of Implementation Frameworks: 
Implementation Science discussion as a cornerstone 
for program improvement regarding SSIP  
 
SSIP Update: Lessons learned to date; next steps; 
questions, comments, and feedback 


Special Education 
Advisory Council  


11/09/2018 SSIP Plan Next Steps  


Special Education 
Advisory Council  


12/14/2018 
Overview and feedback on APR Indicators and 
confirmation of targets 


Special Education 
Advisory Council  


01/11/2019 
SSIP and Implementation Guidance from Hawaii’s 
Part B OSEP Staff 


                                                           
14 Cashman, J., Linehan, P., Purcell, L., Rosser, M., Schultz, S., & Skalski, S. (2014). Leading by convening: A 


blueprint for authentic engagement. Alexandria, VA: National Association of State Directors of Special Education. 
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Table 8:  Stakeholder Engagement Meetings (Continued) 


Stakeholder Group Date Topics 


Special Education 
Advisory Council  


04/05/2019 IDEA Part B Grant Update  


DES Meeting  04/25/2019 SSIP Update  


Special Education 
Advisory Council  


05/07/2019 


SSIP Infographic Work Group - Book Drive. 
The collection of Dr. Seuss books was donated to 
Pu’uhale School to support parents of young SWDs 
to help their child acquire reading skills.  


DES Meeting 08/22/2019 Changes in the SSIP 


Leadership in Disabilities 
& Achievement of Hawaii  


02/04/2020 SPP/APR and SSIP Updates and Targets 


Community Children’s 
Councils 


02/29/2020 SPP/APR and SSIP Updates and Targets 


Special Education 
Advisory Council  


03/13/2020 SSIP: Update and Target Setting for FFY2019  


National Center for 
Systemic Improvement 


TA Monthly 
Calls  


Feedback on SSIP activities, success, barriers, 
targets, and OSEP required actions 


 
The Monitoring and Compliance Branch worked directly with the Deputy Superintendent, 
Complex Area Superintendents, and DESs to collect SSIP evidence.  Evidence is analyzed by 
state level staff to identify the impact on all students having access to quality education and 
proper preparation for college, career, and community success.  During monthly meetings, state 
level representatives informed and collaborated with the State Advisory Panel known as the 
Special Education Advisory Council. 
 
State Advisory Panel - Special Education Advisory Council 
The Special Education Advisory Council is the State established advisory panel and serves as 
an advisor to the state level special education staff regarding the education of all children with 
disabilities.  Meetings occur monthly and are attended by a diverse membership with a majority 
being parents of children with disabilities.  To provide administrative support to the Special 
Education Advisory Council and create a solid team among community stakeholders, parents, 
and HIDOE in serving SWDS and their parents, the Monitoring and Compliance Branch 
manages a specific contract with the Special Parent Information Network (a parent-to-parent 
organization).  Members conduct meetings following the LbC process. Topics related to special 
education from August 2018 through May 2019 included:  


 Leading by Convening Dialogue 


 Special Education Task Force Recommendations  


 State Systemic Improvement Plan Next Steps 


 Alternative Assessment (HSA-Alt) 


 Special Education Staffing and Allocation 


 Special Education Parent Involvement Survey Discussion  


 State Systemic Improvement Grant Update 


 Review of APR Indicators  


 Overview of the Fiscal Biennium Budget Request 


 Inclusive Education 


 Professional Development 


 OSEP Determination Based on APR/SSIP (SY 2016-2017) Submission 
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 Overview of Implementation Framework 


 SSIP Cycle Update 


 OSEP’s Visit Update January 7 through January 10, 2019 


 SSIP & Implementation Guidance from Hawaii’s Part B OSEP Monitors  


 Legislative Updates 


 Special Education Due Process Discussion 
 
For more information see the Special Education Advisory Council meeting minutes. 
 
Special Parent Information Network  
The Special Parent Information Network is co-sponsored by the Disability and Communication 
Access Board and HIDOE.  Services include a phone call line for information and referral 
support, a quarterly newsletter, an annual conference, and community workshops.  The Special 
Parent Information Network is guided by an advisory committee made up of parents, 
professionals and people with disabilities. Additional information can be found on the Special 
Parent Information Network webpage. 


 
Leadership in Disabilities & Achievement of Hawaii 
The Leadership in Disabilities & Achievement of Hawaii is a nonprofit organization working to 
support and educate parents, families, and professionals to meet the needs of children and 
youth (ages birth through 26) with any disability.  Dedicated to the service of individuals with 
special needs, Leadership in Disabilities & Achievement of Hawaii is the Parent Training and 
Information Center for the State of Hawaii and provides interactive training opportunities, 
disseminates high-quality educational resources, and offers advocacy assistance at no cost to 
families.  As of 2015, Leadership in Disabilities & Achievement of Hawaii has developed 
partnerships with American Samoa, Guam, the Republic of Palau, the Republic of the Marshall 
Islands, the Federated States of Micronesia, and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 
Islands.  As a Parent Training and Information Center, Leadership in Disabilities & Achievement 
of Hawaii and its partners provide information and referral, mentoring and advocacy, and 
education and training to parents and family members of children with disabilities and the 
professionals who serve them.  Leadership in Disabilities & Achievement of Hawaii’s goal is to 
ensure that all children with disabilities receive a proper education. Additional information can 
be found on the Leadership in Disabilities & Achievement of Hawaii webpage. 
 
Community Children’s Councils 
The Community Children’s Councils serve children and families including those with disabilities 
and mental health needs through collaborative partnerships.  The Community Children’s 
Councils are led by parent and professional co-chairs and include representation from public 
and private child-serving agencies and other community members such as recreational 
services, businesses, churches, and others.  The Community Children’s Council Office provides 
technical and administrative support to the seventeen (17) councils, including information 
gathering and dissemination, logistical assistance for conferences and workshops, training in 
leadership and facilitation, and providing TA and support.  Additional information can be found 
on the Community Children’s Councils webpage. 
 
Special Education Task Force 
The Special Education Task Force met ten (10) times during the period of November 2017 
through April 2018. The Task Force Membership was comprised of the following stakeholder 
groups:  Leadership (Assistant Superintendents and Complex Area Superintendents), State 
office personnel, District personnel, Principals, Teachers, Parents, Hawaii State Teachers 
Association, Hawaii Government Employee Association, Hope Street Group, University of 
Hawaii, and the Special Education Advisory Council.  Consultants comprised of the following 
stakeholder groups: Office of Talent Management; Monitoring and Compliance Branch; Office of 



https://seac-hawaii.org/meetings/minutes/

http://www.spinhawaii.org/

http://www.spinhawaii.org/

https://www.ldahawaii.org/

http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/ParentsAndStudents/SupportForParents/Pages/CCC.aspx





Hawaii State Department of Education SSIP April 2020 
38 | P a g e  


Curriculum, Instruction, and Student Support (now known as two separate offices: Office of 
Curriculum and Instructional Design and the Office of Student Support Services); Office of 
Fiscal Services; and the Teacher Induction Center.  The following stakeholder groups were 
given the opportunity to provide feedback: Special Education Advisory Council, Council on 
Developmental Disabilities, Hope Street Group Teacher Fellows Network, Secondary Schools 
Principals Forum, Deputy’s Principals’ Roundtable, DESs, Student Service Coordinators, 
Complex Area Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents, and all HIDOE teachers.  
 
The Special Education Task Force produced a summative report, published May 201815.  The 
report is outlined into four (4) themes: Design a Framework, Support Transformation, Sustain 
Improvement, and Financial Implications.  Themes were categorized into short-term 
recommendations, long-term recommendations, and practices that should be standardized or 
improved. 
 
Some of the notable recommendations from the Special Education Task Force included: 


1. Articulating a shared vision of inclusive education; 
2. Designing fundamental professional development for all stakeholders; 
3. Assessing the governing structure to ensure a cohesive and effective statewide system 


of support; 
4. Expanding mentoring and networking for special education teachers; and 
5. Implementing a PD system across state offices, complex areas, and schools. 


 
The Superintendent’s Special Education Task Force helped to identify promising practices 
through a program review as well as systemic changes needed to better serve SWDs.  Several 
of the above Task Force recommendations are aligned to the SSIP’s improvement strategies 
and activities as illustrated in the SSIP Theory of Action. 
The SSIP implementation activities were shared with several stakeholder groups including the 
Special Education Advisory Council, Community Children’s Council members, teachers, 
principals, DESs, Complex Area Superintendents, and the Office of Student Support Services 
through various meetings.  HIDOE and numerous stakeholders have worked together to 
dialogue and share information for the purpose of improving academic outcomes for SWDs.  
During Phase III, Year 4, HIDOE conducted ten (10) meetings annually with the Special 
Education Advisory Council and monthly meetings with Community Children’s Council Office 
across seventeen (17) geographic areas as well as quarterly statewide co-chair meetings. 
Further, HIDOE held monthly meetings with DESs. The Superintendent and the Deputy 
Superintendent led leadership team meetings with the Complex Area Superintendents and 
Assistant Superintendents twice a month throughout the year. 
 


b. How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making 
regarding the ongoing implementation of the SSIP 


 
Internal and external stakeholders were afforded opportunities to provide input on the 
implementation of the SSIP.  The stakeholders included:  Special Education Advisory Council, 
Community Children’s Council members, teachers, principals, DESs, Complex Area 
Superintendents, and the Office of Student Support Services.  Through a shared responsibility 
for the success of all students, stakeholders are vital partners that are integral to transforming 
education and sustaining positive outcomes. 
 
  


                                                           
15 Special Education Task Force Summative Report, Hawaii State Department of Education, May 2018 


 



http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/DOE%20Forms/Special%20Education/SPEDReport0518.pdf
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The LbC process has allowed the Special Education Advisory Council and HIDOE to co-create 
infographics that highlight important activities while also simplifying complex concepts into user-
friendly pictures and flow charts.  Throughout the year, the group members have continued to 
refine their infographics with the development of rubrics and dialogue guides.  Over the past 
year, the following infographics have been developed16:  


a. I Can Help My Child Learn to Read, grew out of Hawaii’s State Systemic Improvement 
Plan (SSIP) efforts to improve reading achievement for children with IEPs from 
kindergarten through 4th grade and is targeted toward families to encourage 
home/school partnership in supporting young children to develop reading skills.  


b. OSEP Monitoring and Support System for Hawaii, clarifies the OSEP monitoring process 
for a diverse group of stakeholders. This document helps to support a more robust 
discussion with stakeholders, while using the LbC framework, to identify 
recommendations to better serve and increase outcomes for SWDs. 


c. Busting Myths About Inclusive Education, corrects myths and encourages greater 
adoption of inclusive practices.  


d. The Process to Get Medical Support for Your Child at Your School, shows the steps for 
parents/legal guardians and who is responsible for each step to ensure the student 
receives services he/she needs while at school. 


 
HIDOE has continued to utilize PLCs for the DESs.  As noted earlier, the DESs deliver special 
education TA and PD to complexes and schools.  Thus, they are required to attend monthly 
meetings as a venue for ongoing learning. 
 
The Superintendent and the Deputy Superintendent led meetings with the Complex Area 
Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents at least twice a month throughout School Year 
2018-19 to discuss student achievement and progress toward the targets. 
 


C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes 
1. How the State monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness of 


the implementation plan 
a. How evaluation measures align with the theory of action 
 
The evaluation measures aligned with the SSIP Theory of Action by strengthening initiatives 
and strategies via HIDOE’s tri-level infrastructure, increasing stakeholder engagement through 
participation in PLCs and PD, and ensuring fidelity of EBP implementation.  Through classroom 
walkthroughs led by Stetson & Associates, Inc., to evaluate the usage of inclusive practices for 
Hui Pu schools, HIDOE noted increased capacity and fidelity of implementation of EBPs as 
evidenced by our SIMR data. 
 
HIDOE continues to rely on the review of operational processes and documentation sources. 
The operational documents articulate the actual priorities of program implementation more 
conclusively than surveys or other self-reported data.  Thus, operational documents indicate the 
extent to which the state-level initiative is embedded in practice at the complex area and school-
levels. Documents reviewed included CAAPs, school academic and financial plans, complex 
area IDEA project proposals, and DES meeting agendas and minutes. 


 
b. Data sources for each key measure 
 
HIDOE collected qualitative data from several stakeholder groups as well as quantitative 
analyses across various statewide data sources.  This variety of data helped to reduce the 


                                                           
16 Measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the State’s last SSIP submission on April 1, 


2019.   







Hawaii State Department of Education SSIP April 2020 
40 | P a g e  


collection and reporting burden on schools and complex areas.  HIDOE’s Data Governance and 
Analysis and Assessment and Accountability Branches provided data for tri-level analyses. 
 


c. Description of baseline data for key measures 
 


Since HIDOE did not change any of the key measures for the SSIP, the baseline data for the 
key measures remain the same as described in Phase III, Year 1. 
 


d. Data collection procedures and associated timelines 
 


HIDOE has consistently utilized multiple data collection procedures over the past year.  Such 
data collection procedures and quality assurances include HIDOE’s unique educational 
structure as the only state with a P-20 continuum supported by a single governing body for K-12 
public education and higher education and comprised of various stakeholders and partners. 
 
HIDOE’s Longitudinal Data System serves as a statewide decision-making repository and tool 
that integrates information from multiple data systems.  Due to HIDOE’s tri-level infrastructure 
and subject to the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act, schools are required to uniformly 
report data on demographics, enrollment, attendance, assessments, discipline, and other 
information in a systemic fashion through the complex areas.  Thus, HIDOE provides integrated 
support and longitudinal data that can be used to evaluate continuous improvement, monitor 
student progress, identify effective teacher practices, and inform decision-making at the 
classroom, school, and system levels.  
 
HIDOE collects tri-level data throughout the school year and meets associated timelines to 
report on the key measures of the SSIP.  This includes, but is not limited to, the implementation 
of EBP programs and strategies survey, the complex and school level improvement 
strategies/activities identified in the CAAPs, SBA data, and the rich discussions and dialogue 
with complex area staff, schools, stakeholders, and community partners. 


 
e. [If applicable] Sampling procedures 


 
Not applicable, HIDOE reports statewide data. 


 


f. [If appropriate] Planned data comparisons 
 


Although HIDOE did not change the SSIP Theory of Action or SIMR, it is important to reiterate 
that HIDOE’s SIMR data is a combination of grades 3 and 4 and is also reported separately by 
each of those grade levels.  In addition, student-level SIMR data is summarized by school, 
complex area, and state. SIMR data is aggregated into four (4) proficiency levels:  Well Below, 
Approaching, Meets, and Exceeds.  The Meets and Exceeds proficiency levels are considered 
proficient.  The SIMR percentage is obtained by dividing the number of proficient students by 
the number of tested students.  Data is compared longitudinally on an annual basis to measure 
progress.  


 


g. How data management and data analysis procedures allow for assessment of 
progress toward achieving intended improvements 


 
HIDOE continues to measure the success of the SIMR data and the three (3) improvement 
strategies through the management and analysis of data.  Metric-driven data is used to initiate 
activities to support improvement strategies and ancillary measures like financial decisions, 
academic behavior and outcomes, quantity and subject of PD, comparisons of successes using 
various EBPs, teacher delivery and successes, and curriculum maps.  Data analysis is 
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necessary to determine the integrity and reliability of the data collected, examine gap SBA 
scores, compare baseline data with current data to determine root cause analysis. 
 
The Monitoring and Compliance Branch compiled and reviewed the SIMR data and provided the 
information to the DESs for their inspection and evaluation as related to their specific complex 
areas’ coherent improvement activities conducted throughout the school year. 
 
The meeting with the DESs was a robust round table discussion and brainstorming session as 
to the potential factors or reasons that a complex area increased or decreased in reading 
proficiency rates.  As HIDOE moves forward to dissect the data as to possible root causes and 
direct links to implementation fidelity, it is critical for staff to understand the discussions to be 
grounded toward student improvement and not for the purpose of discrediting the hard work of 
students, teachers, and other professional staff members.  Disaggregating the data across 
complex areas would provide additional information to drill down to probable causes for 
stagnation as well as to recognize best practices and successes. 


 
2. How the State has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the SSIP 


as necessary  
 
HIDOE demonstrated progress as evidenced by the SIMR data: 3rd grade proficiency rates 
increased 11%; and 4th grade proficiency rates increased 4.1%, compared to the prior year.  
The combined 3rd and 4th grade proficiency rates from School Year 2014-2015 (baseline year) to 
School Year 2018-2019 identify an overall increase of 33.7% in ELA/Literacy on the SBA.  
HIDOE did not make any modifications to the SSIP, including the SIMR baseline data for the 
three (3) improvement strategies and Theory of Action as described in Phase III, Year 1. 
 


a. How the State has reviewed key data that provide evidence regarding progress 
toward achieving intended improvements to infrastructure and the SIMR 


 
The Deputy Superintendent, Complex Area Superintendents, Office of Student Support 
Services, Monitoring and Compliance Branch, and stakeholder groups consistently reviewed 
key data, including but not limited to, curriculum and instructional strategies, summative and 
formative assessment data, PD, student and parent engagement, and EBPs that provided 
evidence relating to progress toward achieving intended infrastructure improvements that would 
in turn, positively impact the SIMR.  Specifically, at statewide leadership team meetings, 
Complex Area Superintendents created working agreements based on questions related to the 
OSEP ratings of the previous year’s SSIP.  Pursuant to the Superintendent and Deputy 
Superintendent’s call to action, the Complex Area Superintendents and respective Assistant 
Superintendents committed to building system leadership capacity to address areas of 
improvement for SWDs.  This shift places the Complex Area Superintendents and the Assistant 
Superintendents in a prime position to refine the tri-level system. 
 
The Complex Area Superintendents and principals met regularly to analyze and determine 
whether students are progressing and achieving intended outcomes. 
 


b. Evidence of change to baseline data for key measures 
 


HIDOE did not change any of the key measures for the SSIP, thus, the baseline data for the 
SIMR remains the same as described in Phase III, Year 1. 
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c. How data support changes that have been made to implementation and 
improvement strategies 


 
HIDOE used data to support changes and to determine next action steps to eliminate or narrow 
the gap between SWDs and general education students for SBA ELA/Literacy scores as well as 
to improve SIMR.  An example of this was the scale up of ECRI, an evidence-based reading 
resource, for grade 3 in the Baldwin-Kekaulike-Maui Complex Area based on increases in oral 
reading fluency as identified by the DIBELS assessment for lower grades. 
 
HIDOE is encouraged by the statewide improvement of the ELA/Literacy scores for SWDs and 
continues to use data to support changes that guide improvement strategies and replicate 
successes across HIDOE.  As a result of stakeholder input, HIDOE self-reflected on the SBA 
ELA/Literacy SIMR data, and the three (3) improvement strategies and accompanying activities 
to improve student achievement. 
 


d. How data are informing next steps in the SSIP implementation 
 
HIDOE’s statewide resources and tools provides data to inform the next steps of the SSIP 
implementation.  The Deputy Superintendent’s purposeful engagement with the Complex Area 
Superintendents ensures that SSIP implementation and SIMR outcomes will continue on an 
upward trajectory.  This level of engagement empowers Complex Area Superintendents and 
principals to implement the stated activities with fidelity and review data in their respective 
CAAPs to improve student achievement.  Aggregated complex area level SIMR data shared 
with the DESs, recognized complex areas that are moving in the right direction as well as 
identified complex areas who need additional assistance.  HIDOE will continue to review and 
analyze data from complex areas and stakeholder groups relating to the SSIP’s three (3) 
improvement strategies to help determine activities and next steps for improvement. 
 


e. How data support planned modifications to intended outcomes (including the 
SIMR)—rationale or justification for the changes or how data support that the 
SSIP is on the right path 


 
As a result of data analysis and feedback from stakeholders, HIDOE’s SIMR remains the same. 
HIDOE is in discussions to consider collecting additional assessment scores of the cohort or 
expanding the grades tested. 
 


3. Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation 
a. How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP 
 
HIDOE has engaged with community and parent stakeholders in regularly scheduled meetings.  
These meetings provided several opportunities for ongoing discussion, dialogue, input, and 
feedback from stakeholders at the state, complex, and school levels.  The Special Education 
Advisory Council, Community Children’s Council members, teachers, principals, DESs, 
Complex Area Superintendents, Monitoring and Compliance Branch, and the Office of Student 
Support Services shared the responsibility in the development and implementation of the SSIP.  
 


b. How stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making 
regarding the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP 


 
The development of the SSIP has been in collaboration with all stakeholders since Phase I. 
Stakeholders continued to provide guidance and direction on a regular basis and similar to 
SEAC, following the LbC framework.  HIDOE met regularly with all identified stakeholder groups 
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to review implementation data, obtain direction and priorities relating to potential modifications, 
and disseminate program data and accomplishments. 
 


D. Data Quality Issues 
1. Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP 


and achieving the SIMR due to quality of the evaluation data 
a. Concern or limitations related to the quality or quantity of the data used to 


report progress or results 
 
HIDOE used several data systems in place that assist the state, complex areas, schools and 
teachers in managing and tracking student data, and ensuring state and federal regulations are 
being met.  The data systems included but are not limited to: 


 Infinite Campus and PowerSchool: Provides student demographic data, attendance, 
class lists, school master schedules, grades, enrollment, parent information, student 
health information, and homelessness; 


 Electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS):  Provides student 
information relating to special education, English Learners, gifted and talented students, 
disciplinary data, assessments, and an early warning system; 


 Longitudinal Data System (LDS):  Provides reports and dashboards where teachers and 
administrators can access data about student academic progress and performance; 


 Financial Management System (FMS): Provides a repository for service verification and 
budget data; 


 Test Information and Distribution Engine (TIDE):  Provides raw assessment scores; 


 Student Assessment Results Validation (SARV) Database: Provides validated 
assessment scores; and 


 Special Education Compliance Action Table (SPED CAT) Database:  Provides a 
compliance monitoring database for Hawaii’s System of general supervision. 


 
As a statewide data collection system and to ensure security, HIDOE offices constantly worked 
to ensure valid, reliable and fair information.  There were minimal concerns regarding the quality 
or quantity of the SIMR data as HIDOE’s Data Governance and Analysis Branch, Assessment 
and Accountability Branch, and the Office of Information Technology Services provided TA and 
guidance relating to data management, business rules, and validation. HIDOE’s concerns over 
data quality or quantity was limited to random minor data elements that were manually inputted 
across schools and complex areas.  HIDOE’s statewide electronic information and support 
systems, as noted above provided accurate and reliable results. 
 


b. Implications for assessing progress or results 
 
One of the advantages of a unitary public school system with tri-level empowerment is that each 
level is responsible for reviewing and analyzing data, practices, and strategies to ensure student 
progress relating to both the SSIP activities and the SIMR. 
 
To ensure tri-level empowerment and improvement, HIDOE’s review included the following: 


1. Deep discussions between the Deputy Superintendent and the Complex Area 
Superintendents relating to the CAAPs, the use of EBPs to improve outcomes for SWDs, 
and complex level activities that support the SSIP; 


2. Structured and focused meetings between the Complex Area Superintendents, DESs, 
and principals relating to school-level plans, supports, resources, and SSIP improvement 
strategies; 


3. Analysis, feedback, and support from State level offices, the Deputy Superintendent, and 
the Complex Area Superintendents relating to data on EBP implementation fidelity; and 
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4. Working with stakeholders, HIDOE developed and disseminated information, identified 
barriers, and recommended changes or additional strategies when necessary. 
 


c. Plans for improving data quality 
 
As with any large, dynamic system, assessing the quality of implementation of stated strategies 
and the impact on student achievement within an entire state is challenging.  Each complex 
area and school utilized a variety of methodologies and measurement instruments, including 
walk-throughs and progress monitoring assessment tools (e.g., timely execution of compliance 
requirements, IEP case sampling), to ensure high quality data.  HIDOE continues to evaluate 
alternative methods of data collection, such as the collection and use of existing planning and 
implementation artifacts. Implementation data needs to be assessed on a continual basis.  
Although implementation tools are being discussed as a larger component, subsections within 
those implementation tools will need further assessment. 
 
The implementation data set that continues to be a challenge is the variation of progress 
monitoring tools measuring the effect professional development, training and technical 
assistance has on student achievement and where these resources best fit in a tri-level system.  
As HIDOE continues to gather, evaluate, and aggregate school-level progress monitoring tools, 
a constant shift continues to make it difficult to look at possible correlations between statewide 
assessments and use of these tools.  Although it is for the betterment of improving education, 
aggregating the data to focus on academic change and determining the need to change or 
adopt a new strategy at the system or local level has proven to be an ongoing challenge for both 
state and complex area staff. 
 
HIDOE used the evidence the complex areas provided, such as the CAAPS, to standardize 
some of the SSIP elements including, fidelity checks, evaluation measures, and progress 
monitoring data. 


 
Additionally, the Monitoring and Compliance Branch and the Office of Student Support Services 
plan to explore both electronic collection systems to ensure compliance with IDEA and 
systemically measure student progress throughout the year.  This aligns with the modernization 
of systems that Superintendent Dr. Christina M. Kishimoto referred to in HIDOE’s 10-Year 
Action Plan17.  Feedback has also been gathered from DESs regarding needs, preferences, and 
overall suggestions in how to make this a value-added system.  The new interactive electronic 
monitoring system will help to improve data collection and compliance practices across HIDOE. 
 


E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements 
1. Assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvements 
a. Infrastructure changes that support SSIP initiatives, including how system 


changes support achievement of the SIMR, sustainability, and scale-up 
 
HIDOE has shown progress toward increasing the capacity, implementation and evaluation of 
EBPs, and stakeholder engagement to improve academic and functional outcomes for students 
with disabilities.  
 
As articulated in the previous SSIP, the Deputy Superintendent is responsible for directing the 
academic functions of HIDOE, as well as serving as the line officer for school programs and 
operations.  The Deputy Superintendent also administers and manages projects that are of 
special significance to HIDOE’s mission, Strategic Plan and other key initiatives. 


                                                           
17  Equity, Excellence & Innovation, Moving Toward a 10-Year HIDOE Action Plan, Dr. Christina M. Kishimoto, Superintendent, 


Hawaii State Department of Education, January 2019 
 



http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/DOE%20Forms/10year-online.pdf
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For administrative purposes, all public schools are assigned to complex areas, each consisting 
of a high school, middle schools, and elementary schools.  Each complex area is supervised by 
a Complex Area Superintendent, who reports to the Deputy Superintendent.  In addition to 
HIDOE's fifteen (15) complex areas, the Deputy Superintendent oversees the Monitoring and 
Compliance Branch and the Coordinated Support Office. The Deputy Superintendent’s 
Coordinated Support Director provides targeted technical support to the Monitoring and 
Compliance Branch to ensure IDEA monitoring functions and strategic initiatives are 
implemented with fidelity statewide. 
 
The Monitoring and Compliance Branch is responsible for: 


1. Ensuring HIDOE’s compliance of federal and state laws, U.S. Department of 
Education requirements, and Board of Education administrative rules and policies 
related to the implementation of ongoing federally funded programs; 


2. Serving as the primary contact with federal program officials regarding the State 
Educational Agency responsibilities; 


3. Providing TA and guidance relating to dispute resolution procedures required under 
the IDEA, including mediation, state written complaints, and impartial due process 
hearings;  


4. Serving as the IDEA Part B Data Manager; and 
5. Supporting the tri-level system with data collection and analyses in regards to 


compliance and performance of SWDs to inform program implementation at the state 
and complex level. 


 
To ensure a systems-level approach to best practices, under the direction of the 
Superintendent, the Office of Student Support Services provides leadership, PD, and TA to 
complexes and schools in planning and implementing programs for SWDs, including OHD, SLD, 
and SoL populations.  In addition, the Office of Student Support Services: 


1. Serves in the role of the State Special Education Director (Exceptional Support 
Branch Director has been identified for this responsibility) and will be responsible for 
completing future SSIPs (Indicator 17).  This move of the State Special Education 
Director from the Monitoring and Compliance Branch to the Office of Student Support 
Services is in alignment with HIDOE’s commitment to increasing student outcomes 
by underscoring importance of the Exceptional Support Branch’s role to increase 
student academic gains; 


2. Provides assistance and assurance that the rights of children/youth with disabilities 
and their parents are protected through the implementation of federal and state laws 
for SWDs; and 


3. Conducts training for schools and complex areas on the implementation of the IDEA 
and the corresponding administrative rules. 
 


The statewide, single school district is comprised of three (3) levels of governance: state, 
complex areas, and schools.  There are fifteen (15) complex areas.  The complex area office, 
led by a Complex Area Superintendent consist of functions that meet the needs of the 
respective portfolio of schools, students, parents, employees, educators and community 
stakeholders to focus on transforming school design and learning experiences through strong 
leadership, student voice, and educator and school community collaboration that leads to strong 
student outcomes. 
 
The Complex Area Superintendent and complex area staff members are tasked with providing 
support and direction to schools within that geographic region, by situating resources with 
decision making closer to schools as a means of improving student learning.  Complex Area 
Superintendents are the highest ranking educational leader closest to the schools and is 
responsible for modeling collaborative community leadership attuned to the local and cultural 
context, setting direction, providing thought-partnership, holding complex area staff and 
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principals accountable and building the capacity of principals to improve the conditions for 
teaching and learning in all classrooms, pursuant to the vision and mission of HIDOE.  Complex 
Area Superintendents hold decision-making authority to address day-to-day academic and 
operational school issues and is tasked with ensuring that exemplary teaching and learning 
occurs at every school in the complex area. 


The careful strategic planning process, feedback loop, and execution can be extremely 
complicated.  However, an outstanding example of one complex area’s work is described below. 
On March 7, 2019, the Complex Area Superintendent for Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua presented a 
report on special education and English learners to the Hawaii State Board of Education’s 
Student Achievement Committee.  The Complex Area Superintendent set the foundation by 
explaining the complex area’s leadership framework and recognizing the need to increase the 
number of students proficient in the 3rd grade and decrease reading remediation at the middle 
and high school levels.  To address this, the Complex Area Superintendent focused on early 
literacy implementation by including early literacy PD, Beginning Foundational Reading Skills 
training, and using tools to help with the planning and implementation. 


Figure 8:  Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua 


Figure 9:  Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua Student Demographic 
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Among other critical pieces of information, the Complex Area Superintendent discussed the 
importance and goals and implementation of early literacy.  
 
Early literacy goals: 


1. Increase number of students proficient at grade three (3) as measured by Smarter 
Balanced Assessment starting from spring 2019. 


a. SY 2019 – 2020 
i. Baseline? 


b. SY 2020-2021  
i. How are you doing? 


2. Decrease need to provide reading remediation programs for students at the middle and 
high school levels. 


a. What would be an appropriate baseline measure? 
b. How can we utilize our resources to support this effort?  


 
Early Literacy implementation activities included: 


1. Early Literacy professional development  
2. Beginning Foundational Reading Skills (BFRS) training  
3. Tools to help with planning & implementation: 


a. Consistent language for the Big 5 literacy framework  
b. i-Ready universal screener and progress monitoring tool  
c. Possible Early Literacy system planning and implementation tools: 


i. Planning and Evaluation Tool for Effective School-wide Reading 
Programs – Revised (PET-R) 


ii. Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory (T-TFI) Elementary  
iii. Reading Tiered Fidelity Inventory (R-TFI) Secondary level  


 
It is clear that the Leilehua-Mililani-Waialua Complex Area Superintendent and his team are 
aware of student, family and teacher demographics, recognize the challenges of having a large 
military population, well versed with using a variety of data points beyond assessment, and have 
formed a PLC to analyze and address student achievement, equity, and access.  In addition, the 
Complex Area Superintendent implemented MTSS and utilized the Tiered Fidelity Inventory tool 
for measuring the system, practices, and routines for using data to inform current practices and 
determined the need for classroom and complex area improvement. 
 


b. Evidence that SSIP’s evidence-based practices are being carried out with 
fidelity and having the desired effects 
 


Pursuant to the Deputy Superintendent’s expectations, part of each Complex Area 
Superintendent’s annual evaluation is based on addressing and meeting SSIP requirements.  
On a quarterly basis, the Complex Area Superintendents met with their teams to monitor, review 
and analyze data for SWDs in relation to the targets set forth for the SIMR.  The teams identified 
the most commonly used EBPs. As a result, the following EBP resources were highlighted and 
reviewed by complex areas to be used in classroom instruction as shown in Table 9. 
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Table 9:  HIDOE Approved EBP Resources 


EBP Resources 


American Speech-Language-Hearing Association  
asha.org/Evidence-Maps/ 


Best Evidence Encyclopedia 
bestevidence.org 


Center for Early Literacy Learning 
earlyliteracylearning.org 


Council for Exceptional Children 
cec.sped.org 


Center on the Social and Emotional Foundations for Early Learning 
csefel.vanderbilt.edu 


Evidence for ESSA 
evidenceforessa.org 


Evidence-Based Intervention Network  
ebi.missouri.edu/ 


National Autism Center 
nationalautismcenter.org 


National Center on Intensive Intervention 
intensiveintervention.org 


National Professional Development Center on ASD  
autismpdc.fpg.unc.edu 


National Technical Assistance Center on Transition  
transitionta.org 


Teaching LD: Current Practice Alerts 
teachingld.org/alerts 


Technical Assistance Center on Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports  
pbis.org/research 


What Works Clearinghouse 
ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/ 


 
SIMR data for School Year 2018-2019 showed an increase of 33.7% in grades 3 and 4 of the 
SBA’s ELA/Literacy standards when compared to School Year 2014-2015 baseline data.  This, 
in addition to data on Teacher Implementation Survey on the usage and frequency of EBPs and 
strategies, and the CAAPs, support targeted EBP implementation.  
 


c. Outcomes regarding progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that 
are necessary steps toward achieving the SIMR 


 


HIDOE’s short-term and long-term objectives for School Year 2018-2019 remained the same as 
previous years.  HIDOE continued to utilize PLCs to assess, plan, and increase knowledge in 
the use of EBPs throughout its tri-level infrastructure.  The Superintendent and the Deputy 
Superintendent’s PLCs met at least monthly to support the complex areas in the implementation 
of their plans.  Further, through their leadership, they empowered the complex areas and 
schools by emphasizing a growth mindset for students and adults, and more choices for 
teachers, schools, students and families. 
  



https://www.asha.org/Evidence-Maps/

http://bestevidence.org/

http://www.earlyliteracylearning.org/

http://cec.sped.org/

http://csefel.vanderbilt.edu/

https://www.evidenceforessa.org/

http://ebi.missouri.edu/

http://nationalautismcenter.org/

http://intensiveintervention.org/

http://autismpdc.fpg.unc.edu/

http://transitionta.org/

http://teachingld.org/alerts

http://pbis.org/research

http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/
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Table 10:  Progress Towards Short- and Long-Term Objectives to Achieve the SIMR - PLCs 


State Objectives Outcomes 


Formalized PLCs for Complex Area 
Superintendents, complex area staff and 
DESs.  
 
Focused on identifying and scaling up EBPs 
for advancing achievement of all SWDs and 
in particular, improving early literacy of 
students with OHD, SLD, and SoL. 


HIDOE formalized PLCs for the Complex Area 
Superintendents, complex area staff, and DESs. 
 
Complex Area Superintendents are responsible 
for their complex area PLCs and must ensure 
that all students are highly engaged in their 
learning environment. Complex Area 
Superintendents are expected to meet this 
objective and identify and scale up EBPs to 
advance the achievement of all SWDs. 


Build capacity of Complex Area 
Superintendents and complex area staff to 
provide training and coaching of school 
administrators and staff on EBPs to advance 
the provision of EBPs in schools. 


HIDOE continues progress towards meeting this 
objective through the PLCs. 
 
The Deputy Superintendent and Complex Area 
Superintendents engaged their teams and 
provided PD to train and coach principals and 
teachers to advance EBPs in schools. 


Complex Area Objectives Outcomes 


Complex Area Superintendents established 
and routinely convenes PLCs to address 
implementation of CAAPs and continues to 
facilitate alignment between/among 
programs. 


Complex area teams have focused on improving 
student achievement through data analysis and 
addressing areas of concern. 


Complex area PLC members establish 
routines to collaborate, plan, train and coach 
school staff on EBPs that improve early 
literacy for SWDs using specific strategies 
for SWDs and general strategies that 
advance performance of all subgroups 
pursuant to the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act (ESEA). 


Complex areas have been meeting this 
objective as evidenced by their CAAPs and 
documentation of each Complex Area 
Superintendent’s annual performance evaluation 
by the Deputy Superintendent. 
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Table 11:  Changes in Educational Practice to Achieve the SIMR – State Level Resources 


State Objective Outcomes 


Utilize PLCs and other feedback loops to 
obtain information regarding the resources 
Complex Area Superintendents need to 
adopt, implement, and sustain EBPs that 
advance achievement of SWDs, and in 
particular, improving literacy of students with 
OHD, SLD, and SoL. 


The Complex Area Superintendents and the 
Deputy Superintendent partnered to provide 
the PLCs with sufficient resources, PD, and 
other supports that align with the SSIP Theory 
of Action and the CAAPs to further student 
achievement for all SWDs.  
 


Identify and make available for use by 
Complex Area Superintendents, complex 
area staff, and PLCs EBPs regarding special 
education strategies, and early literacy 
strategies that advance achievement of 
SWDs, and in particular, improving literacy of 
students with OHD, SLD, and SoL. 


The Deputy Superintendent, along with the 
Office of Student Support Services, provided 
the Complex Area Superintendents, complex 
area staff, and PLCs with PD as well as special 
education literacy strategies that advance the 
academic achievement of SWDs. 


Complex Area Objective Outcomes 


The complex area planning integrates EBPs 
that improve early literacy for SWDs using 
specific strategies for SWDs into planning of 
general strategies that improve the 
performance of all ESEA subgroups through 
collaborative planning with other federal 
programs to create alignment and integration 
with all complex area initiatives. 


Complex areas made progress in meeting this 
objective. Through an increased focus on 
student achievement, HIDOE offered PD 
courses with an emphasis on EBPs for SWDs. 


 


Teachers continue to receive ongoing PD on 
EBPs, as appropriate. 


Complex areas made progress towards 
meeting this objective. As mentioned 
previously, the CAAPs include EBPs, 
instructional strategies, and PD for complex 
area and school level staff. 


Teachers continue to use EBPs with fidelity. Complex Area Superintendents made progress 
towards meeting this objective. Complex Area 
Superintendents and complex area staff  are 
required to provide the necessary support and 
PD to school level staff to ensure that SWDs’ 
academic needs are being met through 
specially designed instruction. 


Student progress monitored on a regular 
basis. 


Complex Area Superintendents made progress 
towards meeting this objective by conducting 
regular principal meetings to discuss 
achievement relating to SWDs. 
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Table 12:  Changes in Implementation and Effectiveness of the Strategy to Engage 
Stakeholders  


State Objective Outcomes 


Implementation of the initiative or 
support provided to improve SIMR. 


Stakeholder meetings included representation by various 
role groups (e.g., parents, students, community 
members, and HIDOE leadership.) 


Conduct evaluation of the initiative 
or support provided. Report to the 
Deputy Superintendent and the 
Assistant Superintendent for the 
Office of Student Support Services 
regarding progress towards 
outcomes and objectives. Make 
recommendations to the Deputy 
Superintendent and Assistant 
Superintendent regarding changes. 


HIDOE meets with various stakeholder groups to 
discuss initiatives and to make recommendations 
relating to such initiatives. HIDOE representatives that 
attend stakeholder meetings communicate evaluation 
outcomes of the initiatives to the Deputy Superintendent 
and Assistant Superintendent. 


Revise implementation of the 
initiative or support or revise the 
strategy altogether based upon 
Deputy and Assistant 
Superintendent decision. 


Stakeholder (LbC) meetings document that 
implementation data have been used to revise strategies 
to achieve improved outcomes. 


The percentage of teachers 
implementing EBPs with fidelity 
increases. 


Complex Area Superintendents and Deputy 
Superintendent strengthened this objective via 
walkthroughs, check-ins, and the CAAPs. 


Ongoing assistance to teachers 
related to coaching and support. 


Complex Area Superintendents provided PD, coaching, 
and support to teachers. 


Stakeholders are actively 
communicating and problem-solving 
issues to reach consensus. 


HIDOE conducted ten (10) meetings annually with the 
Special Education Advisory Council and monthly 
meetings with Community Children’s Council Office 
across seventeen (17) geographic areas as well as 
quarterly statewide co-chair meetings.  HIDOE held 
monthly meetings with DESs. The Superintendent and 
the Deputy led meetings with the Complex Area 
Superintendents at least twice a month. 


Stakeholders review and revise PD 
plans in response to progress 
monitoring and PD evaluations. 


Complex Area Superintendents are expected to consider 
stakeholder feedback for revisions to the PD plans to 
meet the changing needs of teachers and students as 
measured by stakeholder group surveys. 


Stakeholders use processes and 
tools to improve instructional 
practices towards Early Literacy. 


HIDOE used the LbC model to engage stakeholders in 
the process and provided updates on the three (3) high 
impact strategies to align to the strands, which includes 
early literacy. 


Routine progress monitoring drives 
instruction. 


HIDOE conducted ten (10) meetings annually with the 
Special Education Advisory Council and monthly 
meetings with the Community Children’s Council Office 
across seventeen (17) geographic areas as well as 
quarterly statewide co-chair meetings.  Further, HIDOE 
held monthly meetings with DESs. The Superintendent 
and the Deputy led meetings with the Complex Area 
Superintendents and Assistant Superintendents at least 
twice a month. Due to the strong partnerships, all 
stakeholders are routinely engaged in discussions 
relating to progress monitoring that drives instruction. 







Hawaii State Department of Education SSIP April 2020 
52 | P a g e  


d. Measurable improvements in the SIMR in relation to targets 
 


When comparing baseline data from School Year 2014-2015 to School Year 2018-2019, the 
SIMR students in grades 3 and 4 of the SBA’s ELA/Literacy standards resulted in an increase of 
33.7%.  Furthermore, a comparison between School Year 2017-2018 and School Year 2018-
2019 shows an increase of 8.8% on the SBA ELA/Literacy results in grades 3 and 4.  HIDOE’s 
tri-level efforts in providing supports and resources to schools addressed PLCs; special 
education, English Learner and Title I strategies; early literacy resources, including the 
consistent implementation of EBPs, resulted in overall improvement for the SIMR population.  
Although HIDOE did not meet its proficiency targets for students with OHD, SLD, and SoL in 
grades 3 and 4, as well as the combined grades, the following tables illustrate Hawaii’s 
measurable improvements toward the SIMR targets. 
 


Table 13:  SBA ELA/Literacy 
Statewide, Grades 3 and 4 Combined SIMR Proficiency Rates 


School Year Target 
ELA/Literacy 
Proficiency 


Rates 
% Increase/Decrease 


OHD, SLD, SoL 
Number Tested 


2014-2019 50%  +33.7%  


2019-2020 50% TBD TBD TBD 


2018-2019 50% 11.1% +8.8% 1,609 


2017-2018 35% 10.2% +12.1% 1,849 


2016-2017 20% 9.1% -5.2% 1,960 


2015-2016 11% 9.6% +15.7% 1,907 


2014-2015 Baseline 8.3% NA 1,824 
Data Source: HIDOE SY 2018-2019 SBA 


 
Table 14:  SBA ELA/Literacy 


Statewide, Grade 3 SIMR Proficiency Rates 


School Year Target 
ELA/Literacy 
Proficiency 


Rates 


% Increase/Decrease 
From Previous Year 


OHD, SLD, SoL 
Number Tested 


2019-2020 50% TBD TBD TBD 


2018-2019 50% 12.1% +11.0% 784 


2017-2018 35% 10.9% +14.7% 800 


2016-2017 20% 9.5% +11.8% 915 


2015-2016 11% 8.5% +1.2% 960 


2014-2015 Baseline 8.4% NA 845 
Data Source: HIDOE SY 2018-2019 SBA 
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Table 15:  SBA ELA/Literacy 
Statewide, Grade 4 SIMR Proficiency Rates 


School Year Target 
ELA/Literacy 
Proficiency 


Rates 


% Increase/Decrease 
From Previous Year 


OHD, SLD, SoL 
Number Tested 


2019-2020 50% TBD TBD TBD 


2018-2019 50% 10.1% +4.1% 825 


2017-2018 35% 9.7% +11.5% 1,049 


2016-2017 20% 8.7% -18.7% 1,045 


2015-2016 11% 10.7% +28.9% 947 


2014-2015 Baseline 8.3% NA 979 
Data Source: HIDOE SY 2018-2019 SBA 


 
HIDOE’s statewide MGP of 4th grade students with eligibility categories of OHD, SLD, and SoL 
on the SBA for ELA/Literacy for School Year 2018-2019 was 38 as illustrated in the Table 
below. Although HIDOE did not meet the MGP target set at 60, complex areas and schools 
nevertheless continue to work toward that aggressive target as schools continue to upscale 
inclusive practices statewide.  
 


Table 16:  MGP 4th Grade SIMR; SBA ELA/Literacy 


School Year Target MGP 
% Increase/Decrease 
From Previous Year 


OHD, SLD, SoL 
Number Tested 


2019-2020 60 TBD TBD TBD 


2018-2019 60 38 0.0% 825 


2017-2018 55 38 +5.6% 1,049 


2016-2017 50 36 -5.3% 1,045 


2015-2016 45 38 +2.7% 947 


2014-2015 Baseline 37 NA 979 
Data Source: HIDOE SY 2018-2019 SBA 


 


F. Plans for Next Year 
1. Additional activities to be implemented next year, with timeline 
 
HIDOE has demonstrated an increase in reading proficiency for SWDs at the 3rd and 4th grade 
levels as measured by the SBA.  Rather than introduce new activities for next year, HIDOE will 
continue to focus on the SSIP Theory of Action that was developed in 2016-2017 to: 


1. Implement EBPs with fidelity statewide; 
2. Strengthen State, Complex and School-level infrastructure to improve student achievement 


in reading; and 
3. Ensure stakeholders work together to improve student outcomes. 
 


HIDOE is considering partnering with the National Center on Educational Outcomes to support 
improvement of HIDOE’s SSIP, as well as to increase academic results for SWDs and explore 
supplementary methods to obtain student progress data.  
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2. Planned evaluation activities including data collection, measures, and 
expected outcomes 


 
The Deputy Superintendent, Complex Area Superintendents, DESs, Office of Student Support 
Services, Monitoring and Compliance Branch, along with stakeholder groups will continue to 
conduct various evaluation activities to ensure the timely collection of data, measures, and 
outcomes. The activities are described in Table 17 below.  
 


Table 17:  Planned Evaluation Activities 
Activity Data Measures Expected Outcomes 


Monitor SIMR Progress 
Annual 
Statewide SBA 
Results 


Percent of SWDs 
scoring proficient 


Meet SIMR targets 


Monitor improvement 
activities in complex 
areas 


CAAPs 
Report of 
progress toward 
targets 


Increase in ELA/Literacy proficiency 
data for SWDs 


Monitor tri-level 
infrastructure 


Surveys 
Perception data 
from surveys 


Increase stakeholder engagement 
and communication at all levels 


Monitor quality of PDs 
delivered to schools and 
complex areas 


Surveys 
Perception data 
from surveys 


Improve the quality of PD 


Monitor use of EBPs 
CAAP review 
for SSIP 
evaluation 


100% review of 
CAAPs 


Use of EBPs with fidelity at the 
classroom level 


 
Superintendent Dr. Christina M. Kishimoto’s leadership and vision of a learning organization 
through the lens of high impact strategies - school design, teacher collaboration, and student 
voice, provides a solid foundation to empower schools and actively seek innovative methods to 
improve outcomes for all students in Hawaii. 
 


3. Anticipated barriers and steps to address those barriers  
 
HIDOE does not anticipate any barriers for the upcoming year specific to special education, 
however, three (3) veteran Complex Area Superintendents are set to retire in the next school 
year.  As a result, there may be some tertiary impact as the respective school communities 
adjust to new leaders. 
 
Under the direction of the Superintendent and the Deputy Superintendent, the tri-level system 
and education stakeholders and partners remain committed to implementing the SSIP and will 
focus resources on key statewide strategic initiatives to close the achievement gap and support 
equity and excellence in student outcomes. 
 


4. The State describes any needs for additional support and/or technical 
assistance 


 
Through partnerships with stakeholders and TA partners, HIDOE has strengthened its system of 
process, evaluation, and implementation to improve outcomes for SWDs.  HIDOE will continue 
to seek input from stakeholders and utilize TA from the National Center for Systemic 
Improvement, National Center on Educational Outcomes, IDEA Data Center, and OSEP 
leadership.  
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Summary 
 
HIDOE is proud of the steady improvement in ELA/Literacy SBA scores and acknowledges the 
positive changes by maintaining a collective focus on the three (3) key improvement strategies 
to improve the success of SWDs by: 


1. Building capacity and collaboration for sustainable statewide improvements utilizing 
PLCs; 


2. Implementing and evaluating the effectiveness of chosen EBPs for improving student 
performance as documented in CAAPs; and 


3. Engaging students, parents, and community members by utilizing the LbC framework. 
 
While the journey toward excellence and wisdom never ends, we also celebrate the 
accomplishments, large and small, in recognition of the hard work and commitment of the tri-
level system that keeps us on track to achieving all of our goals.  HIDOE leaders continue to 
push and challenge staff to tackle the obstacles, embrace the opportunities, and create a 
governing structure to provide a cohesive and effective statewide system of support to ensure 
an excellent education for all of Hawaii’s public school students. 
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet. 


SPP/APR  Data  


1) Valid and Reliable Data – Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when 
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained). 


Part  B  
618 Data  


1) Timely – A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated 
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table 
below). 


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


Part B Child Count and 
Educational Environments C002 & C089 1st Wednesday in April 


Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Discipline C005, C006, C007, C088, 
C143, C144 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B Dispute Resolution Part B Dispute Resolution 
Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


2) Complete Data – A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets, 
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as 
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey 
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment 
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies. 


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 
Timely Submission Points) = 
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618 Data  


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


A. 618 Grand Total 
B. APR Grand Total 
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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Hawaii  
2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix 


Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination1 
Percentage (%) Determination 


65.83 Needs Assistance 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 24 10 41.67 


Compliance 20 18 90 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


87 1 


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


84 1 


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


14 0 


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


89 1 


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


21 0 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


90 1 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of 4th Grade Children with Disabilities Participating in  
Regular Statewide Assessments 


88 1 


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


85 1 


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


29 0 


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


89 1 


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


15 0 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


86 1 


 
1 For a detailed explanation of how the Compliance Score, Results Score, and the Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and 


Determination were calculated, review "How the Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Part B." 
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Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out 17 1 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a  
Regular High School Diploma1 


73 1 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator2 Performance
(%)  


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and 
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to 
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 
and ethnic groups in special education and related 
services due to inappropriate identification. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability 
categories due to inappropriate identification. 


0 N/A 2 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 95.39 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


93.27 Yes 2 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 69.21 Yes 0 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 97.62  2 


Timely State Complaint Decisions 100  2 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 100  2 


Longstanding Noncompliance   2 


Special Conditions None   


Uncorrected identified noncompliance None   


 


 
1 When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with 


disabilities who exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma. These students meet the same 
standards for graduation as those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 
2017, “the term regular high school diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students 
in the State that is fully aligned with State standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be 
aligned to the alternate academic achievement standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA.  A regular high school 
diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, 
certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.” 


2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 
https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Christina Kishimoto 


Superintendent 


Hawaii Department of Education 


P.O. Box 2360 


Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 


Dear Superintendent Kishimoto: 


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 Hawaii 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:  
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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 FFYs 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. § 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 III Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. OSEP 


appreciates the State’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for students 


with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will provide 


additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work with your 


State as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.  


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, 


 


Laurie VanderPloeg  


Director 


Office of Special Education Programs 


cc: State Director of Special Education  
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INTRODUCTION 
In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and 
compliance data in making our determination for each State under section 616(d) of the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about a State, 
including information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide 
assessments; the participation and performance of CWD on the most recently-administered (school year 
(SY) 2018–2019) National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP); exiting data on CWD who dropped 
out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma1; the State’s Federal fiscal year (FFY) 
2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR); information from monitoring and 
other public information, such as Department-imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s grant award 
under Part B; and other issues related to State compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description 
of how the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) evaluated States’ data using the Results Driven 
Accountability (RDA) Matrix.  


The RDA Matrix consists of:  


1. a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other 
compliance factors; 


2. a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


3. a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


5. the State’s Determination.  


The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections: 


A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 


B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix 


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 


 
1  When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with disabilities who 


exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma These students meet the same standards for graduation as 
those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school 
diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State 
standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement 
standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA.  A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a 
diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.” 
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A. 2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the 
following data: 


1. The State’s FFY 2018 data for Part B Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 (including 
whether the State reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether the State 
demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 under 
such indicators;  


2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the 
IDEA;  


3. The State’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State 
complaint and due process hearing decisions; 


4. Longstanding Noncompliance:  


The Department considered: 


a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part 
B grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination, and the number of years for which the State’s Part B grant award has 
been subject to Specific or Special Conditions; and 


b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by 
either the Department or the State that the State has not yet corrected.  


Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 
The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of 0, 1, or 2, for each of the compliance indicators in item one 
above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the cumulative 
possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points the State 
received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, which is 
combined with the Results Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and Determination.  
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Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for each 
of Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 : 


• Two points, if either: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
95%  compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 5% 
compliance) ; or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
90% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 10% 
compliance); and the State identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY 
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance 
identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated in the matrix 
with a “Yes” in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2017” 
column.


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at 
least 75% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 25% compliance), 
and the State did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.  


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance (or, for 
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect greater than 25% compliance); or 


o The State’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable;  or 


o The State did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.


 
2  A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that 


particular State. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.  
3  In determining whether a State has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from 


94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether a State has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department will 
round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether a State has met the 75% compliance criterion for these 
indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 5% 
compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining whether 
a State has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) to 10%. In 
addition, in determining whether a State has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 
25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for: (1) the 
timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the State under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and (2) the State’s FFY 2018 data, reported 
under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing decisions. 


4  For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%. 
5  A “No” in that column denotes that the State has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the 


State has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the State did not identify any 
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator. 


6  If a State’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with a 
corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the State’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool. 


7  If a State reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the State), the matrix so indicates 
in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.  







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


5 


Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data8:  


• Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.  


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


• Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance. 


Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and  
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for 
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the State 
under section 618 of the IDEA:  


• Two points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the State’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance. 


• Not Applicable (N/A), if the State’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were fewer 
than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.  


Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance  
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific 
Conditions) 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, a State received points as follows for the 
Longstanding Noncompliance component:  


• Two points, if the State has: 


o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in FFY 2016 or 
earlier; and  


o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the 
2020 determination. 


 
8  OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to States based on the timeliness and accuracy of 


their sections 616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool. On page two of the rubric, entitled “APR and 618-Timely and Accurate State Reported Data,” States are given one 
point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The total points for valid and 
reliable SPP/APR data and timely SPP/APR submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On page three of the rubric, the 
State’s section 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on section 618 data timeliness, completeness, and edit checks 
from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data is calculated by adding the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR 
Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire rubric. This percentage is inserted into the 
Compliance Matrix. 
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• One point, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the State has not yet demonstrated 
correction (see the OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool for specific information regarding these remaining findings of 
noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the State’s FFY 2019 Part B grant 
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.  


• Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The State has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the State, in 
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the State has not yet demonstrated correction (see the 
OSEP Response to the State’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool for 
specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the State’s last three 
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are 
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX  
In making each State’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the 
following data:  


1. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments;  


2. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments; 


3. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD scoring at basic  or above on the NAEP; 


4. The percentage of fourth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;  


5. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD scoring at basic or above on the NAEP;  


6. The percentage of eighth-grade CWD included in NAEP testing;  


7. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and 


8. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma. 


The Results Elements for participation in regular Statewide assessments and participation and 
performance on the NAEP are scored separately for reading and math. When combined with the exiting 
data, there are a total of fourteen Results Elements. The Results Elements are defined as follows:  


Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments  


This is the percentage of CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), who took regular 
Statewide assessments in SY 2018–2019 with and without accommodations. The numerator for this 
calculation is the number of CWD participating with and without accommodations on regular Statewide 
assessments in SY 2018–2019, and the denominator is the number of all CWD participants and non-
participants on regular and alternate Statewide assessments in SY 2018–2019, excluding medical 
emergencies. The calculation is done separately by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading). (Data 
source: EDFacts SY 2018–2019; data extracted 4/8/20)  


Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP  


This is the percentage of CWD, not including students with a Section 504 plan, by grade (4 and 8) and 
subject (math and reading), who scored at or above basic on the NAEP in SY 2018–2019. (Data Source: 
Main NAEP Data Explorer; data extracted 10/31/19)  


Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing  


This is the reported percentage of identified CWD, by grade (4 and 8) and subject (math and reading), 
who were included in the NAEP testing in SY 2018–2019. (Data Source: Nation’s Report Card, 2019):  


 
9  While the goal is to ensure that all CWD demonstrate proficient or advanced mastery of challenging subject matter, we recognize that States 


may need to take intermediate steps to reach this benchmark. Therefore, we assessed the performance of CWD using the Basic achievement 
level on the NAEP, which also provided OSEP with the broader range of data needed to identify variations in student performance across 
States. Generally, the Basic achievement level on the NAEP means that students have demonstrated partial mastery of prerequisite 
knowledge and skills that are fundamental for proficient work at each grade.  
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Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th grade reading (see page 11):  


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


Inclusion rate for 4th and 8th grade math (see page 11):  


https://www.nationsreportcard.gov/mathematics/supportive_files/2019_technical_appendix_m
ath.pdf 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out. 
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under 
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out by the total number of students ages 14 
through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school 
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received 
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 
100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017–2018; data extracted 5/29/19) 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with 
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular 
high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, 
reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular 
high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached 
maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SY 2017–
2018; data extracted 5/29/19)  


Scoring of the Results Matrix 
In the attached State-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, a State received points as follows for the 
Results Elements: 


• A State’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or ‘0’ 
based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States. A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least 
90% of CWD in a State participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the 
participation rate for CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was 
less than 80%. 


• A State’s NAEP scores (Basic and above) were rank-ordered; the top tertile  of States received a ‘2’, 
the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States received a ‘0’. 


 
10 The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.  
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• A State’s NAEP inclusion rate was assigned a score of either ‘0’ or ‘1’ based on whether the State’s 
NAEP inclusion rate for CWD was “higher than or not significantly different from the National 
Assessment Governing Board [NAGB] goal of 85 percent.” “Standard error estimates” were reported 
with the inclusion rates of CWD and taken into account in determining if a State’s inclusion rate was 
higher than or not significantly different from the NAGB goal of 85 percent. 


• A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered; the 
top tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile 
of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage) 
received a ‘0’. 


• A State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high school 
diploma were rank-ordered; the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the highest percentage) 
received a score of ‘2’, the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and the bottom tertile of States (i.e., 
those with the lowest percentage) received a ‘0’. 


The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored: 


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


2 
Participation Rate of 4th and 8th Grade CWD on  
Regular Statewide Assessments (reading and math, separately) <80 80-89 >=90 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <23 23-27 >=28 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on reading NAEP <27 27-31 >=32 
Percentage of 4th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <40 40-46 >=47 
Percentage of 8th grade CWD scoring Basic or above on math NAEP <20 20-27 >=28 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a  
Regular High School Diploma <70 70-78 >=79 
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out >21 21-14 <=13 


Percentage of 4th and 8th Grade CWD included in NAEP testing  
(reading or math):  


1 point if State’s inclusion rate was higher than or not significantly different 
from the NAGB goal of 85%. 


0 points if less than 85%. 


Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the 
actual points the State received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a 
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the State’s RDA Percentage and 
Determination.  







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 
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C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
The State’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 50% of the State’s Results Score and 50% of the 
State’s Compliance Score. The State’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:  


Meets Requirements A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,11 
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination. 


Needs Assistance  A State’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if 
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A 
State’s determination would also be Needs Assistance if 
its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above, but 
the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the State’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination.  


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


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


 


 
11 In determining whether a State has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up 


from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether a State has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance 
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.  





		Introduction

		A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

		Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13

		Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data

		Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and  Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions

		Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance  (Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific Conditions)



		B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix

		Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

		Percentage of CWD Scoring at Basic or Above on the NAEP

		Percentage of CWD Included in NAEP Testing

		Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

		Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma

		Scoring of the Results Matrix

		C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination
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Hawaii
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 6
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 4
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 2
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 4
(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines. 0
(1.2) Complaints pending. 0
(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing. 0
(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed. 2


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 9


(2.1) Mediations held. 5
(2.1) (a) Mediations held related to due process complaints. 3
(2.1) (a) (i) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints. 2


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 2


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 2


(2.2) Mediations pending. 2
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 2


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 54
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 47
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 28


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 4
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 1
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 3
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 22
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 28


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 0


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 0
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 0
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 0
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 0
(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed. 0


Comment:   
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Hawaii. These data were generated on 10/28/2019 6:39 PM HST.
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Indicator 14: State’s Analyses 
 
HIDOE's response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no 
longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. Examination of the 
data reveals the respondent rate for both ethnicity and disabilities is representative of 
the population of those students with disabilities who exited the HIDOE. 
 


Ethnicity Graduates (%) n= 1012 Respondent (%) n= 369 
American Indian/ Native 
Alaskan 1.48% 1.63% 


Asian 24.51% 29.81% 
Black 4.54% 6.23% 
Hispanic 4.15% 3.79% 
Native Hawaiian/ Pacific 
Islander 47.73% 40.65% 


White 15.81% 15.45% 
Two or more 1.78% 2.44% 


 
Ethnicity Graduates (%) n= 1012 Respondent (%) n= 369 


Autism 5.53% 6.23% 
Deaf 0.40% 0.54% 
Emotional Disability 8.20% 7.05% 
Hearing Impairment 0.99% 1.08% 
Intellectual Disability 4.64% 2.98% 
Multiple Disability 0.20% 0.27% 
Orthopedic Disability 0.20% 0.54% 
Other Health Disability 17.98% 17.62% 
Specific Learning Disability 60.57% 61.52% 
Speech or Language 
Disability 0.40% 0.81% 


Traumatic Brain Injury 0.40% 0.27% 
Visual Disability including 
Blindness 0.40% 0.81% 


 










