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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
This Executive Summary includes a description of the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI) IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2018. A description of RMI's General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System, Stakeholder Involvement, and Reporting to the Public is provided in the following sections of this Introduction.

With input from stakeholders, RMI identified in FFY 2013 SPP targets for Indicators 1 to 8, 11, and 13 to 16 for FFY 2014 to FFY 2018. Because of the one-year extension of the SPP, RMI gathered input from stakeholders on January 28, 2020 to determine targets for indicators for the FFY 2019 APR. Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 were determined by OSEP as not applicable to RMI.

RMI's FFY 2018 APR includes performance for the above 13 indicators with explanation of slippage where applicable. Indicator 17, RMI's Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), with SSIP Phase III, Year Four performance will be submitted by April 1, 2020.

RMI has reviewed the results of this report and will address areas of concern.

RMI appreciates OSEP's support through its Differentiated Monitoring and Support System (DMS) and monthly calls with OSEP's team lead for RMI. With the exceptional technical assistance being provided by the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) and the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), RMI intends to continue to improve results for children and youth with disabilities.
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.

General supervision in the Marshall Islands, the responsibility of the Public School System (RMI PSS) Special Education Office, is comprised of the following eight components. Although each is a separate component, the components connect, interact, and articulate to form a comprehensive system with the objective of improving educational results and functional outcomes for all children with disabilities in the RMI and ensuring that the RMI PSS meets the program requirements under this part, with a particular emphasis on those requirements that are most closely related to improving educational results for children with disabilities.

State performance and improvement plans
Policies, procedures, and effective implementation of IDEA
Dispute resolutions
Data on processes and results
Integrated monitoring and evaluation activities
Targeted technical assistance and personnel development
Improvement, correction, incentives, and sanctions
Fiscal management

 Supervision in the Marshall Islands also includes:

Direct supervision of all public schools, programs, and services; 
Ongoing technical assistance to all schools and programs in the Marshall Islands; 
Data collection through the Special Ed Information Management System (SEIMS);
PSS program assessment through self-evaluation and improvement planning (Integrated and Continuous Improvement Focused Monitoring Procedures and the State Systemic Improvement Plan - SSIP) involving the Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC); 
Annual review and compliance determination; 
Triennial (every 3 years) on-site monitoring; 
Management of special education complaints, mediation, and due process hearings, including dissemination of rights and procedures; and
Resolution of issues through customary cultural practices, including disinterested parties.
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 Special Education Office provides ongoing and targeted technical assistance (TA) to schools.

Ongoing TA is provided by a special education specialist from the Special Education Office assigned to a school. The assigned specialist maintains weekly contact with school personnel through on-site visits, telephone, short-wave radio, and/or web-based platforms. Targeted technical assistance to each of the 75 public elementary schools (grades K to 8) two public middle schools (on Majuro and Ebeye); and 5 public high schools (grades 9 to 12) located on 24 atolls in an area equivalent to the size of the United States east of the Mississippi River is provided based on the annual review and an annual special education school improvement plan. The process is described in the Marshall Islands Integrated and Continuous Improvement Focused Monitoring Procedures (Revised September 2011), Attachment A to the RMI PSS Special Education Policies and Procedures. The State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) also includes an important technical assistance component.

RMI technical assistance has been supported by TA from the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), the National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT), and other OSEP-sponsored agencies.
Professional Development System
The mechanisms the State has in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for students with disabilities.

The RMI PSS maintains an Individualized Development Plan (IDP) for each special education teacher and staff that is updated annually during the Special Education Summer Institute. The plan guides the personnel development of the individual through workshops; coursework provided by the College of the Marshall Islands, Brigham Young University of Hawaii, and other institutions; the MOE certification requirements; and degree progression of AA, BA, and MA. The IDP assists the Special Education Office in planning and arranging for workshops needed; part-time and full-time study; improvement leaves; financial assistance; etc.

The MOE has also maintained a Comprehensive System of Personnel Development (CSPD) Plan for system requirements of special education teachers; school administrators; related services personnel; and MOE staff.

During the annual Summer Institute all special education teachers, stakeholders and PSS staff get together for professional development activities. Based on yearly assessment, each Summer Institute's curriculum is tailored to the specific needs of teachers, stakeholders and staff. Staff from NCSI and NTACT help build and implement the professional development with assistance, based on needs and on teacher and stakeholder requests, from specific OSEP-sponsored centers such as the National Deaf Center in 2018 (and the NDF continues to provide support to the RMI Deaf Center since then) and the PTI in 2019.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC) has been and will continue to be the primary means of stakeholder involvement related to special education and to the State Performance Plan (SPP) Annual Performance Report (APR), State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), and to targets in the SPP. Other stakeholder groups include and have included special education parent groups on Majuro and on Ebeye, the two most populous atolls in the Marshall Islands, and a recently established SSIP Expanded Core Team of public and private school educators, parents, and other agency representatives.

The SEAC Is the PSS's advisory panel for the purpose of providing advice and guidance with respect to special education and related services for children with disabilities as required by the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act of 2004 (IDEA) and its implementing federal regulations at 34 CFR §§300.167-169.

The advisory panel pursuant to CFR §§300.167-169 performs the following duties and functions:

 Advise the PSS of unmet needs within the Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI) in the education of children with disabilities;?
 Comment publicly on any rules or regulations proposed by RMI regarding the education of children with disabilities;?
 Advise the PSS in developing evaluations and reporting on data to the U.S. Department of Education under section 618 of IDEA;
 Advise the PSS in developing corrective action plans to address findings identified in monitoring reports under Part B of IDEA; and
 Advise the PSS in developing and implementing policies related to the coordination of services for children with disabilities.

Marshall Islands plans and reports are developed by the PSS staff with input and involvement of the SEAC.

The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC) provided input to this report and approved the report on January xx, 2020, for submission to OSEP. Prior to the SEAC meeting, parent representatives from the SEAC participated in two meetings of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Expanded Core Team consisting of parents, PSS and other agency staff, and CMI and in a summer SSIP workshop that reviewed data for indicators 1 to 16.

The SEAC is comprised of majority parents and individuals with disabilities; teachers; school and MOE officials; public health, mental health, judiciary, community college, and other agency personnel; and community representatives appointed by the Minister of Education. The APR is available for review at schools and on the PSS website; and the information in the document is disseminated through the government radio, in the Marshall Islands Journal, and at school meetings.

On January 28, 2020 the SEAC, principal and teacher representatives from Majuro and Ebeye schools, and PSS staff got together to provide input on targets for the extended year of the current SPP (FFY 2019 APR). Stakeholders also provided input on the SSIP target (SIMR) for FFY 2019. This information is provided on each result indicator as applicable to RMI PSS. And will also be described in the SSIP Phase III Year 4 submission.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)

NO
Reporting to the Public
How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY17 performance of each LEA located in the State on the targets in the SPP/APR as soon as practicable, but no later than 120 days following the State’s submission of its FFY 2017 APR, as required by 34 CFR §300.602(b)(1)(i)(A); and a description of where, on its Web site, a complete copy of the State’s SPP, including any revision if the State has revised the SPP that it submitted with its FFY 2017 APR in 2019, is available.

The MOE/PSS website at https://www.pss.edu.mh/ns/documents/ became functional in June 2015, and is now accessible to and from all atolls, schools, and communities. Please scroll down to a link for “special education documents” and click on “download” to access the documents. Or follow this other link https://www.pss.edu.mh/ns/documents/reports/ and scroll down to go directly to the special education documents. Within the special education documents section, please scroll down to “special education program documents” to locate the FFY 2017 APR.  

Please note that the Marshall Islands is a single district entity. The SEA and the LEA are the same entity. Therefore, the SPP/APR describes the performance of the LEA and the State with respect to its APR targets and it was reported 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). On this same link, visitors will locate previous APRs.

Please also note that the RMI PSS also reported on its FFY 2017 performance to and through schools to communities and by government radio and the Marshall Islands Journal. 

The FFY 2018 APR, with the latest revisions, will be on the PSS website, on the same location, within the next 30 days, therefore no later than 120 days following the state’s submission. Because internet can be unstable in the Marshall Islands, the APR information will be provided to the public via other media formats such as via government radio and the Marshall Islands Journal (main newspaper in the Marshall Islands) and paper copies will be provided to schools.  
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, RMI must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, RMI must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, RMI 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 RMI's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP's coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting RMI's capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

Intro - OSEP Response

Republic of the Marshall Islands (RMI) were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.  RMI provided the required information.  RMI provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, RMI must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, RMI must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, RMI 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 RMI's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the State’s capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Intro - State Attachments

The State did not submit 508 compliant attachments.  Non-compliant attachments will be made available by the State.
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
	31.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	37.00%
	37.00%
	38.00%
	40.00%
	42.00%

	Data
	11.11%
	37.50%
	33.33%
	46.15%
	25.00%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	44.00%
	46.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B1 (Graduation Rates) and provided input on the target for the FFY 2019 APR.
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
	8

	 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
	10

	 SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695)
	10/02/2019
	Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table
	80.00%


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

	8
	10
	25.00%
	44.00%
	80.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
Other
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.
To receive the public high school diploma, students in grade twelve, seniors, shall meet the Public School System and school academic requirements.
(1) Each student (grades 9-12) must maintain a minimum grade point average of 2.00 each grading semester. A student who does not maintain the minimum grade point average of 2.00 for the first semester of the senior year shall be placed on academic probation for the remainder of the school year; 
(2) Each student must complete twenty-one (21) credits, including eleven credits in the student’s required academic/vocational program and MLA and maintain 2.00 GPA in order to receive a “diploma” upon graduation; 
(3) Twelve (12) graders who do not meet 2.00 GPA requirements but have completed all credits and course requirements for graduation shall be awarded a “certificate of completion” upon graduation; 
(4) Each student must attend a public high school for at least one year prior to graduation. An exception may be granted by the Commissioner for transferring students from outside the Republic. 
(5) Secondary school students shall be required to complete 20 hours of community service for each program year for a total of 80 hours for graduation. The high school office shall make necessary arrangements for students to meet community service requirements. 
This is available on the Marshall Islands Public School System Rules and Regulations, Chapter 29 (Page 54-56) 
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)
RMI, as a Freely Associated State (FAS) does not submit files FS151 and FS150. Therefore, data for this indicator was not prepopulated and traditionally RMI staff enters the data manually. RMI uses file C009 as a source data for this indicator. In this case, it would be the file C009 submitted in November 2018, reflecting leavers during SY 2017-18. However, this platform is not allowing RMI to enter the data manually. 

Because of these specific considerations that apply to the Marshall Islands, and following instructions from the OSEP contractors (PSC) managing the APR tool to circumvent this problem, the RMI PSS submitted the graduation data based on SY 2017-18 file C009 directly to PSC.  PSC staff manually entered the data on the data table of this report.  Please note, this table still indicates the data source as being the SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696) when in fact it is SY 2017-18 file C009, which summarizes students with disabilities who exited the educational system in SY 2017-18.

The FFY 2018 actual data is:
8 students graduated with a regular diploma in SY 2017-18
There were 10 students eligible to graduate in SY 2017-18.
Therefore, the graduation rate for SY 2017-18 (FFY 2018) is 8/10 = 80.00%
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

The Republic of the Marshall Islands provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.     
1 - Required Actions

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs dropping out of high school. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2011
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.28%
	0.92%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B2 (Dropout Rates) and provided input on the target for the FFY 2019 APR.
Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	8

	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)
	2

	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)
	0

	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)
	0

	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)
	0


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

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
RMI uses Option 2 to calculate its dropout rate. It is the dropout rate definition from its FFY 2010 APR, submitted on February 2012. It is calculated by dividing the number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out (file C009) by the total number of youth with IEP (14-21) as measured by the child count (file C002) of the same school year as file C009. In this case, School Year 2017-18.

Note: we were not sure, if using a different methodology (question 2 above) referred to change within Option 2, or if the different methodology is the Option 2 itself. RMI PSS uses the same formula and calculation methods and data used in FFY 2010.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	 total number of youth with IEP (14-21) as measured by the child count (file C002) of the same school year as file C009. In this case, School Year 2017-18.
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	235
	0.92%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
The RMI PSS uses the OSEP 618 definition for "Dropped Out" which states the total number of students who were enrolled at the start of the reporting period but were not enrolled at the end of the reporting period and did not exit through any other method. This includes dropouts, runaways, GED recipients, expulsions, status unknown, students who moved and are unknown to be continuing in another educational program, and students exiting the system in other ways. This method of collecting dropout data is consistent for all students.
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 Republic of the Marshall Islands 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 >=
	60.00%
	30.00%
	35.00%
	40.00%
	45.00%

	A
	Overall
	27.80%
	Actual
	48.92%
	32.93%
	21.36%
	82.84%
	89.94%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	60.00%
	30.00%
	35.00%
	40.00%
	45.00%

	A
	Overall
	27.80%
	Actual
	48.92%
	32.93%
	21.36%
	82.84%
	89.94%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	50.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	50.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B3B (Participation of Students with Disabilities in the Statewide Assessment) and provided input on the targets for both Reading and Math for the FFY 2019 APR.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

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

	a. Children with IEPs
	16
	
	
	32
	
	38
	
	
	
	
	53

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	5
	
	
	27
	
	13
	
	
	
	
	8

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	10
	
	
	3
	
	20
	
	
	
	
	43

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0
	
	
	
	
	0


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

	a. Children with IEPs
	16
	
	
	32
	
	38
	
	
	
	
	53

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	5
	
	
	26
	
	13
	
	
	
	
	8

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	10
	
	
	3
	
	20
	
	
	
	
	43

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0
	
	
	
	
	0


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
	139
	129
	89.94%
	50.00%
	92.81%
	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
	139
	128
	89.94%
	50.00%
	92.09%
	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. 

Please note, the Republic of the Marshall Islands Public School System (RMI/PSS) does not implement ESEA.  To locate the RMI/PSS APR public reports of assessment results for students with disabilities for FFY 2018, please follow the link below and scroll down to Special Education Program Documents to find the Education Digest Supplement.  In future years these data will be integrated into the Education Digest for all students. 

https://www.pss.edu.mh/ns/documents/reports/ 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
The Republic of the Marshall Islands 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
	2005
	Target >=
	40.00%
	12.00%
	14.00%
	16.00%
	18.00%

	A
	Overall
	5.70%
	Actual
	17.70%
	5.56%
	15.28%
	16.22%
	23.78%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	40.00%
	12.00%
	14.00%
	16.00%
	18.00%

	A
	Overall
	5.70%
	Actual
	17.70%
	8.33%
	15.28%
	14.41%
	20.98%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	20.00%
	20.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	20.00%
	20.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B3C (Performance of Students with Disabilities in the Statewide Assessment) and provided input on the targets for both Reading and Math for the FFY 2019 APR.
FFY 2018 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

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

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

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	15
	
	
	30
	
	33
	
	
	
	
	51

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	0
	
	
	0
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	0

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1
	
	
	0
	
	7
	
	
	
	
	0

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0
	
	
	
	
	0


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

	a. Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	15
	
	
	29
	
	33
	
	
	
	
	51

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	0
	
	
	0
	
	3
	
	
	
	
	0

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1
	
	
	0
	
	4
	
	
	
	
	0

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	0
	
	
	0
	
	0
	
	
	
	
	0


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
	129
	11
	23.78%
	20.00%
	8.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	RMI has been focusing on improving the participation of students with disabilities in the statewide assessments (MISAT). It has taken four years to reach a rate of participation above 90%. Now with a more representative sample of students, we recognize the need to improve reading and math proficiency. RMI has recently gathered resources to positively impact these student outcomes. RMI has started training and professional development on specially designed instruction, accommodations, and, based on the principles of implementation science, we expect to see improvement on proficiency rates in reading and math in the upcoming years.  


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
	128
	8
	20.98%
	20.00%
	6.25%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	RMI has been focusing on improving the participation of students with disabilities in the statewide assessments (MISAT). It has taken four years to reach a rate of participation above 90%. Now with a more representative sample of students, we recognize the need to improve reading and math proficiency. RMI has recently gathered resources to positively impact these student outcomes. RMI has started training and professional development on specially designed instruction, accommodations, and, based on the principles of implementation science, we expect to see improvement on proficiency rates in reading and math in the upcoming years. 


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. 

Please note, the Republic of the Marshall Islands Public School System (RMI/PSS) does not implement ESEA.  To locate the RMI/PSS APR public reports of assessment results for students with disabilities for FFY 2018, please follow the link below and scroll down to Special Education Program Documents to find the Education Digest Supplement.  In future years these data will be integrated into the Education Digest for all students. 

https://www.pss.edu.mh/ns/documents/reports/  
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
The Republic of the Marshall Islands 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
	0.00%


	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 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B4A (Discipline, measured by suspensions and expulsions)) and provided input on the target for suspensions and expulsions for students with disabilities for the FFY 2019 APR.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

NO

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

	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

The RMI/PSS is a unitary system, serving as both the SEA and the only LEA in the Marshall Islands. The RMI/PSS status as a unitary system makes applying the actual measurement for Indicator 4a challenging.

Considering the two options for methodologies prescribed for this indicator (a) the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State or b) the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the LEAs), the only one that can be implemented in RMI, as a unitary system, is option b) but with the adaptation of using statewide data to compare rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to nondisabled children within the state. Similar methodology is used for other unitary systems such as Puerto Rico, Federated States of Micronesia, and Hawaii among other states and entities with unitary systems.

RMI/PSS methodology is a rate difference methodology, which compares rates for suspension/expulsion of students with disabilities to the statewide bar, which is defined as the state’s suspension expulsion rate for nondisabled children within the state (as a single LEA). 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 children with disabilities and children without disabilities [34 CFR §300.170(a)].

The rate difference methodology used by RMI/PSS compares the rate of expulsions and suspensions of greater than ten days in a school year for children with IEPs compared to the rate for nondisabled children. The equation for the rate difference is: Rate difference = state suspension/expulsion (S/E) rate for children with disabilities minus (-) the state S/E rate for children without disabilities. RMI/PSS defines “significant discrepancy” when the suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities is at least three percentage points more than the State’s suspension/expulsion rate for all children without disabilities.

The RMI/PSS uses a minimum “n” size requirement to operate the calculation. Thus, if there are fewer than 10 students with disabilities who were suspended more than 10 school days during the data reporting year, the calculation does not take place. 

FFY 2018 Calculation

The suspension and expulsion rates for students with disabilities in RMI/PSS, using SY 2017-18 data from Section 618 File C005 as submitted on November of 2018, indicates zero students with disabilities were suspended. As such, no further analysis was required.  Therefore, in RMI/PSS, in FFY 2018, the number of “districts” that have a significant discrepancy is zero.
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

	
	
	
	


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 Republic of the Marshall Islands 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.
YES

Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below: 
RMI PSS demographics (population and student population) is comprised of a single race/ethnicity (Pacific Islanders).

4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable.
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 >=
	90.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%

	A
	72.80%
	Data
	88.26%
	95.73%
	83.85%
	73.24%
	72.46%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	1.00%
	10.00%
	10.00%
	10.00%
	10.00%

	B
	26.20%
	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.26%
	0.16%
	0.00%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	1.00%
	1.00%
	1.00%
	1.00%
	1.00%

	C
	1.00%
	Data
	2.08%
	1.14%
	0.65%
	0.47%
	0.34%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	85.00%
	85.00%

	Target B <=
	10.00%
	5.00%

	Target C <=
	0.95%
	0.95%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B5 (A, B and C) and provided input on the targets for Education Environments (children 6-21) for the FFY 2019 APR.
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
	594

	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
	443

	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
	1

	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
	0

	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
	0

	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
	3


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
	443
	594
	72.46%
	85.00%
	74.58%
	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
	1
	594
	0.00%
	10.00%
	0.17%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	3
	594
	0.34%
	0.95%
	0.51%
	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 Republic of the Marshall Islands 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 >=
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%
	95.00%

	A
	95.00%
	Data
	95.83%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	97.44%
	96.00%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%
	5.00%

	B
	5.00%
	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	2.56%
	4.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	96.00%
	96.00%

	Target B <=
	4.00%
	4.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B6 (A and B) and provided input on the targets for Preschool Environments (children 3-5) for the FFY 2019 APR.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	9

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	9

	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
	0

	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
	0

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b3. Number of children attending residential facility
	0


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

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

	9
	96.00%
	96.00%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	0
	9
	4.00%
	4.00%
	0.00%
	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 Republic of the Marshall Islands 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 >=
	90.00%
	80.00%
	80.00%
	82.00%
	84.00%

	A1
	37.50%
	Data
	94.12%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	81.82%

	A2
	2018
	Target >=
	50.00%
	40.00%
	40.00%
	42.00%
	44.00%

	A2
	12.50%
	Data
	62.50%
	25.00%
	72.73%
	85.71%
	78.95%

	B1
	2018
	Target >=
	90.00%
	80.00%
	80.00%
	82.00%
	84.00%

	B1
	25.00%
	Data
	89.47%
	90.00%
	80.00%
	90.00%
	100.00%

	B2
	2018
	Target >=
	35.00%
	30.00%
	30.00%
	32.00%
	34.00%

	B2
	12.50%
	Data
	54.17%
	15.00%
	72.73%
	76.19%
	84.21%

	C1
	2018
	Target >=
	90.00%
	80.00%
	80.00%
	82.00%
	84.00%

	C1
	62.50%
	Data
	94.12%
	95.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	C2
	2018
	Target >=
	30.00%
	20.00%
	20.00%
	22.00%
	24.00%

	C2
	37.50%
	Data
	62.50%
	40.00%
	63.64%
	100.00%
	94.74%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	100.00%
	40.00%

	Target A2 >=
	76.00%
	15.00%

	Target B1 >=
	100.00%
	27.50%

	Target B2 >=
	36.00%
	15.00%

	Target C1 >=
	100.00%
	65.00%

	Target C2 >=
	26.00%
	40.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro. During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B7 and provided input on the targets for Preschool Outcomes for the FFY 2019 APR. In review of the data, stakeholders noted a reduced number of students ages 3-5 as well as decreased performance in this area. PSS staff explained the process for data collection has undergone revision to improve the rigor of the data collection procedures for this Indicator. In addition, PSS as a whole dissolved the preschool program for all students (both general education and special education) in SY 2018-19 impacting this indicator. Although PSS is going to integrate preschool programs in the public elementary schools in the SY 2020-21, stakeholders agreed these factors justify the need to establish a new baseline for this Indicator; therefore, stakeholders decided this current data establishes a new baseline and they set targets based on these numbers.   
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

8
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

	a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning
	1
	12.50%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	4
	50.00%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2
	25.00%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	12.50%

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


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

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	3
	8
	81.82%
	100.00%
	37.50%
	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)
	1
	8
	78.95%
	76.00%
	12.50%
	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
	1
	12.50%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	5
	62.50%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	1
	12.50%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	12.50%

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


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

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	2
	8
	100.00%
	100.00%
	25.00%
	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)
	1
	8
	84.21%
	36.00%
	12.50%
	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
	0
	0.00%

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	3
	37.50%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	2
	25.00%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3
	37.50%

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


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

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	5
	8
	100.00%
	100.00%
	62.50%
	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. 
	3
	8
	94.74%
	26.00%
	37.50%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro. During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B7 and provided input on the targets for Preschool Outcomes for the FFY 2019 APR. In review of the data, stakeholders noted a reduced number of students ages 3-5 as well as decreased performance in this area. PSS staff explained the process for data collection has undergone revision to improve the rigor of the data collection procedures for this Indicator. In addition, PSS as a whole dissolved the preschool program for all students (both general education and special education) in SY 2018-19 impacting this indicator. Although PSS is going to integrate preschool programs in the public elementary schools in the SY 2020-21, stakeholders agreed these factors justify the need to establish a new baseline for this Indicator; therefore, stakeholders decided this current data establishes a new baseline and they set targets based on these numbers.   

	A2
	On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro. During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B7 and provided input on the targets for Preschool Outcomes for the FFY 2019 APR. In review of the data, stakeholders noted a reduced number of students ages 3-5 as well as decreased performance in this area. PSS staff explained the process for data collection has undergone revision to improve the rigor of the data collection procedures for this Indicator. In addition, PSS as a whole dissolved the preschool program for all students (both general education and special education) in SY 2018-19 impacting this indicator. Although PSS is going to integrate preschool programs in the public elementary schools in the SY 2020-21, stakeholders agreed these factors justify the need to establish a new baseline for this Indicator; therefore, stakeholders decided this current data establishes a new baseline and they set targets based on these numbers.   

	B1
	On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro. During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B7 and provided input on the targets for Preschool Outcomes for the FFY 2019 APR. In review of the data, stakeholders noted a reduced number of students ages 3-5 as well as decreased performance in this area. PSS staff explained the process for data collection has undergone revision to improve the rigor of the data collection procedures for this Indicator. In addition, PSS as a whole dissolved the preschool program for all students (both general education and special education) in SY 2018-19 impacting this indicator. Although PSS is going to integrate preschool programs in the public elementary schools in the SY 2020-21, stakeholders agreed these factors justify the need to establish a new baseline for this Indicator; therefore, stakeholders decided this current data establishes a new baseline and they set targets based on these numbers.   

	B2
	On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro. During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B7 and provided input on the targets for Preschool Outcomes for the FFY 2019 APR. In review of the data, stakeholders noted a reduced number of students ages 3-5 as well as decreased performance in this area. PSS staff explained the process for data collection has undergone revision to improve the rigor of the data collection procedures for this Indicator. In addition, PSS as a whole dissolved the preschool program for all students (both general education and special education) in SY 2018-19 impacting this indicator. Although PSS is going to integrate preschool programs in the public elementary schools in the SY 2020-21, stakeholders agreed these factors justify the need to establish a new baseline for this Indicator; therefore, stakeholders decided this current data establishes a new baseline and they set targets based on these numbers.   

	C1
	On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro. During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B7 and provided input on the targets for Preschool Outcomes for the FFY 2019 APR. In review of the data, stakeholders noted a reduced number of students ages 3-5 as well as decreased performance in this area. PSS staff explained the process for data collection has undergone revision to improve the rigor of the data collection procedures for this Indicator. In addition, PSS as a whole dissolved the preschool program for all students (both general education and special education) in SY 2018-19 impacting this indicator. Although PSS is going to integrate preschool programs in the public elementary schools in the SY 2020-21, stakeholders agreed these factors justify the need to establish a new baseline for this Indicator; therefore, stakeholders decided this current data establishes a new baseline and they set targets based on these numbers.   


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.

RMI used the MID (Micronesian Inventory of Development) scoring sheet to collect pre and post data from each preschool student in Ebeye and Majuro preschools.  These data is then transferred/translated to the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) process for each preschool student which, when aggregated, provided the data for items a, b, c, d and e of outcomes A, B and C for indicator B7. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
The Republic of the Marshall Islands has revised the baseline for this indicator, using data from FFY 2018, and OSEP accepts that revision.

The Republic of the Marshall Islands 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 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B8 (Parent engagement) and provided input on the target for parent engagement for the FFY 2019 APR.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	92.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	92.00%
	92.00%
	92.00%
	92.00%
	92.00%

	Data
	95.41%
	92.71%
	91.89%
	93.75%
	91.94%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	92.50%
	95.00%


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

	32
	34
	91.94%
	92.50%
	94.12%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
34

Percentage of respondent parents

100.00%

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.

FFY 2018 parent surveys were conducted with parents in SY 2018-19, including parents of preschool children, and their results are included in the combined data.

	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.
	NO


If no, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics.
The data is representative with respect to race/ethnicity.  However, it is not representative with respect to all RMI regions.  Due to the Dengue Fever outbreak, travel from Majuro and Kwajalein to the outer islands was banned, therefore, data was not collected from parents in the outer islands.

Data was collected from 34 surveys that were distributed and all of them were completed by parents or through parent interviews during face to face meetings in Marshall Islands schools on Majuro and Kwajalein Atolls.

To resolve representativeness issues due the travel issues, RMI/PSS staff who are local to the outer islands will conduct and collect parent survey data from parents in the outer islands. They will transmit the data via short wave radio, or internet where it is available or paper carry mail.  
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 data is representative with respect to race/ethnicity.  However, it is not representative with respect to all RMI regions.  Due to the Dengue Fever outbreak, travel from Majuro and Kwajalein to the outer islands was banned, therefore, data was not collected from parents in the outer islands.

Data was collected from 34 surveys that were distributed and all of them were completed by parents or through parent interviews during face to face meetings in Marshall Islands schools on Majuro and Kwajalein Atolls.

To resolve representativeness issues due the travel issues, RMI/PSS staff who are local to the outer islands will conduct and collect parent survey data from parents in the outer islands. They will transmit the data via short wave radio, or internet where it is available or paper carry mail.  
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The Republic of the Marshall Islands provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.     

     

 
8 - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the Republic of the Marshall Islands must report whether its FFY 2019 data are from a response group that is representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services, and, if not, the actions the Republic of the Marshall Islands is taking to address this issue.  The Republic of the Marshall Islands must also include its analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. 
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
YES

Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 
RMI PSS demographics (population and student population) is comprised of a single race/ethnicity (Pacific Islanders).

9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable.
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.
YES

Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below  

RMI PSS demographics (population and student population) is comprised of a single race/ethnicity (Pacific Islanders).

10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable.
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
	100.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


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

	56
	56
	100.00%
	100%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

0

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.
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. 

Data Source: The child find data is located in the Special Education Information Management System (SEIMS), administered and maintained by the PSS Special Education Office. Schools submit semi-annual reports of special education programs and services provided during the report period and on an on-going basis, submit copies of special education forms related to referral (Form SE-1), child study (SE-2), consent for evaluation (SE-4), integrated evaluation and determination (report on SE-5), program and placement (attachments of each student's current Individualized Educaption Program (IEP/SE-7)) Plan and reevaluation. Data from school reports and student IEP are summarized into the SEIMS. The information collected are validated through on-site visits and through off-site monitoring. The above information is provided through a report that summarizes the timeframe from consent for evaluation (SE-4) to completion of the evaluation (SE-5).
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

	
	
	
	


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
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.
YES

Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 
RMI does not implement the Part C program of IDEA.

12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
12 - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable.
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
	100.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


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

	39
	39
	100.00%
	100%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


What is the source of the data provided for this indicator? 
State monitoring
Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used to collect these data. 

Each year, all schools submit IEPs for students to the PSS. Data from IEPs are entered into the special education information management system for review and analysis regarding placement, appropriate accommodations, etc. For secondary transition, during onsite monitoring visits, PSS requested one IEP file of students ages 16 and above per case manager (n=39) to review. Each IEP was reviewed using the RMI Quality IEP Rubric which includes items included in the National Secondary Transition and Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC) Part B Indicator 13 Checklist A.
	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

	
	
	
	


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
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 >=
	10.00%
	10.00%
	10.00%
	15.00%
	15.00%

	A
	0.00%
	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	18.18%
	21.43%
	12.50%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	30.00%
	10.00%
	10.00%
	15.00%
	15.00%

	B
	0.00%
	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	45.45%
	57.14%
	50.00%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	60.00%
	60.00%
	70.00%
	75.00%
	75.00%

	C
	0.00%
	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	15.00%
	15.00%

	Target B >=
	15.00%
	15.00%

	Target C >=
	75.00%
	75.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

On January 28, 2020, stakeholders comprised of SEAC members, school staff (principals and teachers representing schools in Majuro and Ebeye), and PSS leadership and staff got together in Majuro.  During this meeting stakeholders reviewed longitudinal charts and data for Indicator B14 (A, B and C) and provided input on the targets for Post School Outcomes for students with disabilities for the FFY 2019 APR.
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
	10

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	3

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	3

	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)
	1

	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).
	3


	
	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)
	3
	10
	12.50%
	15.00%
	30.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	6
	10
	50.00%
	15.00%
	60.00%
	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)
	10
	10
	100.00%
	75.00%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 2: Report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	NO


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
Ten of the ten students who exited PSS in SY 2017-18 were contacted. 100% of their responses were received about their status after leaving school, making their response 100% representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.

Data is 100% representative of the population because ALL students (100%) who exited in SY 2017-18 responded to the interview. That is, it is 100% representative based on gender, race, and the disability of the exiting population.
	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 Republic of the Marshall Islands provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.      
14 - Required Actions
Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1 Number of resolution sessions
	0

	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
	0


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 

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.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	
	
	
	

	Data
	
	
	
	
	


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	
	


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

	0
	0
	
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
15 - OSEP Response
The Republic of the Marshall Islands reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2018. The Republic of the Marshall Islands is not required to provide targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held.  
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
	0

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints
	0

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints
	0


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 

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.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	
	
	
	

	Data
	
	
	
	
	


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

	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
The Republic of the Marshall Islands reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2018. The Republic of the Marshall Islands is not required to provide targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held. 
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan

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

[image: image2.emf]RMI SSIP Phase III  Year 4 Report_Final_04-20-2020_revised for accessibility.pdf


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

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

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

Name: 

Frank Horiuchi
Title: 
Special Education Director
Email: 
fhoriuchi@pss.edu.mh
Phone:
011-692-625-4043
Submitted on:
04/29/20  9:14:54 PM 
ED Attachments
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Republic of the Marshall Islands
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed. 0
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued. 0
(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance. 0
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines. 0
(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. 0


Section B: Mediation Requests


(2) Total number of mediation requests received through
all dispute resolution processes. 0


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


(2.1) (b) Mediations held not related to due process
complaints. 0


(2.1) (b) (i) Mediation agreements not related to due process
complaints. 0


(2.2) Mediations pending. 0
(2.3) Mediations withdrawn or not held. 0


Section C: Due Process Complaints


(3) Total number of due process complaints filed. 0
(3.1) Resolution meetings. 0
(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings. 0


(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited). 0
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 0
(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed
(including resolved without a hearing). 0


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 Republic of the Marshall Islands. These data were generated on 11/1/2019 4:17 PM
EDT.
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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 freely associated State, outlying area, and the 
Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) (Entities) under section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about an Entity, including 
information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide 
assessments; exiting data on CWD who dropped out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school 
diploma1; the Entity’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 Entity’s grant award under Part B; and other issues related to the Entity’s 
compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description of how the Office of Special Education 
Programs (OSEP) evaluated the Entities’ 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 Entity’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, Entities 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.” 







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


3 


A. 2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX  
In making each Entity’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the 
following data: 


1. The Entity’s FFY 2018 data for applicable Part B Compliance Indicators2 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 
(including whether the Entity reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether 
the Entity 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 Entity under sections 616 and 618 of the 
IDEA;  


3. The Entity’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 Entity’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 Entity’s Part B grant award has 
been subject to Special or Specific Conditions; and 


b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by 
either the Department or the Entity that the Entity 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 Entity received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, 
which is combined with the Results Score to calculate the Entity’s RDA Percentage and Determination.  


 
2 The U.S. Virgin Islands report data for Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13. Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth 


of the Northern Mariana Islands report data for Indicators 11, 12, and 13. The Federated States of Micronesia, the Republic 
of the Marshall Islands, the Republic of Palau, and the BIE report data on Indicators 11 and 13. 
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Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 
In the attached Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for 
each of the Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 : 


• Two points, if either: 


o The Entity’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 Entity’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 Entity 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 Entity’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 Entity did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.  


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


o The Entity’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 Entity’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were not valid and reliable;  or 


o The Entity did not report FFY 2018 data for the indicator.


 
3  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 Entity. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.  
4  In determining whether an Entity 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 an Entity 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 an Entity 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 an Entity 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 an Entity 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 an Entity 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 Entity under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and  
(2.) the Entity’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing 


decisions. 
5  For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%. 
6  A “No” in that column denotes that the Entity has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the 


Entity has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the Entity did not identify any 
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator. 


7  If an Entity’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 Entity’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the 
Entity’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool. 


8  If an Entity reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the Entity), the matrix so 
indicates in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.  
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate Entity-Reported Data 
In the attached Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for 
Timely and Accurate Entity-Reported Data9:  


• 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 Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for 
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the Entity 
under section 618 of the IDEA:  


• Two points, if the Entity’s FFY 2018 data were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 95% compliance.  


• One point, if the Entity’s FFY 2018 data reflect at least 75% and less than 95% compliance. 


• Zero points, if the Entity’s FFY 2018 data reflect less than 75% compliance. 


• Not Applicable (N/A), if the Entity’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 Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for the 
Long-Standing Noncompliance component:  


• Two points, if the Entity has: 


o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the Entity, 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. 


 
9  OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to Entities 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 Entity’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,” Entities 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 
Entity’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 Entity has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the Entity, in 
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the Entity has not yet demonstrated 
correction (see the OSEP Response to the Entity’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 Entity’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 Entity has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the Entity, in 
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the Entity has not yet demonstrated correction (see the 
OSEP Response to the Entity’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 Entity’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 Entity’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the 
following data:  


1. The percentage of CWD participating in regular Statewide assessments across all available grade 
levels (3 through 8); 


2. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and 


3. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma.  


The Results Elements for participation in regular Statewide assessments are scored separately for 
reading and math. When combined with the exiting data, there are a total of four Results Elements for 
the Entities. The Results Elements are defined as follows:  


Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments  


This is the percentage of CWD who took regular Statewide assessments in School Year (SY) 2018- 2019 
with and without accommodations by averaging the assessment participation percentages across all 
available grade levels (3 through 8) where a regular assessment was administered, for reading and math 
separately. The numerator for calculating the participation percentage of CWD who took regular 
Statewide assessments with and without accommodations for each grade level with available data is the 
number of CWD participating with and without accommodations in regular Statewide assessments in SY 
2018- 2019, and the denominator is the number of all CWD participants and non-participants in regular 
and alternate Statewide assessments in SY 2018- 2019, excluding medical emergencies. The calculation 
is done separately by subject (math and reading). The numerator for calculating the percentage of CWD 
who took regular Statewide assessments in SY 2018- 2019 with and without accommodations is the sum 
of the participation percentages for each grade level in SY 2018- 2019, and the denominator is the 
number of grade levels with available data. The calculation is done separately by subject (math and 
reading). (Data source: EDFacts SY 2018- 2019; data extracted 4/8/20)  


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 for SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-
2016, 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) for SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016, then multiplying the result by 10010. 
(Data source: EDFacts SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016; data extracted 5/29/19, 5/30/18, 
5/31/17) 


 
10  The Department will make these calculations using unsuppressed data. However, due to privacy concerns the Department 


has chosen to suppress calculations made with small cell counts in the public document.  
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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 for SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016, 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), exiting school in SYs 2017-2018, 
2016-2017,and 2015-2016, then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SYs 2017-2018, 
2016-2017, and 2015-2016; data extracted 5/29/19, 5/30/18, 5/31/17)  


Scoring of the Results Matrix 
In the attached Entity-specific 2020 Part B Results Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for the 
Results Elements: 


• An Entity’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 and entities. The participation 
rates for the Entities were calculated based on an average of participation rates across all available 
grade levels (3 through 8) in which the assessment was administered. The calculation is done 
separately by subject (math and reading). A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least 90% of CWD in the 
Entity 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%.  


• Each State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by dropping out were rank-ordered 
and the top, middle, and bottom thirds determined using tertiles . The exiting percentages for the 
Entities were calculated using the percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out in SYs 2017-
2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016, and points were assigned. The percentages that fell in the top 
tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, percentages that fell 
in the middle tertile of States received a ‘1’, and percentages that fell in the bottom tertile of States 
(i.e., those with the highest percentage) received a ‘0’. 


• Each State’s data on the percentage of CWD who exited school by graduating with a regular high 
school diploma were rank-ordered and the top, middle, and bottom thirds determined using tertiles. 
The exiting percentages for the Entities were calculated using the percentage of CWD exiting school 
by graduating with a regular high school diploma in SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016, and 
points were assigned. The percentages that fell in the top tertile of States (i.e., those with the 
highest percentage) received a score of ‘2’, percentages that fell in the middle tertile of States 
received a ‘1’, and percentages that fell in the bottom tertile of States (i.e., those with the lowest 
percentage) received a ‘0’. 


 
11  The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.  
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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 CWD on Regular Statewide Assessments  
(reading and math, separately) based on an average of participation 
rates across all available grade levels (3 through 8) in which the 
assessment was administered. 


<80 80-89 >=90 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a  
Regular High School Diploma based on the percentage of CWD 
exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma in 
SYs 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018. 


<70 70-78 >=79 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out based on the 
percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out in SYs 2015-2016, 
2016-2017, and 2017-2018. 


>21 21-14 <=13 


Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the 
actual points the Entity 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 Entity’s RDA Percentage 
and Determination.  


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 
The Entity’s RDA Percentage was calculated by adding 40% of the Entity’s Results Score and 60% of the 
Entity’s Compliance Score. The Entity’s RDA Determination is defined as follows:  


Meets Requirements An Entity’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,12 
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the Entity’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. 


 
12  In determining whether an Entity 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 an Entity has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance 
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.  
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Needs Assistance  An Entity’s 20 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if 
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. 
An Entity’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 Entity’s last three (FFYs 2016, 
2017, and 2018) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those 
Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination.  


Needs Intervention  An Entity’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 or Entity in 2020.  
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Republic of the Marshall Islands  
2020 Part B Results Driven Accountability Matrix 


Freely Associated States, Outlying Areas, and the Bureau of Indian Education  


Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination1 
Percentage (%) Determination 


80 Meets Requirements 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 8 4 50 


Compliance 8 8 100 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Average Percentage of 3rd through 8th Grade Children with Disabilities 
Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments 


91 2 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


N/A N/A 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


Average Percentage of 3rd through 8th Grade Children with Disabilities 
Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments 


90 2 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress 


N/A N/A 


 
1 For a detailed explanation of how 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: Freely Associated 
States, Outlying Areas, and the Bureau of Indian Education Part B". 
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Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out Over Previous 3 
Years 


29 0 


Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a  
Regular High School Diploma Over Previous 3 Years1 


*2 0 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator3 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. 


N/A N/A N/A 


Indicator 9: Disproportionate representation of racial 
and ethnic groups in special education and related 
services due to inappropriate identification. 


N/A N/A N/A 


Indicator 10: Disproportionate representation of 
racial and ethnic groups in specific disability 
categories due to inappropriate identification. 


N/A N/A N/A 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 100 N/A 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


N/A N/A N/A 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 100 N/A 2 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 100  2 


Timely State Complaint Decisions N/A  N/A 


Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions N/A  N/A 


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 Due to privacy concerns the Department has chosen to suppress this calculation. 
3 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 Kitlang Kabua 


Minister of Education, Sports, and Training 


Republic of the Marshall Islands Ministry of Education, Sports and Training 


P.O. Box 3 


Majuro, Republic of the Marshall Islands 96960 


Dear Minister Kabua: 


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 the Republic of the Marshall Islands meets the requirements and 


purposes of Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the Republic of the 


Marshall Islands’ 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. 


The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results data and 


compliance data in making determinations for outlying areas, freely associated States and the 


Bureau of Indian Education (the Entities) in 2020, as it did for determinations in 2019.1 The 


Republic of the Marshall Islands’ 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the 


Entity’s “2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is 


individualized for each Entity 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 Entity’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: 


 
1 OSEP has used results data on the participation and performance of children with disabilities on the National Assessment of 


Educational Progress (NAEP) in making determinations for States (but not Entities) since 2014. Although the BIE is the only 


Entity that administers the NAEP, OSEP has not used NAEP data in making the BIE’s determinations because the BIE’s NAEP 


data were previously not available. However, given that the BIE’s NAEP data are now available, OSEP is considering using the 


NAEP data in making the BIE’s 2021 determination under IDEA section 616(d). 
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Freely Associated States, Outlying Areas, and the Bureau of Indian Education-Part B” 


(HTDMD). 


The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria are set forth in the HTDMD and 


reflected in the RDA Matrix for the Republic of the Marshall Islands. In making Part B 


determinations in 2020, OSEP used results data related to:  


(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;  


(2) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and  


(3) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.  


You may access the results of OSEP’s review of the Republic of the Marshall Islands’ SPP/APR 


and other relevant data by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your Entity-


specific log-on information at https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access the Republic of the 


Marshall Islands’ SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in applicable Indicators 1 through 16, the 


OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the Entity is required to take. The actions 


that the Entity 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 Entity 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 Republic of the Marshall Islands’ RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the 


Republic of the Marshall Islands’ “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 Republic of the Marshall Islands’ “Timely State 


Complaint Decisions” and “Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the 


Compliance Matrix. 


As noted above, the Republic of the Marshall Islands’ 2020 determination is Meets 


Requirements. A State or Entity’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets Requirements if the RDA 


Percentage is at least 80%, unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on 


the State’s or Entity’s last three IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019), and 


those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 


States and Entities were required to submit Phase III Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020. 


OSEP appreciates the Republic of the Marshall Islands’ 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, 
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OSEP will continue to work with your Entity as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the 


SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.  


As a reminder, the Republic of the Marshall Islands must make its SPP/APR available to the 


public by posting it on its agency’s website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be 


finalizing an Entity Profile that:  


(1) includes the Entity’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all 


Entity attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the 


Rehabilitation Act of 1973; and  


(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website.  


OSEP appreciates the Republic of the Marshall Islands’ efforts to improve results for children 


and youth with disabilities and looks forward to working with the Republic of the Marshall 


Islands 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: Republic of the Marshall Islands Director of Special Education  
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet. 


SPP/APR  Data  


1) Valid and Reliable Data – Data provided are from the correct time period, are consistent with 618 (when 
appropriate) and the measurement, and are consistent with previous indicator data (unless explained). 


Part  B  
618 Data  


1) Timely – A State will receive one point if it submits all EDFacts files or the entire EMAPS survey associated 
with the IDEA Section 618 data collection to ED by the initial due date for that collection (as described the table 
below). 


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. 


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







       


      


 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


  


 


   
 


  
 


    
 


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) = 


APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data Page 2 of 3 







       


     


 
 


 
 


  
 


 
  


 
 


 
 


 


 


 
 


 


 
  


    


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. 


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





		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: N/A

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: N/A

		Total10: N/A

		Total11: 1

		Total12: N/A

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 15

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 20

		618GrandTotal: 23.999999940000002

		State List: [Marshall Islands]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable10: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 20

		B618GrandTotal: 24

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 44

		TotalNAAPR1: 4

		TotalSubtotal2: 21

		GrandSubtotal1: 1

		IndicatorScore0: 100

		BASE0: 44

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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RMI SSIP Phase III Year 4 Report – March 24, 2020 


 


RMI SSIP Phase III Summary 


 


Summary of SSIP Phase I, II, III (years 1-3) 


 


During Phase I (SY 2014-15) of the State Systemic Improvement Planning Process (SSIP), the Republic 


of the Marshall Islands (RMI) Public School System (PSS) along with stakeholders completed an analysis 


of several sources of outcome data for students with disabilities, including graduation data. The team 


determined the State Identified Measurable Result (SiMR) would be to increase the number of youth 


graduating with a high school diploma in Majuro and Ebeye schools. A study of the root causes for why 


students with disabilities attending high schools in the Republic of the Marshall Islands were not 


graduating high school at a satisfactory rate led to the discovery of contributing factors to the low 


performance of this measurable result.   


 


The contributing factors were organized as action items and became improvement strands on the theory of 


action for improvement of graduation rates for students with disabilities in the Marshall Islands. The five 


major strands of improvement activities were: (a) increase parent involvement, (b) increase the number of 


students transitioning from middle to high school, (c) improve the quality of teaching, (d) improve the 


quality of student transition plans, and (e) improve student attendance.  


 


During Phase II (SY 2015-16) of the SSIP, the RMI Public School developed an improvement plan to 


guide our work in implementing the theory of action, which includes (a) improving our infrastructure to 


better support our high schools to implement evidence-based practices in secondary transition, (b) 


supporting high schools in implementing evidence-based practices, and (c) evaluating our efforts in 


graduation rates for youth with disabilities in our high schools. Our evaluation plan follows a Plan, Do, 


Study, Act Model (PDSA) to ensure that the work we are doing is successful in achieving the outcomes 


we desire.  


 


During Phase III years one-three (activities implemented on school years 2016-17 to 2018-19), the RMI 


PSS and stakeholders focused on implementation of the improvement strategies developed in Phase II and 
the theory of action . Each improvement activity was accomplished as outlined in the RMI 


Implementation and Evaluation Plan (see page 17; Tables 4-20). See RMI PSS SSIP Phase III Year 2 for 


full Phase III, Year 2 report and RMI PSS SSIP Phase III Year 3 for the full Phase III, Year 3 report.  


Most recent accomplishments include, exceeding our SiMR target (40% graduation rate target for youth 


on Majuro and Ebeye), and improvements on theory of action strands and other contributing factors 


(increasing attendance rates, improved reading and math proficiency and increased parent engagement).  


 



file:///F:/Dell%20Latitude/0%20State%20TA/RMI/2020/SSIP/RMI%20PSS%20SSIP%20Phase%20III%20Year%202

https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2017B/Indicator17/HistoricalData?state=MH&ispublic=true
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RMI SSIP Phase III Year Four 


 


Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation  


 


Stakeholders in the Republic of the Marshall Islands continue to serve a fundamental role in the 


development, implementation, and ongoing evaluation of the RMI Public School System SSIP. To 


guarantee solid progress with implementation and increase the likelihood of useful evaluation activities, 


the RMI Public School System continues to engage stakeholders at various levels. Key stakeholders  (e.g., 


middle and high school teachers, principals, representatives from the College of Marshall Islands, parent 


groups, Special Education Advisory Council) remain on the SSIP team for implementation working in 


collaboration with high schools and community agencies to evaluate efforts of the SSIP. These key 


stakeholders provided input into the design and development of the evaluation and have ensured the RMI 


Public School System continues to (a) ask the right evaluation questions, (b) collect sufficient data to 


answer the evaluation questions, (c) analyze the data appropriately, and (d) use the data for secondary 


transition program improvement. Stakeholders serve in multiple capacities from providing feedback on 


measures, to data collection activities, to dissemination of findings to the general public.  


 


In Phase III, year four A special emphasis was placed on family engagement. Rosie Rowe and Beverly 


Reidy from the Leadership in Disabilities & Achievement of Hawaii (LDAH) which serves as the Parent 


Training and Information Center (PTI) for Marshall Islands, was invited to participate in the 2019 Special 


Education Sumer Institute. Special sessions were created for the PTI to build the capacity of the 


stakeholders as well as to work with the local parent support groups in Marshall Islands, including the 


Marshall Islands People with Disabilities Organization (MIDPO) and the Women United Together 


Marshall Islands (WUTMI).  Below we detail how the groups of stakeholders have engaged with the PSS 


team and the PTI support during Phase III, year 4 and the decisions stakeholders made and actions that 


have resulted. 


 


During the August 2019, Special Education 


Summer Institute, the RMI Public School System 


convened stakeholders to (a) update stakeholders 


on SSIP implementation and outcomes identified in 


Phase III report, and (b) reaffirm SSIP Phase III 


Year four plan (including activities, evaluation, and 


responsibilities).  


 


Stakeholders began the meeting celebrating the 


outcomes achieved during Year three of Phase III 


implementation. For example, as a result of the 


professional development provided at the Summer 


Institute, teachers have increased their 


understanding of how to move the IEP from paper 


to practice and better support youth by providing 


quality instruction and appropriate 


accommodations and support.  


 


Specifically, participants felt their knowledge of strategies to engage parents and families increased 


(mean 4.62/5.0), their understanding of IEP components increased (mean (4.64/5.0), their understanding 


of their role in IEP implementation increased (mean 4.72/5.0), and their knowledge of steps needed to 


translate the IEP to practice increased (e.g., review IEP, analyze data, select instructional 


strategies)(mean 4.62/5.0). Participants felt all content provided was useful and relevant (mean 4.62/5.0). 


Although schools are gaining new knowledge, comments from evaluation indicate a desire for more 


Figure 1 2019 Group Work at Summer Institute 
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hands-on professional development on the topics of IEPs throughout the school year. Schools continue to 


see improved student outcomes as a result of their action planning.  


 


As we moved into our fourth Plan, Do, Study, Act cycle (see Figure 1), in Phase III, year four, 


stakeholders supported PSS in building capacity to support fidelity of implementation of evidence-based 


practices in schools (e.g., explicit instruction, accommodations).  


 


 


 


We continued to engage all stakeholders in the implementation and evaluation of the face-to-face 


meetings or online via Zoom. Stakeholders continued to reiterate the need for ongoing communication 


and training regarding transition topics to support their work in schools and insisted it be included as an 


ongoing activity in the SSIP.  


 


In July 2019 and again in January 2020, the Core team met with the Special Education Advisory Group to 


confirm roles and responsibilities in relation to collecting evaluation data. Several of our stakeholders are 


responsible for collecting data for this SSIP evaluation.  


 


Our principals included in the extended core 


team are responsible for ensuring the 


implementation of the school improvement 


plans, the accurate collection of attendance 


data and fidelity data as teachers begin 


implementing some evidence-based practices 


in which they have been trained. MIDPO, 


WUTMI, and the LDAH collected data on 


parent participation in parent workshops as 


well as parent knowledge and parent 


satisfaction data. They summarized these data 


and provided the information to be included in 


this report.  


 


The Special Education Advisory group 


reviewed and analyzed all evaluation data to 


date and determined no additional changes 


were need to the evaluation and 


implementation plan at this time (i.e., 


January 2020).  


Figure 2 Plan, Do, Study, Act Cycles 


Figure 3 July 2019 Special Education Advisory Council Meeting 
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Any new stakeholders were invited to join the RMI ObaVerse course site for information and to facilitate 


ongoing communication, old members were reminded of the site and provided an overview of new 


information that had been added. Due to the geographic location of many of our stakeholders, we are 


limited to meeting face-to-face only once or twice a year. With the support of our TA providers from 


NTACT and NCSI, we have developed a virtual meeting space in ObaVerse in which we can convene our 


group of stakeholders to facilitate more ongoing communication and feedback as we implement each of 


the activities in the SSIP. We also are able to use Zoom with the support of our TA providers which has 


proved to be an effective means of communication for some.   


 


Evaluation Questions  


 


In accordance with the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Phase II Guidance and Review 


Tool, the evaluation plan is aligned to the RMI Public School System Theory of Action’s strands (e.g., 


improving attendance, improving quality of transition services and IEPs, improved parent engagement) 


and the logic model input and outputs.  Formative and summative evaluation questions focus on short, 


medium, and long-term outcomes that will inform the measurement of SSIP implementation and impact 


of achieving RMI’s State-Identified Measurable Result of increasing graduation rates. This evaluation has 


been conducted internally by RMI Public School System staff. This section provides formative and 


summative evaluation questions and details regarding the ongoing activities included in the evaluation 


plan (see Phase III, Year One report for Logic model: RMI SSIP Phase III Year 1) . 


 


Formative Evaluation Questions  


 


1. Was there an increased number of parents involved with schools? 


2. Was the cadre of parent educators an effective way to increase parent knowledge and skills to support 


schools in implementing action plans? 


3. Did the revised policies and procedures and the transition guidance document increase teachers and 


administrators understanding of skills needed to provide quality instruction in special education, 


specifically secondary transition requirements? 


4. Did the new policies and procedures for advancement of students with disabilities increase teacher, 


administrator, family, and community awareness of requirements for promotion from 8th grade to 


high school? 


5. Did the public awareness campaign effective in increasing community awareness of the importance of 


attending school and persisting through high school? 


6. Has the PSS provided sufficient support to high schools in order for high school teachers to provide 


appropriate transition related instruction, services, and supports to youth with disabilities? 


 


Summative Evaluation Questions 


 


7. Was there an increase in quality of IEPs as evident by the total score on the Republic of the Marshall 


Islands IEP Evaluation Rubric? 


8. Was there an increased number of youth receiving appropriate secondary transition services and 


supports (Indicator 13)?  


9. Was there an increased number of youth receiving appropriate secondary transition services and 


supports (Indicator 13)?  


10. Was there an increase in the number of students with disabilities attending school on a regular basis 


(< 5 days absent a year)? 


11. Was there an increased number of youth graduating with a high school diploma or equivalent 


(SPP/APR Indicator 1)? 


 


  



https://osep.grads360.org/#report/apr/2015B/Indicator17/HistoricalData?state=MH&ispublic=true
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Description of SSIP Implementation Progress  


 


The RMI Implementation and Evaluation Plan (pp. 17-25) operationalizes the implementation of SSIP 


activities and overall evaluation of RMI Public School System’s SSIP. Each SSIP task is aligned with 


both formative and summative evaluation question(s) and demonstrates the alignment of each measure 


with the theory of action. The plan also includes the SSIP core team staff responsible for overseeing 


completion of task, and timelines for completion.  Furthermore, specific steps necessary for 


implementation of each SSIP activity across school years (e.g., SY 2018-19, 2019-20, 2020-21) for the 


duration of the SSIP is included.   


 


Below we describe the extent to which RMI has carried out the planned activities for SY 2018-19 with 


fidelity to date. We highlight our accomplishments, the milestones that have been met, and whether we 


continue to be on track with the timeline for implementation. We also describe the major outputs that 


have resulted from the activities.  


 


Evaluation Question Addressed 


• Did the revised policies and procedures and the transition guidance document increase teachers and 


administrators understanding of skills needed to provide quality instruction in special education, 


specifically secondary transition requirements? 


• Has the PSS provided sufficient support to high schools in order for high school teachers to provide 


appropriate transition related instruction, services, and supports to youth with disabilities? 


The first major activity related to the SSIP is related to providing sufficient support to schools to provide 


appropriate transition related instruction, services, and supports to youth with disabilities. In August 2019, 


the RMI PSS conducted a training focused on translating the IEP (specifically secondary transition 


components) to practice for teachers and 


principals attending the annual special 


education institute in Majuro. During the 


training, participants were guided through 


each component of the IEP connecting it to 


activities that occur in the classroom on a 


daily basis.  


 


Approximately 119 participants attended the 


RMI Special Education Summer Institute 


across the three days. NTACT, NCSI, LDAH 


PTI, and RMI PSS staff provided training 


and materials regarding translating the IEP to 


Practice. Participants included elementary, 


middle, and high school special and general 


education teachers, school administrators, 


Public School System Staff (e.g., Special 


Education Director, Special Education 


Specialist), and parents.  


 


This year, rather than covering more topics, we responded to previous years evaluations and chose to 


cover less and go more in depth. We continued with the same format (i.e., station teaching) and focused 


on (a) how to engage with families to develop and implement a quality IEP, (b) how to plan for and 


implement appropriate accommodations for students, and (c) how to design and implement specially 


designed instruction (all critical elements to IEP development and implementation). Participants were 


asked to complete an evaluation at the end of the day to assist us in planning for future events. Not all 


Note: Teachers Modeling Explicit Instruction During 


Station Work During Summer Institute 
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participants answered every question. The evaluation questions below were developed by the RMI Public 


School System Staff in collaboration with NTACT, NCSI, and LDAH PTI staff.  


 


Results of the evaluation indicated intended outcomes were met (mean scores ranged from 4.6 out 


of 5 to 4.7 out of 5). As a result of the training teachers increased their knowledge of to use the IEP in 


practice including identification and implementation of accommodations, parent engagement, and 


specially designed instructional strategies, specifically, explicit instruction. As apparent from evaluations 


teachers were overall satisfied with the training and felt the content was relevant and useful and 


relevant to their work (mean score 4.6 out of 5). The addition of parents in this year’s summer institute 


proved to be fruitful. Lots of connections were made and those in attendance, seem to benefit from 


learning alongside one another (i.e., teachers, administrators, and parents).    


 


To provide the ongoing support to teachers, the RMI PSS uses an online course site titled, Republic of the 


Marshall Islands Secondary Special Education & Training Course Page 


 ObaVerse RMI Training Course (another major output). This site is referenced throughout the revised 


transition guide and provides additional content and training material to support implementation of the 


evidence-based practices. Additional content has been added this year to include modules on components 


of the IEP (i.e., progress monitoring) and additional resources regarding determining appropriate 


accommodations to support youth with disabilities in accessing general education. This site is also used to 


share resources across schools and communicate on a regular basis with PSS and NTACT staff.  


 


Course analytics indicate that individuals from each of the pilot schools for the SSIP have logged in 


and created an account. Table 1 provides an overview of the most prominent topics accessed on 


ObaVerse from April 2019 to March 2020 as well as access from previous year for comparison. Please 


note that content on this site is update periodically.  


 


Table 1. ObaVerse Activity 


 


Activity Views 


SY 2017-18 


Views 


SY 2018-19 


Views  


SY 2019-20 


Course Announcements 56 61 71 


Virtual Meeting Space 115 162 165 


Data Collection Methods for Collecting Baseline Data 


and Progress Monitoring [new, posted Oct 2018] 


0 54 104 


Present Levels of Academic and Functional Performance 


Module 


130 137 139 


Writing Post-School Goals Module 18 23 23 


Writing Annual IEP Goals Module 68 100 100 


Understanding the Guidelines for Participation in 


Statewide Assessment 


8 8 8 


Evidence-based Practices: Where to Find Them? 


[new, posted June 2019] 


  21 


Self-Regulated Strategy Development [EBP] 0 35 35 


Self-Determined Learning Model of Instruction [EBP] 0 48 48 


Family Engagement Toolkit 3 3 3 


Attendance 6 6 6 


Check in Check Out (CICO) Intervention  12 12 16 


Understanding the Factors Contributing to Chronic 


Absence in Your School 


1 1 1 


Breaking Barriers to Attendance 1 1 1 


Attendance System Self-Assessment 1 1 1 



https://www.obaverse.net/1/mod/folder/view.php?id=28385

https://www.obaverse.net/1/mod/lesson/view.php?id=38394

https://www.obaverse.net/1/mod/lesson/view.php?id=38394

https://www.obaverse.net/1/mod/lesson/view.php?id=38013

https://www.obaverse.net/1/mod/folder/view.php?id=34436

https://www.obaverse.net/1/mod/forum/view.php?id=29724

https://www.obaverse.net/1/mod/lesson/view.php?id=30659
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Attendance Support Activities 1 1 1 


Collaborative Teaching Resources 2 2 3 


 


Evaluation Questions Addressed:  


• Did the revised policies and procedures and the transition guidance document increase teachers and 


administrators understanding of skills needed to provide quality instruction in special education, 


specifically secondary transition requirements? 


• Did the new policies and procedures for advancement of students with disabilities increase teacher, 


administrator, family, and community awareness of requirements for promotion from 8th grade to 


high school? 


 


The second major activity was related to policy and procedures. RMI is monitoring the revised policies 


and procedures. The clarification of PSS policies and procedures that was issued in January 2017 and 


continues to be implemented during Phase III Year 4 of the SSIP.  The clarification included an item for 


improving the quality of the IEP such as, "to ensure that an IEP is in effect at the beginning of the school 


year, the IEP for the next school year shall be completed by May 30 of the current school year,” 


delineated the IDEA Part B requirement: 


 


• At the beginning of each school year, an IEP shall be in effect for every child who is receiving 


special education and/or related services.  A meeting to review a child's IEP must be held at least 


once each calendar year. 


 


The RMI PSS has seen an increase in students with disabilities moving from grade 8 to high school. This 


is evident in the increased number of students with disabilities exiting high schools each year in general 


and those exiting with a high school diploma. In SY 2013-14 only six students with disabilities had 


exited high school (one with a standard diploma). In SY 2017-18, 10 students with disabilities exited 


high school (eight with a standard diploma).  


 


Evaluation Question Addressed: 


• Did the public awareness campaign effective in increasing community awareness of the importance of 


attending school and persisting through high school? 


 


The third major activity implemented in 


Phase II of the SSIP is a public awareness 


campaign. The campaign was developed in 


collaboration and with support of the 


following stakeholders: Special Education 


Advisory Council (SEAC), interagency 


disabilities council, parent group, private 


schools, the Chamber of Commerce, and 


other community agencies both in the private 


and public sector. The purpose of the 


campaign was to raise awareness of students 


with disabilities and to advocate for students 


with disabilities remaining in school, 


attending school, and completing school. 


Disability Awareness Week was 


announced to the public throughout the 


Marshall Islands on Radio and Newspapers and activities were conducted on both Majuro and Ebeye. 


This year’s theme was “Ilju im Jeklaaj eo Ejjelok kaljoklok ie” “The Future us Accessible.” THE 


FUTURE IS ACCESSIBLE means that we must all, together, look towards a future where the barriers 


Figure 4 2019 Disability Awareness Week Student Keynote 



https://www.obaverse.net/1/mod/folder/view.php?id=32506
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which stand in people’s way no longer exist.  We envision a future where people can access a building 


without using stairs; where a person can access a ramp to the beach; or can get a job without fear of 


discrimination; or can access a mainstream classroom. Working towards an accessible future is 


everyone’s responsibility.  With us, create a future which demands that people are not excluded because 


of their health impairments.  Call out barriers wherever you see them, and work with us to overcome 


them. The goals of the public awareness campaign were to promote accessibility and inclusion to persons 


with disability in our community. 


Activities during this years’ disability awareness week included a panel discussion on opportunity and 


accessibility facilitated by PSS staff Jennifer Shoniber and featuring panelist from the College of the 


Marshall Islands (CMI), University of South Pacific (USP), the Chamber of Commerce, and Public 


Services Commission (PSC). This was followed by another panel featuring panelists from the AG office, 


Chief Secretary Office, and MALGOV in which students were given the opportunities to discuss their 


weaknesses in achieving their goals with panelists and discuss barriers to access to college and decent 


jobs. CMI and PSC panelist were both willing to listen to these students and provide feedback on 


strategies to support positive outcomes. For example, panelists talked about having interpreters in 


classrooms or conduct trainings for deaf students during summer. Below are some examples of the 


various activities occurring in Majuro during the week.  


• To educate the community about persons living with a disability, CMI also had a display and 


MISPA and other community organizations supported PSS in demonstrations and other parent 


training activities. There was also a booth that displayed information about persons with 


disabilities competing in Special Olympics. This year, we had our very own team went out to 


Dubai to compete with the rest of the world.  


• CMI students and the community were able to learn the struggles that persons with disability has 


to live with every day. 


• People were learning sign language and some of what the sped teachers are doing in class with 


sped students.  


• The parents learned how to take better care of their child/ children who are living with 


disabilities. However, one day wasn’t enough to learn so many things on how to better care for 


your child. Parents were transported to the hospital to use hospital equipment for training.  


• We recruited additional parents to join MISPA. 


 


In each respective school,  special education teachers developed an activity and had their special 


education students perform in their classrooms. The idea was to educate other students on campus about 


persons living with disabilities.  


 


To close the ceremony in Majuro, all schools participated in a float competition and a mini carnival to 


raise disability awareness. The floats displayed this year’s theme and involved students, teachers, and 


parents. 


 


Ebeye also conducted activities for Disability Awareness week. Ebeye stakeholder participate at the 


opening of the disability awareness week, were Kwajalein Atoll  People with Disabilities Organization 


(KABDO), Ebeye Special education students, Ebeye Public Elementary School, Middle School, 


Kwajalein Atoll High School, private school, parents, community, Kwajalein atoll local government, 


church, Red Cross, and Ministry of Health. 
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This year’s Ceremony 


took place at our new 


complex sport basketball 


court. Mrs. Glorine A. 


Jeadrik, from Ministry of 


Health, Ebeye Hospital, 


Assistant Secretary once 


again the Keynote speaker 


for this year opening 


Ceremony on Ebeye 


community. Some of the 


activities were take place 


this year were Red Cross 


mini training, public 


awareness, parent’s mini 


workshop, presentation, 


and meeting. 


 


 


  


Evaluation Questions Addressed: 


• Was there an increased number of parents involved with schools? 


• Was the cadre of parent educators an effective way to increase parent knowledge and skills to support 


schools in implementing action plans? 


 


The fourth major activity was to train a cadre of parents on transition planning, IEPs, Special Education 


and other areas of need and interest for parents of students with disabilities. Parent training has been 


identified as an evidence-based practice (NTACT, 2020). The process towards training a cadre of parents 


has been one in which has involved partnerships with key stakeholders and continues to evolve as a 


process of continuous collaboration. 


 


As mentioned earlier, a special emphasis was placed on family engagement during Phase III Year 4 of the 


SSIP.  Rosie Rowe and Beverly Reidy from LDAH which serves as the PTI for Marshall Islands, was 


invited to participate in the 2019 Special Education Sumer Institute. Special sessions were created for the 


PTI to build the capacity of the stakeholders as well as to work with the local parent support groups in 


Marshall Islands, including the Marshall Islands People with Disabilities Organization (MIDPO) and the 


Women United Together Marshall Islands (WUTMI). 


 


On December 3, 2019 a parent training involving folks from the Ministry of Health, Ministry of Culture 


and Internal Affairs and MIDPO. This training took place at the Ajeltake Community Center and the 


rehab center at the Majuro hospital. During this training nineteen participants including parents, teachers, 


and one elementary school principal joined the training effort by these mentioned agencies. Topics 


covered included : Children Protection Rights, Rehabilitation Techniques, Hearing Education, Well Baby 


Clinic, and Special Head Program.  


 


Another parent training and activity was a “movie night” that the Majuro Deaf Education Center hosted 


on 11 January 2020. The public was invited to this activity, as the goal was to set up a parent organization 


and try to revive Marshall Islands Special Parents Association (MISPA). Parents and students attended 


the movie night. The discussion in this meeting was of the importance of parent involvement and 


organizing MISPA. This is to help the families of children with disabilities on Majuro. The parent survey 


was administered and time given to parents to bring up any concerns to be discussed by the attendees. 


Figure 5 Marshall Islands Special Olympics Team 
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Because of the low attendance, the election of officers for MISPA was postponed for another time and 


day.   


 


Evaluation Question Addressed:  


• Has the PSS provided sufficient support to high schools in order for high school teachers to provide 


appropriate transition related instruction, services, and supports to youth with disabilities? 


 


The fifth major activity was to organize meetings for stakeholders, PSS, and SSIP schools to receive 


instructions and guidance on development of an action plan for school improvement, implementation, and 


accountability. During this reporting period, three face-to-face meetings and two virtual meetings have 


been held with school implementation teams to provide continued instruction on the development of an 


action plan and to provide follow-up support to assist SSIP schools in writing measurable goals and 


outlining specific steps to implementing an evidence-based practice in their school (e.g., peer tutoring, 


parent training and information, collaborative teaching). The virtual meetings were used for follow-up 


support and coaching.  


 


The first face-to-face meeting was held January 2019. Approximately 28 participants from Ebeye and 


Majuro were in attendance. NTACT staff provided professional development to the SSIP school 


implementation teams on action planning and translating IEPs to practice. As evidenced in the 


evaluations, teachers understanding of how IEPs guided classroom instruction increased and their role in 


implementation increased (mean=4.6/5.0). In addition, participants indicated their knowledge of steps 


needed to translate the IEP to practice increased (e.g., review IEP, analyze data, select instructional 


strategies; mean 4.4/5.0). Participants found the content was very useful and relevant to their work 


(mean= 4.8/5.0). We included in the professional development videos of teachers teaching as a model for 


how to embed assessment into instruction and provide quality instruction. We walked through how to use 


the RMI PSS Quality of Instruction fidelity rubric to observe and coach one another on practices to 


improve students’ outcomes. Participants seem to appreciate these types of examples. As one participant 


mentioned in the evaluation, “I liked the embed lessons was shown on video and how we identified 


effective teaching on video.”  


 


As PSS transitions to the Power School IEP modules, teachers indicated they will need additional 


professional development and support. Other recommendations included bringing general education and 


special education teachers together to discuss roles and responsibilities in the development and 


implementation of IEPs as well as special education teachers and parents.  In addition to facilitating 


stakeholder meetings and providing professional development, we also met with school implementation 


teams to discuss progress on their action plans. All schools are currently  implementing action plans and 


collecting data to make decisions on next steps. Some schools have achieved or are near achieving the 


goals they set forth. According to the RMI PSS SSIP Phase III Activity Fidelity Rubric, the action plans 


are either partially or fully implemented (scores ranged from 8.5/12 to 12/12; mean 11). This is a 


significant change from this time last year. In which scores ranged from 8 to 11(mean 9) at mid-year. 


Teachers seem to appreciate the opportunity to get together and plan each year. As one participant stated 


in the evaluation, “I like the way we get together in our school to discuss our improvement plan and 


shared with other schools.” It is recommended PSS continue this type of opportunity for school teams in 


future years.  


 


The second face-to-face meeting was during the 2019 Summer institute held in August 2019. During the 


summer institute PSS in collaboration with NTACT, NCSI, and the LDAH PTI staff worked with special 


education teachers, principals, and parents to provide strategies to comply with requirements of IDEA 


Part B and Special Education Policies and Procedures and provided instruction on (a) how to engage with 


families to develop and implement a quality IEP, (b) how to plan for and implement appropriate 
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accommodations for students, and (c) how to design and implement specially designed instruction (all 


critical elements to IEP development and implementation).  


 


119 participants attended day one of the institute with 55 completing the evaluation day one and 39 


completing the day two evaluation. On Day one of the Summer Institute, participants overall perceived 


we met the intended outcomes (mean=4.6/5). They agreed or strongly agreed the content was useful 


(mean 4.5/5) and the materials were relevant to their day-to-day work (mean 4.7/5.0). Comments from 


day one evaluation indicate a desire for increased number of Marshallese translators and Sign Language 


Interpreters. Day two of the summer institute was also a success. 85 of the 119 participants returned for 


the second day of the workshop with 39 completing evaluations. Again, evaluations were positive with 


participants agreeing or strongly agreeing we met the intended outcomes (mean 4.7/5). Participants felt 


content was useful (mean 4.7/5) and the materials were relevant to their work (mean 4.6/5). Comments 


indicated a need for more time to process the information learned.  


 


The third face-to-face meeting was held January 2020. During the January 2020 meeting, professional 


development was provided to the SSIP school implementation teams on action planning and we worked 


with school teams to gather information about the existing infrastructure to support coaching in the RMI 


which is the next step in sustaining efforts started as part of the SSIP process.  As a result of the meeting 


and workshops we met our anticipated outcomes. As with previous professional development, we 


successfully delivered quality instruction that increased participants understanding of assessments, 


accommodations, coaching and the data presented, helped participants understand what improvements 


they needed to make to improve the outcomes for students with disabilities in the Marshall Islands.  


 


Although improvement was made, RMI has still not met its goals; therefore, continued work was needed. 


School teams shared what worked and what did not work during last year’s assessment. Their 


understanding of the importance of participation in assessment has increased tremendously. Participants 


are aware of what steps all stakeholders involved have to do to improve the participation rates of students 


with disabilities in the MISAT (e.g., tutoring in Math and Reading, test prep activities, follow-up with 


parents on importance of statewide assessments). Participants had a lot of ideas regarding how to 


improve, starting with providing students appropriate accommodations throughout the school year.  


 


As evidenced in the evaluations, teachers understand the importance of improving the participation of 


students with disabilities in the MISAT (mean=4.94/5.0). In addition, participants indicated the 


information on coaching, helped them understand what improvements we need to make to sustain 


improved IEP development and implementation and provide quality instruction to students (mean 


4.69/5.0) and the Plan-Do-Study-Act (PDSA) sessions have helped PSS improve the process (mean 


4.5/5.0). Participants believe the work we have been doing has resulted in an increase in the participation 


rate of students with disabilities in the MISAT (mean= 4.8/5.0).  


 


All schools are currently implementing action plans and collecting data to make decisions on next steps. 


Some schools have achieved or are near achieving the goals they set forth. According to the RMI PSS 


SSIP Phase III Activity Fidelity Rubric, the action plans are either partially or fully implemented (scores 


ranged from 6/12 to 10/12; mean 10). Teachers seem to appreciate the opportunity to get together and 


plan each year.  


 


Below is a summary of school progress on action plans to date.  


  


Marshall Island High School’s (MIHS) SMART Goals are:  


 


By the end of May 2020, all students with disability attendance will increase from 50% to 80%. Marshall 


Island High School (MIHS) has been collecting the attendance data through Power School (see Table 2 


for a comparison across years).  
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Table 2. Average Absent Days for Students with Disabilities at MIHS 


 


SY 2016-17 SY 2017-18 SY 2018-19  SY 2019-20 (1st 


semester) 


2.60 days 3.74 days 5.17 days 6.83 days 


    


 


According to the Goal Attainment Scale, at the end of the 2018-19 school year, MIHS did not reach their 


goal. Students were absent from school on average 5.17 days. MIHS have been working on improving the 


average rate of the attendance by implementing various interventions school wide. For example, as a first 


warning, for students that have 3 absences, students are assigned to a counselor and parents/ guardians are 


invited to school for a conference. For students with 6 absences, students are required to bring 


parents/guardian to the counselor’s office to have a conference. For students that are receiving special 


education services, the sped teacher does a home visit to make sure that the parents/guardians are aware 


of his/her students’ progress and absenteeism from school. For those students with excessive absences (> 


10 days), MIHS staff conducted home visits to learn more about why students were not attending school. 


During these visits, they discussed the attendance policy as well as promoted the importance of education.  


 


One factor MIHS staff discovered during these visits is that students were living with relatives. Most of 


the students were relocated from outer islands away from parents and were now living with relatives, who 


generally lack interest in the student’s progress in school. It’s been an issue for MIHS students relocating 


from outer islands and living with relatives. MIHS is working to  improve the attendance rates for 


students that relocated away from their parents. MIHS also asked help from PSS in finding strategies for 


student relocating from outer islands. PSS are building a dormitory for the students that have relocated 


from the outer islands and hopefully the dorms will be available for the next SY 2020-21.  


 


External factors Are also impacting attendance rates in Majuro. In addition to an outbreak in Dengue 


fever, Marshall Islands has fallen victim to the flu, a disease individuals in the islands have not ever 


encountered before. The health care system in the Marshall Islands is not adequate to handle the number 


of cases that have been identified these past few years (e.g., hospital was overflowing). Therefore, travel 


from Majuro and Ebeye to the outer islands has been disrupted for several weeks, to protect the out 


islands from Dengue fever. In addition, most recently, the Marshall Islands has been in preventative mode 


since January 2020 for the Measles and COVID-19. Both of these diseases are beginning to impact 


individuals in the Marshall Islands and we anticipate will impact the current year of implementation of the 


SSIP, Phase III Year 5.  


 


Another SMART goal for MIHS, continued from the 2018-19 school year, is to, by the end of SY 2019-


2020 MIHS, increase parent involvement from 10% to 60%.  


 


To accomplish this goal, MIHS continued their plan for parent involvement meetings for parents of 


students with disabilities. It is felt that this strategy was assisting in documenting issues and concerns and 


helping in getting all IEP team members to sign and commit to tracking the students’ progress over the 


school year.  At mid-year, one meeting has taken place on February 27, 2020 with 6 parents (14%) in 


attendance. Another meeting is planned for march 27, 2020.  


 


MIHS will conduct more outreach to programs such as Job Corps, NTC, WUTMI, etc. to support them in 


their efforts to work with students and families to raise awareness of the importance of attendance and 


graduation from high school. Staff are also working with students and families on individualized 


interventions to support students in attending school. 
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Majuro Middle School’s (MMS) SMART goal is: By the end of school year 2019-20, to increase the 


number of youth with disabilities obtaining a passing score in the MISAT from 2 to 7, MMS will provide 


remedial services (e.g., small-group tutoring, one-on-one tutoring).  


 


Figure 2 includes mean reading and 


math proficiency scores from SY 


2016-17 to present day. Important to 


note that data presented in school 


year 2019-20 is only for the first 


semester of school. Final data was 


not available for this report. As 


noted in the figure, students made 


gains in math as a result of the 


tutoring program from SY 2016-17 


to 2017-18. There was a slight 


decrease in reading proficiency 


among students from SY 2016-17 to 


2017-18. It appears students are on 


track for improving both math and 


reading in SY 2019-20. By the end 


of school year 2019-20, MMS 


should be able to identify whether 


or not there is a trend in their 


proficiency scores. 


 


  


Laura High School’s (LHS) SMART goal is: By the end of the school year 2019- 2020, LHS will 


increase the level of involvement of the parents of students with IEP’s from 50% to 80% by having more 


parent meetings to discuss transition planning so that parents can offer more input in their child’s IEPs.  


 


At the end of the 2018-19 school year, LHS scored -1 on the Goal Attainment Scale meaning they did not 


quite meet their goal of 80% parents in attendance; however, they did make progress increasing the 


number of parents at each meeting. LHS had meetings at school 25% of parents attended the 1st meeting 


and 50% were in attendance the second meeting. When LHS had meetings in the community settings they 


got 65% in the first meeting and 50% at the second meetings. LHS are making progress toward their goal, 


they have also learned that the community setting is more effective in getting parents to attend.  


 


The focus of the meetings were components of the IEP and the special education process. Parents were 


involved and participated in the activities that were conducted in the meetings. Table 3 provides the total 


percent of parents participating in each meeting for SY 2018-2019. LHS had a 1st meeting for the 2019-


2020 in November and the result was 25%.  


 


Their second meeting is on March 27 and LHS have planned that all parents that have students with 


disability will be picking their report cards with the Sped teachers. The parents will be in the meetings 


before they can get the report cards and hopefully the LHS get an improvement in the second meeting. 


LHS is still setting on dates for the community meetings to invite all the parents that have children with 


disability in the Middle and Elementary to be in attendance in the community meetings. LHS has reached 


out to local parent organizations and local employers for assistance in recruiting parents and providing 


some incentives to participate.  
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Table 3. % of parents Attending Parent Training at Laura High School 


 


Date Percent of Parents in Attendance Location of Meeting 


March 25, 2018 15/23 (65%) Community 


April 2, 2018 16/23 (70%) Community 


October 19, 2018 6/24 (25%) School 


January 18, 2019 12/24 (50%) School 


November 6,2019 5/20(25%) School 


March 27, 2020 TBD School 


TBD TBD TBD 


 


 


Kwajalein Atoll School’s (Kwajalein High School, Ebeye Middle School, and Ebeye Elementary) 


SMART goal is: By 2020, to increase the number of students with disabilities (SWD) participating in the 


MISAT to 100% and 25% of SWD reading at proficiency level, Kawajalein Atoll Schools will implement 


collaborative teaching and planning among teachers.  


 


In SY 2018-19, 60% of youth with disabilities scored proficient or Advanced on the high school entrance 


test (HSET) an increase from 38% in SY 2017-18. Interestingly, scores in grades 10 and 12 did not mirror 


those of the 8th graders. In 10th grade 16% of students scored proficient or advanced in English compared 


to 20% in SY 2017-18. In 10th grade math, 6% of students scored proficient or advanced compared to 7% 


in SY 2017-18. In 12th grade ELA, 23% of students scored proficient or advanced compared to 23% in SY 


2017-18. In 12th grade Math, 12% of students scored proficient or advanced compared to 17% in SY 


2017-18.  


 


Kwajelein schools have turned their focus to proficiency rates now that they have achieved their goal of 


100% participation in statewide assessment. Now with more valid and reliable data, they can make more 


informed decisions regarding the individual interventions that need to happen in the schools to support 


their students. They recognized for some schools and some grade levels, improvements are happening. 


They celebrate success but continue their cycles of Plan, Do, Study, Act to ensure students with 


disabilities achieve success.  


 


The special education and general education teachers continue to co-plan each of the instructional lessons. 


In some cases, the teachers have developed modified lesson plans for students with disabilities that 


include more scaffolding and additional supports. To promote reading proficiency, they have 


implemented school-wide activities such as reading comprehension daily activity school-wide and 3-5 


vocabulary daily. Special education and general education teachers are working together to ensure each 


student with a disability receives the appropriate accommodations outlined in the IEP during all class 


activities and assessments and are monitoring the effectiveness of those accommodations.  


 


Kwajalein schools are also implementing Achieve 3000 and have conducted two MI-SAT trials with 


students in preparation for the upcoming assessment to teach test-taking skills as well as familiarize 


students with the assessment format.  


 


Infrastructure To Provide And Ensure FAPE 


 


The final activity included in the SSIP was to improve the infrastructure to provide and ensure FAPE. 


RMI employed a secondary education specialist to oversee the middle and high schools work around 
secondary transition. She is responsible for providing ongoing coaching and support to the school 


implementation teams as they carry out their respective school action plans. The RMI realigned staff and 


established specific roles and responsibilities to be able to provide more support to schools (see Appendix 
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A for assigned roles and responsibilities). We have learned through evaluation data collected during our 


PDSA cycles, that this is not sufficient to support our schools.  


 


The RMI SSIP is evaluated annually and the SSIP team, together with stakeholders, uses the Plan Do 


Study Act approach to refine its implementation. In the last couple of years stakeholders identified the 


need to improve coaching activities as a way to improve the fidelity of implementation of SSIP strategies 


within the SSIP Theory of Action strands as well as the evidence-based practices included on these 


strategies and strands. The SSIP team discussed the role of classroom observations and the need to 


establish coaching activities.  


 


During the 2019 Pacific Entities SSIP Collaborative in Guam, the SSIP core team attended sessions that 


covered the basics of coaching, the development of coaching systems, the role of leadership in 


implementing coaching systems, and specific sessions related to instructional coaching. As part of the 


2019 SSIP Collaborative, the team developed an action plan for SSIP improvement based on the sessions 


in the Collaborative, and one of the strands in RMI's action plan included the development of a coaching 


system, and improvements to the coaching training that had already been deployed in Phase III of the 


SSIP  


 


During the January 2020 SSIP stakeholder and SSIP extended core team meetings, the RMI team 


discussed in more detail what the coaching system would entail, and what supports RMI needed to gather 


to design the system and implement it.  


 


In January 2019, we met with the SSIP extended core team to begin the infrastructure analysis to 


determine the existing systems in place and potential barriers to developing a new system for coaching. 


During this initial meeting, stakeholders identified existing resources within the RMI PSS and external to 


PSS to leverage to address key elements of a coaching system (e.g., Qualified coaches, training coaches, 


providing coaches with ongoing support, fidelity of coaching, data collection systems). In 2019, RMI PSS 


conducted a needs assessment to identify key areas teachers felt were skill areas in which they needed 


support, these would be areas in which a coach would need expertise. Areas included IEP development 


and implementation, specially designed instruction including explicit instruction, and accommodations.  


 


As far as resources to support coaches in the ongoing refinement of their skills, the stakeholders identified 


external supports such as Rel Pacific, NCSI, and NTACT. As part of the SSIP work, the RMI PSS has 


already developed fidelity tools that could be used within the coaching system. Two new tools developed 


in 2019 include a Coaching for Quality IEP Fidelity Rubric and a Coaching for Quality Instruction 


Fidelity Rubric (see Appendix B). The infrastructure analysis also revealed, that the PSS, as part of the 


Improving the Quality of Basic Education initiative, has partnered with the University of South Pacific to 


train coaches for general education teachers in grades K-6 around early literacy skills development. This 


was seen as a potential model to leverage as the team begins to develop their system for special education 


teachers.  


 


The RMI team contacted REL Pacific and NCSI, the instructors of the SSIP Collaborative coaching 


sessions. The TA providers responded positively, and organized a three-step process to build coaching 


capacity in the RMI team:  In July 2020, during the Special Education Summer Institute, the RMI team, 


with support from NCSI and REL Pacific, will develop RMI's Coaching System and will identify 


candidates to be trained as coaches. In January 2021 the system will be finalized and the selected coaches 


will be trained. In July 2021 the trainers will follow up with the RMI coaching system staff and with the 


coaches, will evaluate progress, and provide feedback for improvements.  


 


Progress also continues to be made on improving data systems which will improve quality.  RMI staff 


continues the development of the MI-EMIS, the Marshall Islands System for tracking student data. MI-


EMIS is on its third year of development during this reporting period. Part of our efforts to improve data 
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collection has been to request for the integration of schools’ data, which are organized via a PowerSchool 


data system, into the MI-EMIS.  Furthermore, the PowerSchool database is being updated to include the 


PowerSchool Special Education component, which will improve the incorporation of special education 


student data into the MI-EMIS system.  


 


As MI-EMIS continues its development, the RMI PSS special education program and MI-EMIS 


developers count on the support and technical assistance from the Center for the Integration of IDEA Data 


(CIID) and the IDEA Data Center (IDC), who, in collaboration with NCSI collaborate to ensure the new 


database meets IDEA reporting requirements, including data used for SPP/APR and SSIP purposes and 


data for Section 618 data reports. As our new system is being built, we continue to collect, analyze, and 


report attendance, child count, and graduation data with our current system.  


 


 


Fidelity of Implementation of Evidence-based Practices in Schools 


 


PSS staff conducted classroom observations at Laura High School, Marshall Islands High School,  


Marshall Islands Middle, and Kwajalein High School. Using the Quality of Intervention Delivery Rubric 


developed by SSIP stakeholders in July 2017 (see Phase III, Year 2 report), we observed teachers to 


assess their quality of instruction in implementing evidence-based practices (e.g., explicit instruction, 


collaborative teaching models). We made notes about general observations including when we observed 


teachers attempting to implement strategies learned in previous PD (i.e., January 2019, August 2019), in 


addition to the adherence to quality instructional behaviors (e.g., instructional materials organized, 


classroom management skills, communication of expectations, modeling skills or strategies).  


 


Teachers across Middle and High schools in Ebeye and Majuro were implementing practices learned from 


previous professional development. All teachers  improved over last year falling between the 


proficient and effective range on the scale. All teachers observed displayed sufficient teaching quality 


and were providing appropriate supports to students with disabilities in the classrooms.  


 


Discussion with principals indicated that both general education and special education teachers were 


collaborating on instruction and supports. The special education teacher reviewed the general education 


teacher lesson plan and discussed with general education teacher necessary accommodations, 


modifications, or other supports needed prior to implementing the lesson. General and special education 


teachers were developing joint lesson plans. Teachers continue to use the one-teach, one-assist model of 


collaborative teaching learned about during previous professional development. Most teachers are 


implementing explicit instruction in the classroom, an evidence-based practice that had been highlighted 


in previous professional development and most recently in the August 2019 professional development).  
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RMI Implementation & Evaluation Plan 


 


Revise transition guide and provide training on transition planning and services. [Theory of Action Strand: Improve Quality of IEPs] 


 


TA to be provided by NTACT/NCSI: Assistance in summarizing evaluation data for reporting. Assistance with developing training materials. 


 


Evaluation Questions to Be Addressed:  


• Will the new policies and procedures and the transition guidance document increase teachers and administrators understanding of skills needed to 


provide quality instruction in special education, specifically secondary transition requirements? 


• Is there an increase in quality of IEPs as evident by the total score on the Republic of the Marshall Islands IEP Evaluation Rubric? 


• Was there an increased number of youth receiving appropriate secondary transition services and supports (Indicator 13)?  


 


Table 4. SY 2018-19 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Disseminate Guide to Middle and High School Staff PSS Special Education Team July 2018  [Task Complete] 


Train school staff in how to use guide at Summer Institute 


(July 2018) 


PSS Secondary Transition Lead/ NTACT July 2018  [Task Complete] 


Administer evaluation tool at Summer Institute PSS Special Education Team July 2018  [Task Complete] 


Analyze evaluation data Special Education Consultant/ NTACT/NCSI July 2018  [Task Complete] 


Provide follow-up training on guide to Majuro and Ebeye PSS Special Education Team/ NTACT/NCSI August 2018  [Task Complete] 


Administer evaluation at follow-up meeting PSS Special Education Team August 2018  [Task Complete] 


Analyze evaluation data PSS Special Education Team August 2019  [Task Complete] 


 


Table 5. SY 2019-20 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Disseminate Guide to Middle and High School Staff PSS Special Education Team July 2019 [Task Complete] 


Train school staff in how to use guide at Summer Institute 


(July 2019) 


PSS Secondary Transition Lead/ NTACT July 2019 [Task Complete] 


Administer evaluation tool at Summer Institute PSS Special Education Team July 2019 [Task Complete] 


Analyze evaluation data Special Education Consultant/ NTACT/NCSI July 2019 [Task Complete] 


Provide follow-up training on guide to Majuro and Ebeye PSS Special Education Team/ NTACT/NCSI August 2019 [Task Complete] 
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Administer evaluation at follow-up meeting PSS Special Education Team August 2019 


 


[Task Complete] 


Analyze evaluation data PSS Special Education Team August 2019 [Task Complete] 


 


 


Table 6. SY 2020-21 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Disseminate Guide to Middle and High School Staff PSS Special Education Team July 2020 TBD 


Train school staff in how to use guide at Summer Institute 


(July 2020) 


PSS Secondary Transition Lead/ NTACT July 2020 TBD 


Administer evaluation tool at Summer Institute PSS Special Education Team July 2020 TBD 


Analyze evaluation data Special Education Consultant/ NTACT/NCSI July 2020 TBD 


Provide follow-up training on guide to Majuro and Ebeye PSS Special Education Team/ NTACT/NCSI August 2020 TBD 


Administer evaluation at follow-up meeting PSS Special Education Team August 2020 TBD 


Analyze evaluation data PSS Special Education Team August 2020 TBD 


 


Clarify PSS policy and procedures for systematic advancement and transition of students with IEPs from grade 8 to high school. Clarify special education 


teacher personnel, employment, and development policies and plans consistent with PSS policy and strategic plan. [Theory of Action Strand: Improve 


Quality of Teaching] 


 


TA to be provided by NTACT/NCSI: Assistance in summarizing evaluation data for reporting 


 


Evaluation Questions to Be Addressed:  


• Will the new policies and procedures for advancement of students with disabilities increase teacher, administrator, family, and community 


awareness of requirements for promotion from 8th grade to high school? 


 


Table 7. SY 2018-2019 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Publicize revised policies and procedures Special Education Team, Commissioner  January 2018 [Task Complete] 


Train teachers [Ebeye & Majuro] on revised policies and 


procedures [January 2018] 


Special Education Team  January 2018  [Task Complete] 


Administer evaluation at end of January Training Special Education Team January 2018 [Task Complete] 
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Analyze Evaluation data Special Education Consultant/ NTACT/NCSI February 2018  [Task Complete] 


Administer parent survey Special Education Team Parent Lead January 2018 [Task Complete] 


Analyze parent Survey data Special Education Team Parent Lead/NCSI February 2018 [Task Complete] 


 


Table 8. SY 2019-2020 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Publicize revised policies and procedures to all schools  Special Education Team, Commissioner  January 2019 [Task Complete] 


Train teachers [Ebeye & Majuro] on revised policies and 


procedures [January 2019] 


Special Education Team  January 2019  [Task Complete] 


Administer evaluation at end of January Training Special Education Team January 2019 [Task Complete] 


Analyze Evaluation data Special Education Consultant/ NTACT/NCSI February 2019 [Task Complete] 


Administer parent survey Special Education Team Parent Lead January 2019 [Task Complete] 


Analyze parent Survey data Special Education Team Parent Lead/NCSI February 2019 [Task Complete] 


 


Table 9. SY 2020-2021 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Publicize revised policies and procedures to all schools  Special Education Team, Commissioner  January 2020 [Task Complete] 


Train teachers [Ebeye & Majuro] on revised policies and 


procedures [January 2020] 


Special Education Team  January 2020  [Task Complete] 


Administer evaluation at end of January Training Special Education Team January 2020 [Task Complete] 


Analyze Evaluation data Special Education Consultant/ NTACT/NCSI February 2020 [Task Complete] 


Administer parent survey Special Education Team Parent Lead January 2020 [Task Complete] 


Analyze parent Survey data Special Education Team Parent Lead/NCSI February 2020 [Task Complete] 


 


In collaboration with SEAC, Interagency Disabilities Council, parent groups, and community agencies, develop a public awareness campaign to advocate 


for students with disabilities remaining in school, attending school, and completing school. [Theory of Action Strand: Improve Attendance Rates] 


  


TA to be provided by NCSI/NTACT: Facilitate community meeting with agencies, provide feedback on activities planned for disability awareness week, 


support data analysis and reporting efforts. 


 


Evaluation Questions Addressed:  


• Is the public awareness campaign effective in increasing community awareness of the importance of attending school and persisting through high 


school? 
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• Was there an increase in the number of students with disabilities attending school on a regular basis (< 5 days absent a year) 


 


Table 10. SY 2018-2019 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Plan Disability Awareness Week Special Education Team November 2018 [Task Complete] 


Implement Disability Awareness Week Special Education Team December 2018 [Task Complete] 


Collect Evaluation Data PSS Data Team, Parent Training and 


Information Center, Other Community 


Stakeholders 


December 2018 [Task Complete] 


Analyze and report evaluation data Special Education Team Data Manager, 


Principals and other assigned school personnel 


January 2019 [Task Complete] 


 


Table 11. SY 2019-2020 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Plan Disability Awareness Week Special Education Team November 2019 [Task Complete] 


Implement Disability Awareness Week Special Education Team December 2019 [Task Complete] 


Collect Evaluation Data PSS Data Team, Parent Training and 


Information Center, Other Community 


Stakeholders 


December 2019 [Task Complete] 


Analyze and report evaluation data Special Education Team Data Manager, 


Principals and other assigned school personnel 


January 2020 [Task Complete] 


 


Table 12. SY 2020-2021 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Plan Disability Awareness Week Special Education Team November 2020 TBD 


Implement Disability Awareness Week Special Education Team December 2020 TBD 


Collect Evaluation Data PSS Data Team, Parent Training and 


Information Center, Other Community 


Stakeholders 


December 2020 TBD 


Analyze and report evaluation data Special Education Team Data Manager, 


Principals and other assigned school personnel 


January 2021 TBD 
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In collaboration with RMI parent group and the regional Parent Training and Information Center, PSS will train a cadre of parent educators to provide 


support to school and community. [Theory of Action Strand: Increase Parent Involvement] 


 


TA to be provided by NCSI/NTACT: Provide toolkit for engaging families, assist with development of survey protocol, assist with data analysis and 


reporting 


 


Evaluation Questions Addressed:  


• Is the cadre of parent educators an effective way to increase parent knowledge and skills to support schools in implementing action plans? 


• Are there an increased number of parents involved with schools? 


 


Table 13. SY 2018-2019 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Provide parent training on ways to engage with schools  PTI staff, Special Education Team Parent Lead March 2018 [Task Complete] 


Survey parents to collect data on # of parents currently 


engaged with school improvement teams and or other 


school activities 


Special Education Team Parent Lead March 2018 [Task Complete] 


Analyze and report data on parent engagement Special Education Team Parent Lead July 2018  [Task Complete] 


 


Table 14. SY 2019-2020 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Provide parent training on ways to engage with schools  PTI staff, Special Education Team Parent Lead March 2019 [Task Complete] 


Survey parents to collect data on # of parents currently 


engaged with school improvement teams and or other 


school activities 


Special Education Team Parent Lead March 2019 [Task Complete] 


Analyze and report data on parent engagement Special Education Team Parent Lead July 2019 [Task Complete] 


 


Table 15. SY 2020-2021 Activities to complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Provide parent training on ways to engage with schools  PTI staff, Special Education Team Parent Lead March 2020 TBD 
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Survey parents to collect data on # of parents currently 


engaged with school improvement teams and or other 


school activities 


Special Education Team Parent Lead March 2020 TBD 


Analyze and report data on parent engagement Special Education Team Parent Lead July 2020 TBD 


 


Organize meetings for stakeholders, PSS, complexes, and SSIP schools to receive instructions and guidance on development of an action plan for school 


improvement, implementation, and accountability. [Theory of Action Strand: Improve Quality of IEPs, Quality of Teaching, Increased Student 


Attendance] 


 


TA to be provided by NCSI/NTACT: Facilitate meeting with stakeholders, support development of written guidance on developing action plans, train 


PSS secondary lead to provide ongoing coaching and support, assist with survey development and analysis of data. 


 


Evaluation Questions Addressed:  


 


• Has the PSS provided sufficient support to high schools in order for high school teachers to provide appropriate transition related instruction, 


services, and supports to youth with disabilities? 


• Was there an increased number of youth receiving appropriate secondary transition services and supports (Indicator 13)?  


• Was there an increase in the number of students with disabilities attending school on a regular basis (< 5 days absent a year) 


• Was there an increased number of youth graduating with a high school diploma or equivalent (SPP/APR Indicator 1)? 


 


Table 16. SY 2018-2019 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Schedule Annual Meeting Special Education Team December 2018 [Task Complete] 


Conduct Annual Meeting to provide training on 


Development of Action Plans 


Special Education Team January 2019 [Task Complete] 


Provide ongoing support to schools to develop and 


implement action plans via ObaVerse and face-to-face 


PSS Secondary Transition Lead September 2018- 


June 2019 


[Task Complete] 


Provide follow-up training on guide to Majuro and Ebeye  PSS Special Education Team/ NTACT/NCSI January 2019 [Task Complete] 


Administer evaluation at follow-up meeting PSS Special Education Team January 2019 [Task Complete] 


Analyze evaluation data PSS Special Education Team January 2019 [Task Complete] 


Analyze ObaVerse Log Data to determine amount of use  PSS Secondary Transition Lead, Data 


Manager 


May 2019 [Task Complete] 


Review School Action Plans Special Education Team July 2019 [Task Complete] 
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Table 17. SY 2019-2020 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Schedule Annual Meeting Special Education Team December 2019 


 


[Task Complete] 


Conduct Annual Meeting to provide training on 


Development of Action Plans 


Special Education Team January 2020 


 


[Task Complete] 


Provide ongoing support to schools to develop and 


implement action plans via ObaVerse and face-to-face 


PSS Secondary Transition Lead September 


2019- June 


2020 


 


[On-Going] 


Provide follow-up training on guide to Majuro and Ebeye  PSS Special Education Team/ NTACT/NCSI January 2020 


 


[Task Complete] 


Administer evaluation at follow-up meeting PSS Special Education Team January 2020 


 


[Task Complete] 


Analyze evaluation data PSS Special Education Team January 2020 


 


[Task Complete] 


Analyze ObaVerse Log Data to determine amount of use PSS Secondary Transition Lead, Data Manager May 2020 


 


TBD 


Review School Action Plans Special Education Team July 2020 


 


TBD 


 


Table 18. SY 2020-2021 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Schedule Annual Meeting Special Education Team December 2020 


 


TBD 


Conduct Annual Meeting to provide training on 


Development of Action Plans 


Special Education Team January 2021 


 


TBD 


Provide ongoing support to schools to develop and 


implement action plans via ObaVerse and face-to-face 


PSS Secondary Transition Lead September 2020- 


June 2021 


 


TBD 


Provide follow-up training on guide to Majuro and Ebeye  PSS Special Education Team/ NTACT/NCSI January 2021 


 


TBD 


Administer evaluation at follow-up meeting PSS Special Education Team January 2021 TBD 







 24 


 


Analyze evaluation data PSS Special Education Team January 2021 TBD 


Analyze ObaVerse Log Data to determine amount of use PSS Secondary Transition Lead, Data Manager May 2021 


 


TBD 


Review School Action Plans Special Education Team July 2021 


 


TBD 


 


Improve infrastructure to provide and ensure FAPE. [Theory of Action Strand: Improve Quality of IEPs, Quality of Teaching, Increased Student 


Attendance] 


 


TA to be provided by NTACT/NCSI: Assistance in summarizing evaluation data for reporting. Assistance in ensuring system has all required data 


elements  


 


TA to be provided by CIID: Assistance with integration of special education data into MI-EMIS 


 


Evaluation Questions Addressed:  


• Has the PSS provided sufficient support to high schools in order for high school teachers to provide appropriate transition related instruction, 


services, and supports to youth with disabilities? 


• Was there an increased number of youth receiving appropriate secondary transition services and supports (Indicator 13)?  


• Was there an increase in the number of students with disabilities attending school on a regular basis (< 5 days absent a year) 


• Was there an increased number of youth graduating with a high school diploma or equivalent (SPP/APR Indicator 1)? 


 


Table 19. SY 2018-2019 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Articulate PSS and SSIP Improvement Activities Special Education Director/ Special Education 


Consultant 


December 2018 [Task Complete] 


Implement MI-EMIS, the student data tracking system PSS Data Team  August 2018-


Sept 2019 


[Task Complete] 


Collect graduation data [Indicator 1] Special Education Team Data Manager December 2018 [Task Complete] 


Analyze and Report graduation data {Indicator 1] Special Education Team Data Manager February 2019 [Task Complete] 


Observe classroom teachers  Special Education team January 2019 [Task Complete] 


Collect IEPs from schools Special Education team July 2019 [Task Complete] 


Review IEPs using RMI IEP Rubric  Special Education team August 2019 [Task Complete] 
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Table 20. SY 2019-2020 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Articulate PSS and SSIP Improvement Activities Special Education Director/ Special Education 


Consultant 


December 2019 [Task Complete] 


Implement MI-EMIS, the student data tracking system PSS Data Team  August 2019-


Sept 2020 


[Ongoing] 


Collect graduation data [Indicator 1] Special Education Team Data Manager December 2019 [Task Complete] 


Analyze and Report graduation data {Indicator 1] Special Education Team Data Manager February 2020 [Task Complete] 


Observe classroom teachers  Special Education team January 2020 [Task Complete] 


Collect IEPs from schools Special Education team July 2020 [Task Complete] 


Review IEPs using RMI IEP Rubric  Special Education team August 2020 [Task Complete] 


Develop a plan for providing coaching supports across 


schools 


Extended Core Team August 2020  


 


Table 21. SY 2020-2021 Activities to Complete 


 


Activities to Complete Person(s) Responsible Due Date Status 


Articulate PSS and SSIP Improvement Activities Special Education Director/ Special Education 


Consultant 


January 2020 [Task Complete] 


Implement MI-EMIS, the student data tracking system Special Education Team Data Manager August 2020-


Sept 2021 


 


Analyze datafrom MI-EMIS Special Education Team Data Manager August 2021  


Collect graduation data [Indicator 1] Special Education Team Data Manager December 2021  


Analyze and Report graduation data {Indicator 1]  Special Education Team Data Manager February 2021  


Observe classroom teachers  Special Education team January 2021  


Train School Level Coaches Special Education Team/External Consultants January 2021  


Collect IEPs from schools Special Education team July 2021  


Review IEPs using RMI IEP Rubric  Special Education team August 2021  
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Data Quality Issues 


Our efforts to improve data collection by integrating special education data into the new MI-EMIS system 


have been progressing.  We continue to make progress with our efforts to implement the PowerSchool 


Special Education Module. In SY 2019=20, we held five Power School trainings for 23 Special Education 


teachers on Majuro (see Table 22). The Special Education Power School component was purchased for 


the purpose of storing Special Education students’ IEP (Individualized Education Program), reporting, 


and to keep track of student’s attendance.  


Table 22. Special Education Power School Training One 


 


School Date Day Time Venue Participants 


Rita 
Elementary 


School 


04/01/19 


 


Monday 3:30 – 5:00PM RES Teacher’s 


Lounge 


5 


Delab 


Elementary 


School 


04/02/19 Tuesday 3:30 – 5:00PM 
DES 


Computer Lab 


 


2 


Majuro Middle 


School 


04/03/19 


 


Wednesday 


 


3:30 – 5:00PM MMS 


Computer Lab 


6 


Marshall 


Island High 


School 


04/04/19 


 


Thursday 


 


3:30 – 5:00PM MIHS 


Computer Lab 


6 


Laura High 


School 


04/05/19 


 


Friday 


 


3:30 – 5:00PM LHS 


Computer Lab 


4 


 


After these first trainings, we experienced some issues with proper implementation. As a result, we 


schedule additional trainings and worked with principals to ensure all necessary individuals were in 


attendance at trainings to ensure that Power school was implemented appropriately. We offered three 


additional trainings in which six participants attended (see Table 23).  


 


Table 23. Special Education Power School Training Two 


 


School Date Day Time Participants 


Marshall Island 


High School 


08/27/19 Tuesday 3PM – 5PM 4 


Majuro Middle 


School 


08/28/19 Wednesday 3PM – 5PM 2 


Rita Elementary 


School 


08/30/19 Friday 3PM – 5PM 0 
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Upon completion of the second round of trainings, we realized teachers need more explicit written 


instructions. We developed a written guide with explicit steps for entering information into PowerSchool 


to disseminate to the teachers. PSS staff are supporting special education teachers with data entry at this 


point, because they system is proving to be difficult for the teachers to master. It is not clear as to how 


long we will be able to use the component due to its costs. We will continue to use PowerSchool module 


this year until MI-EMIS is fully implemented. 


 


As of now, the MI-EMIS Student Information System development phase is still not fully implemented 


yet. Therefore, Special Education continues to use Power School module as a means to collect and store 


IEPs for this SY19-20. RMI PSS has paid for SY19-20 Special Education PowerSchool component which 


will allow Special Education Program to continue the usage of PowerSchool throughout the remainder of 


this school year.  


 


With the support of PSS, the plan for the shortwave radio will continue as planned. A team from Special 


Education Program will be going to Woja, Aelonlaplap on April 27th 2020 for the installation of the 


shortwave radio. We are also planning to have Jaluit and Wotje atoll using shortwave radio as well. There 


will be trainings on how to use the shortwave radio as soon as installations are complete on all these 


atolls.  


 


Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements 


As mentioned previously, we have put in place strategies to support our teachers in getting ongoing 


professional development and coaching via face-to-face meetings, virtual meetings, asynchronous 


learning through ObaVerse. We have also developed systems to allow school implementation teams to 


more easily communicate across atolls. We have now designated staff to support the school 


implementation teams in various aspects of their work (e.g., secondary transition, parent involvement) 


and are working on a statewide system to improve data collection efforts. These efforts should assist us 


with sustaining these current SSIP efforts over time and help us to achieve the SiMR.  


For school year 2017-18, we focused on putting the strategies learned from PD into practice and learning 


more about school implementation needs to implement the practices. In school year 2018-19, we focused 


on fidelity of implementation of the evidence-based practices. During the PD provided in August 2018 


and January 2019, school implementation teams were provided with fidelity of implementation data 


collection tools again to guide their efforts for implementation. During 2018-19 PSS staff worked directly 


with principals (a key stakeholder) to assist in collecting fidelity data to report in Phase III Year four of 


the SSIP.  


FFY 2014 (SY 2013-14) served as our baseline year for outcomes data collection. We reviewed previous 


years of data for graduation for students in Majuro and Ebeye (our SiMR) to begin monitoring for any 


trends in the data.   


Table 24 includes data across FFYs specific to the RMI SiMR, graduation rates of students with 


disabilities on Majuro and Ebeye. As noted in the table, we have exceeded our target i.e., >80% of 


youth graduating with a standard diploma which will be reported on Phase III Year 4).  An 


important note, the inherent small n-size of the group of students in our SIMR translates into data 


fluctuations which are not necessarily related to the quality of the data (we monitor data each year to 


ensure data are valid and reliable), but which impact our capacity to perform trend analysis or projections. 


Tables 25-28 include data for FFY 2014, FFY 2015, FFY 2016, FFY 2017, and FFY 2018 for all RMI for 


Part B Indicator 1, 2, 13, & 14, data that inform the current SSIP activities in RMI. We have more 


students moving into high school and graduating with a standard diploma. And of those 
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graduating, increasing numbers of youth going on into postsecondary education and employment 


than in previous years.   


Table 24. SiMR [% of youth graduating high school with a standard diploma from Majuro and Ebeye] 


 


FFY 2014  


(SY 2013-14) 


FFY 2015 


(SY 2014-15) 


FFY 2016 


(SY 2015-16) 


FFY 2017 


(SY 2016-17) 


FFY 2018 


(SY 2017-18) 


FFY 2019 


(SY 2018-19) 


Target: 


37.00%  


Data: 17.00% 


(1 out of 6 


students) 


Status: Did 


not Meet 


Target: 


38.00%  


Data: 60.00% 


(3 out of 5 


students) 


Status: MET 


Target: 


40.00%  


Data: 46.15% 


(6 out of 13 


students) 


Status: MET 


Target: 


42.00%  


Data: 25.00% 


(2 out of 8 


students) 


Status: Not 


MET 


Target: 


44.00% 


Data: 80% (8 


out of 10 


students) 


Status: MET 


 


Target: 


46% 


 


Table 25. Part B Indicator 1 Graduation Data (SSP/APR) 


 


FFY 2014  


(SY 2013-14) 


FFY 2015 


(SY 2014-15) 


FFY 2016 


(SY 2015-16) 


FFY 2017 


(SY 2016-17) 


FFY 2018 


(SY 2017-18) 


FFY 2019 


(SY 2018-19) 


Target: 


37.00%  


Data: 37.50% 


Status: MET 


Target: 


38.00%  


Data: 33.33%  


Status: Not 


MET 


Target: 


40.00%  


Data: 46.15%  


Status: MET 


Target: 


40.00%  


Data: 25.00%  


Status: Not 


MET 


Target: 


44.00% 


Data: 80% 


Status: MET 


 


Target: 


46% 


 


Table 26. Part B Indicator 2 Dropout Data (SSP/APR) 


 


FFY 2014  


(SY 2013-14) 


FFY 2015 


(SY 2014-15) 


FFY 2016 


(SY 2015-16) 


FFY 2017 


(SY 2016-17) 


FFY 2018 


(SY 2017-18) 


FFY 2019 


(SY 2018-19) 


Target: 5.00% 


Data: 0.00%  


Status: MET  


Target: 5.00%  


Data: 0.00%  


Status: MET  


Target: 5.00%  


Data: 2.28%  


Status: MET 


Target: 5.00%  


Data: 0.92%  


Status: MET 


Target: 0.00%  


Data: 0.00%  


Status: MET 


Target: 0.00% 


 


Table 27. Part B Indicator 13 Secondary Transition Components of the IEP (SSP/APR)  


 


FFY 2014  


(SY 2014-15) 


FFY 2015 


(SY 2015-16) 


FFY 2016 


(SY 2016-17) 


FFY 2017 


(SY 2017-18) 


FFY 2018 


(SY 2018-19) 


FFY 2019 


(SY 2019-20) 


Target: 


100.00%  


Data: 100.00%   


Target: 


100.00%  


Data: 100.00%  


Target: 


100.00%  


Data: 100.00%  


Target: 


100.00%  


Data: 100.00%  


Target: 


100.00%  


Data: 100.00%  


Target: 


100.00% 
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Status: MET  Status: MET  Status: MET Status: MET Status: MET 


 


Table 28. Part B Indicator 14 Post-school Outcomes (SSP/APR) 


 


FFY 2014  


(SY 2013-14) 


FFY 2015 


(SY 2014-15) 


FFY 2016 


(SY 2015-16) 


FFY 2017 


(SY 2016-17) 


FFY 2018 


(SY 2017-18) 


FFY 2019 


(SY 2019-20) 


A. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


within 1 


Year:  


a. Target: 


10.00%  


b. Data: 0%  


B. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


or working 


within 1 


Year or 


competitivel


y employed: 


a. Target: 


10.00% 


b. Data: 0%  


C. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


or working 


or in other 


Post Sec. 


Ed/Training


:  


a. Target: 


60.00%  


b. Data: 


100.00%  


Status: MET 


item C 


A. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


within 1 


Year:  


a. Target: 


10.00% 


b. Data: 0% 


B. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


or working 


within 1 


Year or 


competitivel


y employed: 


a. Target: 


10.00% 


b. Data: 0% 


C. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


or working 


or in other 


Post Sec. 


Ed/Training


:  


a. Target: 


60.00%  


b. Data: 


100.00% 


Status: MET 


item C 


A. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


within 1 


Year:  


a. Target:15.0


0% 


b. Data:  


21.43% 


B. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


or working 


within 1 


Year or 


competitivel


y employed:  


a. Target: 


15.00% 


b. Data: 


57.14% 


C. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


or working 


or in other 


Post Sec. 


Ed/Training


:  


a. Target: 


75.00% 


b. Data: 


100.00%   


Status: MET 


A, B, and C 


A. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


within 1 


Year:  


a. Target: 


15.00% 


b. Data:  


12.5% 


B. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


or working 


within 1 


Year or 


competitivel


y employed:  


a. Target: 


15.00% 


b. Data: 


50.00% 


C. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


or working 


or in other 


Post Sec. 


Ed/Training


:  


a. Target: 


75.00% 


b. Data: 


100.00%   


Status: MET B 


and C 


A. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


within 1 


Year:  


a. Target: 


15.00% 


b. Data:  


30.00% 


B. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed or 


working 


within 1 


Year or 


competitivel


y employed:  


a. Target: 


15.00% 


b. Data: 


60.00% 


C. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed or 


working or 


in other Post 


Sec. 


Ed/Training:  


a. Target: 


75.00% 


b. Data: 


100.00%   


Status: MET A, 


B and C 


A. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed 


within 1 


Year:  


c. Target: 


15.00% 


d. Data:  N/A 


B. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed or 


working 


within 1 


Year or 


competitivel


y employed:  


e. Target: 


15.00% 


f. Data: N/A 


C. Enrolled in 


Higher Ed or 


working or 


in other Post 


Sec. 


Ed/Training:  


g. Target: 


75.00% 


h. Data: N/A 


Plans for Next Year 


The State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) has impacted the way we approach special education in the 


Marshall Islands. Since the development of the SSIP, we have made many major improvements in how 
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we approach Special Education Services in the Public School System. The SSIP process has helped us 


understand the importance of focusing on outcomes of students rather than merely compliance with the 


IDEA Part B Indicators. This shift is reflected in some of the policy and procedural changes made this 


past few years during SSIP implementation.  


In addition, to the shift of focus from compliance to outcomes, we have also built capacity within our 


system to deliver quality instruction and services to students with disabilities in the Marshall Islands. The 


SSIP and OSEP’s Differentiated Monitoring System (DMS) is a key element for this change process.  


 


Stakeholders also provided input into the extent to which change has occurred as a result of 


implementation of SSIP activities.  


The SSIP requirement for schools to develop and implement school improvement plans has made a great 


impact on schools. Team members are uniting together to accomplish their plans. The school plans made 


a connection to shape schools’ relationships with their students with a disability, regular education 


teachers, school’s principals, parents, SEAC members, and other community partners. School plans have 


involved all members and ensured all members had major roles in implementation.  Data that has been 


collected on the implementation of activities included in the plans is leading schools to make better 


decisions on how they can make Special Education services higher quality in our schools.  


Although student outcomes are improving, we continue to have room for growth and improvement. We 


are adding to our planning and evaluation plan, a plan for a system of ongoing coaching and feedback for 


teachers. This development in our infrastructure is essential to ensure teachers are able to implement the 


evidence-based practices with fidelity. As with any action plan, we anticipate barriers including recent 


changes in leadership, delayed engagement from other sections of PSS (e.g. general education) or 


community agencies, additional policy changes, funding, communication/collaboration among agencies, 


and helping teachers connect these SSIP activities to the real world. To address these barriers, we plan to 


be proactive by refining our systems of communication, continuing with training for our teachers, and 


supporting our principals and other staff in mentoring and coaching. We will continue to seek out 


additional resources and build relationships within our organization and across organizations to support 


the students with disabilities in the Marshall Islands.  


Although our capacity to support students with disabilities in the Marshall Islands has improved, we 


continue to need extra support from NCSI, NTACT, our external consultant, and OSEP in order to attain 


the level of desired achievement and continue to build capacity within the RMI public school system 


special education program to (a) continue to improve our data collection systems so we have valid and 


reliable data for decision-making, (b) implement more effective policies leading to better outcomes and 


students results, and (c) train additional coaches on island to provide ongoing professional development 


and support to our schools related to quality of instruction and implementation of IEPs. We feel, the 


continued communications and collaboration across these systems can help us continue to bridge the gap 


meeting the requirements of both the compliance and results indicators. 
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Appendix A 


 


Table 28: PSS Staff Roles and Responsibilities 


 


Name/Position/Phone Program Area Responsibility SpEd Program 


Liaison/TA 


Majuro Atoll School 


Liaison/TA 


SSIP-Related 


Frank Horiuchi 


Special Education 


Director 


(692) 625-4043 


Program management. intra and 


interagency coordination, IDEA and 


federal grant administration monitoring 


  Majuro Special Education 


Center 


SSIP plan implementation and 


evaluation special education policies 


and procedures 


Asmon Langidrik 


Special Education 


Specialist 


(692) 625-4043 


Fiscal, property, and personnel 


management, accessible materials, time 


and effort certification 


data management and reports, 


 Rairok Elem Sch 


(RRES) 


Ejit Elem Sch 


personnel certification and 


compensation 


improve data system; SSIP report data 


Vacant 


Special Education 


Specialist 


(692) 625-8398 


Data management and reports, student 


assessment, parent involvement, 


hearing-screening 


 Laura Elem Sch 


(LES) 


Ajeltake Elem Sch 


Woja Elem Sch 


improve data system; SSIP report data, 


student assessment, parent involvement 


agencies 


Neiman Heine 


Special Education 


Specialist  


(692) 625-8398 


Outer-island coordination, data, child 


find, procedural safeguards, dispute 


resolution, Discipline, advisory panel, 


and power school. 


parent involvement 


outer atolls North Delap Elem 


Sch (NDES) 


Long Is Elem Sch 


(LIES) 


 


Disabilities Awareness Week  


improve parent involvement agencies 


Miriam Joab 


Special Education 


Specialist  


(692) 625-8398 


Elementary (1-8)Special Education, 


identification, evaluation, special 


education Deaf Center, school parent 


involvement; related services, hearing, 


physically impaired, and teacher 


training, , hearing-screening 


 


K to grade 8 Rita Elem Sch (RES) 


Delap Elem Sch 


(DES)  


Majuro Deaf Center 


(MDC) 


 


quality of IEP and transition from grade 


8 to 9, elementary parent involvement 


Jennifer Shoniber 


Special Education 


Specialist  


middle school and high school special 


education; transition services, work-


study, post-secondary programs, 


middle and high 


schools 


Majuro Middle Sch 


(MMS) 


Laura HS (LHS) 


transition planning and services SSIP 


school action plans middle and high 


school parent involvement 
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Name/Position/Phone Program Area Responsibility SpEd Program 


Liaison/TA 


Majuro Atoll School 


Liaison/TA 


SSIP-Related 


(692) 625-8398 visually impaired; and school parent 


involvement SSIP co-coordinator 


Marshall Islands HS 


(MIHS) 


Ryan Jetnil  


Special Education 


Specialist 


(692) 625-8398 


autism, private school participation, 


section 619 co-coordinator, ECH to 


kindergarten identification, evaluation, 


education, and  School parent 


involvement; , student assessment 


ECH private schools 


Laura Elem Sch 


(LES) 


Ajeltake Elem Sch 


Woja Elem Sch 


pre-school (ages 3-5)  and kindergarten 


parent involvement 


improve student assessment 


Robert Nenam  


Special Education 


Specialist.  


(692) 329-3128 


Kwajalein special education program 


and services, School parent involvement 


Kwajalein Atoll 


Mejatto 


Ebeye, Enebur, and 


Ebdon Elem Sch; 


Ebeye Middle Sch; 


Kwajalein HS 


assistance to KHS and Ebeye Middle 


School and parent involvement 


Name/Position/Phone Program Area Responsibility SpEd Program 


Liaison/TA 


Majuro Atoll School 


Liaison/TA 


SSIP-Related 


Frank Horiuchi 


Special Education 


Director 


(692) 625-4043 


Program management. intra and 


interagency coordination, IDEA and 


federal grant administration monitoring 


  Majuro Special Education 


Center 


SSIP plan implementation and 


evaluation special education policies 


and procedures 


Asmon Langidrik 


Special Education 


Specialist 


(692) 625-4043 


Fiscal, property, and personnel 


management, accessible materials, time 


and effort certification 


data management and reports, 


 Rairok Elem Sch 


(RRES) 


Ejit Elem Sch 


personnel certification and 


compensation 


improve data system; SSIP report data 


Vacant 


Special Education 


Specialist 


(692) 625-8398 


Data management and reports, student 


assessment, parent involvement, 


hearing-screening 


 Laura Elem Sch 


(LES) 


Ajeltake Elem Sch 


Woja Elem Sch 


improve data system; SSIP report data, 


student assessment, parent involvement 


agencies 


Neiman Heine 


Special Education 


Specialist  


(692) 625-8398 


Outer-island coordination, data, child 


find, procedural safeguards, dispute 


resolution, Discipline, advisory panel, 


and power school. 


parent involvement 


outer atolls North Delap Elem 


Sch (NDES) 


Long Is Elem Sch 


(LIES) 


 


Disabilities Awareness Week  


improve parent involvement agencies 


Miriam Joab 


Special Education 


Specialist  


(692) 625-8398 


Elementary (1-8)Special Education, 


identification, evaluation, special 


education Deaf Center, school parent 


involvement; related services, hearing, 


K to grade 8 Rita Elem Sch (RES) 


Delap Elem Sch 


(DES)  


quality of IEP and transition from grade 


8 to 9, elementary parent involvement 
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Name/Position/Phone Program Area Responsibility SpEd Program 


Liaison/TA 


Majuro Atoll School 


Liaison/TA 


SSIP-Related 


physically impaired, and teacher 


training, , hearing-screening 


 


Majuro Deaf Center 


(MDC) 


 


Jennifer Shoniber 


Special Education 


Specialist  


(692) 625-8398 


middle school and high school special 


education; transition services, work-


study, post-secondary programs, 


visually impaired; and school parent 


involvement SSIP co-coordinator 


middle and high 


schools 


Majuro Middle Sch 


(MMS) 


Laura HS (LHS) 


Marshall Islands HS 


(MIHS) 


transition planning and services SSIP 


school action plans middle and high 


school parent involvement 


Ryan Jetnil  


Special Education 


Specialist 


(692) 625-8398 


autism, private school participation, 


section 619 co-coordinator, ECH to 


kindergarten identification, evaluation, 


education, and  School parent 


involvement; , student assessment 


ECH private schools 


Laura Elem Sch 


(LES) 


Ajeltake Elem Sch 


Woja Elem Sch 


pre-school (ages 3-5)  and kindergarten 


parent involvement 


improve student assessment 


Robert Nenam  


Special Education 


Specialist.  


(692) 329-3128 


Kwajalein special education program 


and services, School parent involvement 


Kwajalein Atoll 


Mejatto 


Ebeye, Enebur, and 


Ebdon Elem Sch; 


Ebeye Middle Sch; 


Kwajalein HS 


assistance to KHS and Ebeye Middle 


School and parent involvement 
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Appendix B 


 


Coaching for Quality IEPs 


Overall Purpose: Improve the quality of IEPs to support positive outcomes for students with disabilities by facilitating 


change processes… 


Goals of coaching sessions are to:  


a) engage in discussion about quality IEPs to, and  


b) provide a menu of resources.  


Make sure to emphasize areas of strength, along with challenges, during coaching sessions to assist in reducing educators’ 


defensiveness. The sessions should empower educators to use strategies so that IEPs are reflective of student and family 


needs and outline necessary instruction and supports needed for students to achieve positive outcomes. 


Step 1: Ensure that administrators, teachers, PSS staff and other individuals creating or reviewing IEPs are familiar with: 


• RMI IEP Handbook: Requirements and Suggestions for Completing an Individualized Education Program (IEP) 


• RMI IEP Rubric 


• ObaVerse Module on Improving the Quality of IEPs: 


https://www.obaverse.net/1/course/view.php?id=1182&section=2  


Step 2: Have the educator select an IEP for review and evaluate using the RMI IEP Rubric.  


Step 3: Review IEP and evaluate using the RMI IEP Rubric.  Make sure to make notes on the rubric to justify your score. 


This will help you to coach the individual on what to do differently next time. 


In your review assure parent concerns are included in the PLAAFP related to strengths and needs of their student. This is 
an element not explicitly stated in the IEP rubric. 


Step 4: Meet with educator to discuss rubric findings. Ask the educator to reflect on each IEP element by responding to 


the following questions: 


1. Which specific IEP elements met or exceeded standards on the RMI IEP rubric (i.e., scored 2 or 3)? 


2. What specific IEP elements did not meet standards on the RMI IEP Rubric (i.e., scored 1)? 


3. What specific IEP elements would you like to change?  


Step 5: Following the self-reflection discussion, provide specific feedback on the IEP by sharing your scores on the RMI 


IEP rubric (from Step 3). Start with positive performance (elements that scored a 2 or 3 on RMI IEP Rubric) followed by 


areas of needed improvement (elements that scored a 1 on RMI IEP Rubric). Then discuss how your review differs from 


theirs. Discuss the IEP elements in which your scores were not in agreement (e.g., educator scores themselves a 2, you 


scored a 1). 


Step 6: With educator, determine a specific element of the IEP to target for improvement (e.g., PLAAFP, Annual IEP 


Goals, Special Education Services, Parent Concerns). Most likely this will be an area that scored a 2 or below on the RMI 


IEP Rubric.  


Step 7: Determine Action Steps for Improvement. Action steps could include (but are not limited) to the following: 


• Review RMI IEP Handbook 


• Review additional IEPs and evaluate with RMI IEP Rubric 


• Complete online modules on quality IEPs: https://www.obaverse.net/1/course/view.php?id=1182&section=2 


• Work with peer to re-write components of IEP to meet a 2 on the RMI IEP Rubric 


• Revise IEP to include information about Parent Concerns in the PLAAFP or other areas of need 


Step 8: Schedule a date to meet again to review progress on action steps. It is recommended to meet with educators within 


two weeks of the initial meeting; however, this timeframe may be different for each educator as some may need more 


support than others. 


Step 9: Meet with educator and repeat steps 1-8.  


 


 


 


 


 
 


 


 



https://www.obaverse.net/1/course/view.php?id=1182&section=2

https://www.obaverse.net/1/course/view.php?id=1182&section=2
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Coaching for Quality Instruction 


Overall Purpose: to improve quality of instruction to support positive outcomes for students with disabilities by 


facilitating change processes… 


Goals of coaching sessions are to  


c) engage in discussion about quality instructional components, and  


d) provide a menu of resources.  


Make sure to emphasize areas of strength, along with challenges during coaching sessions to assist in reducing educators’ 


defensiveness. The sessions should enable them to feel empowered to use strategies to make change necessary to provide 


effective instruction and supports to students with disabilities. 


Step 1: Ensure that administrators, teachers, PSS staff and other individuals supporting students with disabilities are 


familiar with: 


• Transition for Students with Disabilities Guidance Document: A Supplement to the RMI IEP Manual 


• RMI Quality of Intervention Delivery Rubric 


• Resources on ObaVerse: https://www.obaverse.net/1/course/view.php?id=1182 


Step 2: Schedule a meeting to discuss with educator your role as a coach for quality instruction (e.g., to provide support 


and resources to educators) and discuss expectations regarding quality instruction. 


Step 3.  During first meeting, review the RMI Quality of Intervention Delivery Rubric with educator and discuss the 


expectations for quality instruction. Describe the coaching process which includes observation in the classroom and a 


meeting to discuss observation. Allow the educator to ask questions during this meeting and clarify any questions 


regarding the coaching process or the RMI Quality of Intervention Rubric.    


Step 4: Observe educator in their classroom delivering instruction to students with disabilities and collect data using the 


RMI Quality of Intervention Delivery Rubric to determine the extent to which the educator demonstrates each of the 


instructional behaviors. As observations occur, the Coach marks which level they perceive the educator achieved (e.g., 


0=not implemented, 1= inconsistent implementation, 2= effective implementation). The coach should also make notes 


next to each item to justify the score provided and help provide detail when meeting with the educator (Step 6). 


Step 5: Prior to meeting with the educator (Step 6), have the educator reflect on their performance during the observed 


session by responding to the following questions in writing: 


4. What went well? 


5. What did not go well? 


6. What would you like to change if you retaught the same lesson?  


Step 6: Meet with educator to discuss performance. Provide educator opportunity to share their responses to questions 


listed in Step 5. Lead the educator through the self-reflection process by first asking them to identify their strengths and 


challenges in general. Then, ask them to share with you the answers to the questions presented in Step 5 regarding the 


lesson observed.   


Step 7: Following the self-reflection discussion, provide specific feedback on educator performance in delivering the 


targeted instructional delivery elements. Start with positive performance (elements that scored a 2 on the RMI Quality of 


Intervention Delivery Rubric) followed by areas of needed improvement (elements that scored a 0 or 1 RMI Quality of 


Intervention Delivery Rubric).  


Step 8: Determine a specific instructional delivery element to target for improvement (e.g., classroom management skills, 


communicating expectations, providing feedback to students). Most likely this will be an area that scored a 0 or 1 on the 


RMI Quality of Intervention Delivery Rubric.  


Step 9: Determine Action Steps for Improvement. Action steps could include (but are not limited) to the following: 


• Assigning educator with a mentor 


• Observing other educators implement similar interventions (via video or live) 


• Complete online learning modules on intensive interventions: https://intensiveintervention.org/implementation-


support/online-learning-modules 


Step 10: Schedule a date to meet again to review progress on action steps. It is recommended to meet with educators once 


a month; however, this timeframe may be different for each educator as some may need more support than others.  


Step 11: Meet with educator and repeat steps 1-10.  


 


 


 


 



https://www.obaverse.net/1/course/view.php?id=1182

https://intensiveintervention.org/implementation-support/online-learning-modules

https://intensiveintervention.org/implementation-support/online-learning-modules
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