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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 CNMI’s IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2018. A description of the CNMI’s General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System and Stakeholder Involvement in the development and review of the SPP and APR and how the CNMI will report the SPP and APR to the Public are provided separately within this Introduction section of CNMI’s FFY 2018 APR.

In FFY 2013, the CNMI stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel, SESAP, provided input on additional targets of Results Indicators for FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 3A, 4B,  9 and 10 do not apply to the CNMI.  For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR. 

Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
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
The CNMI is a unitary educational system responsible for the implementation and supervision of special education and related services to children 3 through 21 years old in 20 public schools on 3 populated islands. The general supervision system includes a monitoring system which allows for the identification and correction of non-compliance in a timely manner and is focused on improved educational results and functional outcomes for students with disabilities. The Monitoring Procedures, updated in May 2011, includes OSEP’s Memorandum 09-02 on timely correction of noncompliance, a definition of a “Finding”, a description of sanctions that are in line with the Public School System (PSS) Disciplinary Procedures, the timelines and responsible party for the issuance of “Notice of Findings and/or Notice of Failure to Correct” from the Commissioner of Education, the monitoring responsibilities of the external monitor, and revisions to the file review checklist. CNMI PSS also has in place policies and procedures, consistent with IDEA 2004 regulations, to resolve complaints including procedures to resolve complaints through dispute resolution session settlements and mediation agreements.
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.

TA Systems
The CNMI PSS has a technical assistance system and mechanisms in place to ensure timely delivery of high quality, evidence based support is provided to schools aligned to the school needs. Over past few years, the PSS has implemented several system wide initiatives intended to improve results for all students. PSS also accesses and benefits from universal technical assistance provided by OSEP and OSEP-funded TA Centers and Resources, either through publications, guidance tools, resource materials, monthly conference calls and webinars, or in person on site assistance through Pacific Learning Collaboratives or other venues. TA Centers such as NCSI for work on the SIMR, IDEA Data Center for evaluating the SSIP plans and high quality data use, the DaSy Center and ECTA for the collection and analysis of the Early Intervention and Special Education preschool outcomes data. PSS also contracts with the University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research and Service (Guam CEDDERS) for targeted and onsite technical assistance.
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 CNMI PSS has in place a system of professional development (PD) to ensure that service providers, teachers and school level personnel have the knowledge and skills needed to improve the results of all students including students with disabilities. All PSS school level staff are required to maintain 60 PD hours per contract year and to participate in 10 PD events during the school year. Two (2) of the 10 days are designated PD specific to PSS wide initiatives and 8 days are specific to school level needs.

In school year 2018-2019, the office of Student Support Services and the office of Curriculum and Instruction engaged in several focus areas for improvement and included a focus on PD:
• The Office of Curriculum and Instruction selected a new Language Arts curriculum for KG to 6th grades. PD has been provided to all elementary schools on the reading curriculum and the essential components of reading.
• Reading and Literacy Coaching is now implemented in all elementary schools. The “Literacy” coaches were provided PD and mentoring on coaching methodologies and strategies.
• A universal screening has been implemented in all KG to 3rd grade. All teachers, Literacy Coaches and Title I teachers were provided PD on the implementation of the screening procedures with fidelity to ensure the screening data are valid and reliable. The training included data collection and use to make instructional based decisions.

The special education program continues to provide ongoing PD on the evaluation and IEP processes, procedural safeguards, transition requirements, specially designed instruction and appropriate accommodations. The special education teachers of the target schools have been provided with ongoing professional development on the development of present levels of performance, goal development, and progress monitoring.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

Stakeholder Involvement
With technical assistance provided by the University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS), the CNMI PSS, Special Education Program facilitated a process for ensuring broad stakeholder input in the review and development of the CNMI Part B FFY 2018 Annual Performance Report (APR). Primary stakeholders (Special Education State Advisory Panel and school administrators) reviewed current performance data to determine progress on the targets, OSEP’s Part B Determination Letter issued on June 20, 2019, the RDA Matrix, and the HTDMD document, which shows how OSEP made the CNMI determination using compliance and 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. OSEP identifies a State or Entity as needs intervention under IDEA Part B if its RDA Percentage is less than 60%. The CNMI’s RDA Percentage was 53%, needs Intervention. 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI primary stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators for FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. 

For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4  will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
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 CNMI will annually report to the public as soon as practical but no later than 120 days following the submission of the SPP/APR. The CNMI will post the EDEN/EMAPS generated SPP/APR pdf version for public posting and OSEP’s Determination Letter on the PSS website at https://www.cnmipssoare.org/district/departments/student-support-services/special-education-program.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, CNMI must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, CNMI must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, CNMI 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 CNMI'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 CNMI's capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

Per OSEP's instruction, Indicator 17, the CNMI State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted no later than April 1, 2020.  CNMI's SSIP Phase III Year 4 will include CNMI's FFY 2018 progress data for its SiMR and progress data and information on CNMI's SSIP implementation.

Specific Conditions imposed on all grants awarded to the CNMI for FFY 2018:
1. Technical assistance received: CNMI continues to work with the Department’s Risk Management Service (RMS) to address CNMI’s Public School System (PSS) Special Conditions through onsite and other technical assistance. As a result of the technical assistance the CNMI PSS is no longer required to maintain and report on a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) but is required to submit a biannual report.
2. Actions taken as a result of the RMS technical assistance: CNMI submits a biannual report with updates on its administration of Department grant funds, with an emphasis on areas of repeat audit findings. In addition, the CNMI PSS has
o Increased communication and dialogue with Federal Fiscal Office;
o Improved information sharing regarding CNMI's longstanding non-compliance Special Conditions;
o
Completed and submitted timely audit reports over the past five years; 
o Conducted the required activities and continues to demonstrate progress towards addressing the Specific Conditions
o Completed and submitted timely audit reports over the past five years; and
o Conducted the required activities and continues to demonstrate progress towards addressing the Special Conditions
Intro - OSEP Response

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

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 

Results indicator: Percent of youth with Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) graduating from high school with a regular high school diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department of Education (Department) under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA).
Measurement
States may report data for children with disabilities using either the four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate required under the ESEA or an extended-year adjusted cohort graduation rate under the ESEA, if the State has established one.
Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma. If there is a difference, explain.

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

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

1 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2017
	76.39%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	72.00%
	74.00%
	76.00%
	78.00%
	

	Data
	72.58%
	82.00%
	80.00%
	82.00%
	76.39%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	80.00%
	80.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

With technical assistance provided by the University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS), the CNMI Public School System (PSS), Special Education Program facilitated a process for ensuring broad stakeholder input in the review of the graduation reporting requirements for the FFY 2018 Annual Performance Report (APR). Stakeholders included secondary teachers, school administrators, parents and the Special Education State Advisory Panel. The Stakeholders reviewed current performance data to determine progress on the graduation target for FFY 2018.  It should be noted that effective FFY 2017, OSEP required CNMI to calculate its graduation rate using one of two options when reporting graduation data: adjusted cohort rate or 618 data.  In order to ensure the CNMI is providing accurate and consistent graduation rates for students with IEP’s, the CNMI was to use a four year adjusted cohort rate required under the ESEA OR the same data reported to the Department under Section 618 of IDEA (file specification FS009).  With stakeholder input, CNMI agreed the 618 data reported to the Department is most accurate and consistent to report graduation rate. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel, SESAP, provided input on the additional target for FFY 2019 for Indicator 1. 
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
	62

	 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
	69

	 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
	89.86%


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

	62
	69
	76.39%
	80.00%
	89.86%
	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.
Graduation Conditions
As an outlying area, CNMI does not report graduation data to the Department under ESEA Title 1. The graduation conditions in the CNMI is based on the approved CNMI Board of Education credit requirements. In school year 2005-2006, the BOE revised the graduation requirements, Policy 60-20-434, from 21 credits to 28 credits (23 credits for required subjects and 5 elective credits) to receive a high school diploma. The credit requirements for graduating with a high school diploma also apply to students with disabilities.
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)
Effective FFY 2017, OSEP required CNMI to change its method for calculating graduation rates for Indicator 1. The FFY 2017 performance data therefore represents CNMI's baseline data for Indicator 1, which was accepted by OSEP.

In FFY 2017, to ensure the CNMI is providing accurate and consistent graduation rate for students with IEPs, stakeholders reviewed the graduation and exit data, OSEP’s options for calculating and reporting graduation data and compared the data to existing calculations. With stakeholder input, the CNMI agreed to use the same data reported to the Department under Section 618 of IDEA (File specification FS009) as its method for calculating graduation rates for Indicator 1. Therefore, the CNMI reports a graduation percentage using the number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited school due to receiving a regular high school diploma in the numerator and the number of all youth with IEPs who left high school (ages 14-21) in the denominator. For example, for 2017-2018, the percentage is calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular high school diploma by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the five exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), then multiplying the result by 100.
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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
	2008
	9.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	4.00%
	4.00%
	3.00%
	3.00%
	2.00%

	Data
	2.47%
	4.45%
	7.46%
	8.78%
	5.07%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	2.00%
	2.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Stakeholder Input
The CNMI Public School System (PSS), Special Education Program, with technical assistance provided by the University of Guam CEDDERS, continue to facilitate input sessions with various stakeholders such as secondary teachers, principals, Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP) members, to discuss current dropout rate of students with disabilities in the CNMI and Nation wide. The stakeholders discuss current performance, trend data, performance slippage, policy or procedural changes needed, prevention program and strategies, and implementation of effective pilot programs. In the past year, the Board of Education and PSS leadership engaged in several systemic initiatives at the school level, program level and community level to address dropout prevention strategies that can impact the dropout rate of students with and without disabilities.

Systemic Initiatives:
• School Attendance Review Committee (SARC)
The School Attendance Review Committee (SARC) continues to address attendance issues and concerns at the school level and what the school system is doing to decrease or prevent students from dropping out. The committee members include school counselors and other PSS departments, representatives from the Child Protective Unit, Juvenile Protection Unit, Division of Youth Services, Public Safety, and the Coalition of Private Schools. The SARC Committee meet several times per month with school counselors and other SARC members to plan a course of action per student. The actions include home visits with Child Protective Unit, special education administration and other school personnel and have resulted in harsher penalties levied against the parent. This process has been successful for several students thus far as they have returned to school and their attendance has been closely monitored.

• Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP)
The SESAP members continue to review and discuss the APR drop out data and provide input for indicators that report slippage. Indicator 2, the Dropout Rate, has remained an interest to the members. The SESAP focus group conducts work sessions to look at the data to determine contributing factors to students dropping out. The focus group also reviews current graduation policies and implications for possible policy revisions to the graduation requirement.

• Secondary Teacher Focus Group
The secondary special education teachers continue to address issues and concerns specific to students in middle and high school. As a result of their discussions, the group implemented a high school advocacy course entitled "Self Advocacy 101" in all of the high schools. The course focuses on self-determination, development of soft skills, real job opportunities, and dropout prevention strategies. Over the next few years, PSS will review and analyze it’s data to determine the impact of the course on dropout prevention.

• The Office of Curriculum and Instruction and Office of Student Support Services
Because dropout prevention is a high priority for the PSS, the Offices of Student Support Services and Curriculum and Instruction worked collaboratively with high school principals and the Northern Marianas Trades Institute to develop alternate paths to graduate from high school into promising careers if college is not in the student’s immediate future plan, including the creation of the Da’ok Academy which is high school setting designed for students at risk of dropping out, including students with disabilities. Students with disabilities who are on alternative paths to graduation will attain the required number of credits needed to graduate with a diploma however, the course work is a career path in culinary arts, mechanics, and engineering. Da’ok Academy has partnered with the Northern Marianas Trades Institute and a formal MOU was signed in SY 2018-2019. 

• Memorandum of Understanding between the Board of Education and the Northern Marianas Trades Institute (NMTI) and Da’Ok Academy
The Board of Education and the Northern Marianas Trades Institute, signed a MOU in September 2017 to offer selected career and technical education programs for High School juniors and seniors, as well as freshmen and sophomore who are seventeen years of age or older who attend PSS high schools. The MOU allows for students to take NMTI courses at approved sites and for high school students to receive credits towards graduation and provides students with applicable skills for job placement upon graduation and to receive NMTI - and industry-recognized certification. DaOk Academy students are now dual enrolled in the PSS high school as well as the NMTI and will graduate with high school diplomas and NMTI certification. 

In 2019, the SESAP provided input on the additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019.
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)
	62

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

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c)
	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)
	7

	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)

NO

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	Total number of High School Students with IEPs in grades 9 to 12
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	7
	323
	5.07%
	2.00%
	2.17%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
Definition
The CNMI uses an event rate of calculating dropout data which is the incidence of students who drop out in a single year without completing high school compared to the student enrollment in grades 9 to 12 for that school year (618 exit data and high school enrollment).

The CNMI 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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 >=
	92.00%
	93.00%
	93.50%
	94.00%
	94.50%

	A
	Overall
	78.00%
	Actual
	92.44%
	92.02%
	91.89%
	90.95%
	91.46%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	92.00%
	93.00%
	93.50%
	94.00%
	94.50%

	A
	Overall
	85.00%
	Actual
	92.44%
	92.23%
	92.76%
	84.99%
	92.08%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	95.00%
	95.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
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
	84
	76
	77
	66
	59
	60
	
	
	
	
	62

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	4

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	74
	64
	69
	60
	48
	45
	
	
	
	
	48

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	6
	6
	4
	5
	8
	10
	
	
	
	
	6


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
	84
	76
	77
	66
	59
	60
	
	
	
	
	62

	b. IEPs in regular assessment with no accommodations
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	4

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations
	74
	64
	69
	60
	48
	47
	
	
	
	
	49

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards
	6
	6
	4
	5
	8
	10
	
	
	
	
	6


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
	484
	460
	91.46%
	95.00%
	95.04%
	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
	484
	463
	92.08%
	95.00%
	95.66%
	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. 

The CNMI Assessment Results can be found on the following url link: https://www.cnmipssoare.org/district/departments/student-support-services/special-education-program
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 >=
	20.00%
	20.00%
	30.00%
	40.00%
	50.00%

	A
	Overall
	11.00%
	Actual
	21.59%
	4.00%
	5.01%
	6.07%
	7.52%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	20.00%
	20.00%
	30.00%
	40.00%
	50.00%

	A
	Overall
	10.00%
	Actual
	23.41%
	7.98%
	6.86%
	8.83%
	9.73%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	60.00%
	60.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	60.00%
	60.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two Indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
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
	80
	72
	74
	65
	56
	55
	
	
	
	
	58

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

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	3
	
	
	
	
	0

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	1
	2
	0
	2
	1
	2
	
	
	
	
	1


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
	80
	72
	74
	65
	56
	57
	
	
	
	
	59

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

	c. IEPs in regular assessment with accommodations scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	0

	f. IEPs in alternate assessment against alternate standards scored at or above proficient against grade level
	2
	3
	1
	3
	3
	3
	
	
	
	
	3


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
	460
	15
	7.52%
	60.00%
	3.26%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	The CNMI did not meet its 3C Reading or Math targets and demonstrated slippage by 4.26% in Reading and 4.98% in Math as measured by the state assessment, Act Aspire, and alternate assessment, the Multi-State Alternate Assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities. These results are similar to the overall assessment results for all students. These results are similar to the overall assessment results for all students. The Office of Accountability, Research and Evaluation and the Office of Curriculum and Instruction have been tasked to review the root cause of the low performance of all students on the state assessment. The review will include looking at the alignment of the curriculum, instruction and assessment framework.

In SY 2013-14, the CNMI was required to develop a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), to determine a State Identified Measurable Result (SMIR) and to develop coherent improvement strategies to address and improve the SMIR. During the data drill down Phase of the SSIP, it was noted that PSS did not have a systemic or systematic universal screening process for reading or math or a systemic reading or math curriculum implemented in any school or any grade level. The Office of Curriculum and Instruction was then tasked to select a universal screener and an early literacy and reading curriculum for the primary grades, math curriculum for the upper grades. This activity was completed in SY 2018-19. The follow up activity is to conduct an Instructional Review Process (IRP) to determine if the reading and math curricula are implemented with fidelity. The first round of the fidelity observations conducted for reading indicated that the curriculum is not being implemented with fidelity. Training has been and continues to be provided to teachers on the foundations of reading and math instruction. 


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
	463
	22
	9.73%
	60.00%
	4.75%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	The CNMI did not meet its 3C Reading or Math targets and demonstrated slippage by 4.26% in Reading and 4.98% in Math as measured by the state assessment, Act Aspire, and alternate assessment, the Multi-State Alternate Assessment for students with significant cognitive disabilities. These results are similar to the overall assessment results for all students. The Office of Accountability, Research and Evaluation and the Office of Curriculum and Instruction have been tasked to review the root cause of the low performance of all students on the state assessment. The review will include looking at the alignment of the curriculum, instruction and assessment framework.

In SY 2013-14, the CNMI was required to develop a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), to determine a State Identified Measurable Result (SMIR) and to develop coherent improvement strategies to address and improve the SMIR. During the data drill down Phase of the SSIP, it was noted that PSS did not have a systemic or systematic universal screening process for reading or math or a systemic reading or math curriculum implemented in any school or any grade level. The Office of Curriculum and Instruction was then tasked to select a universal screener and an early literacy and reading curriculum for the primary grades, math curriculum for the upper grades. This activity was completed in SY 2018-19. The follow up activity is to conduct an Instructional Review Process (IRP) to determine if the reading and math curricula are implemented with fidelity. The first round of the fidelity observations conducted for reading indicated that the curriculum is not being implemented with fidelity. Training has been and continues to be provided to teachers on the foundations of reading and math instruction.


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

The CNMI Assessment Results can be found on the following url link: https://www.cnmipssoare.org/district/departments/student-support-services/special-education-program 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 
	2008
	2.40%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
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

Significant Discrepancy Definition: In its FFY 2007 APR, CNMI submitted the revised significant discrepancy definition of “0% difference between the two groups” – students without disabilities and students with disabilities, which went into effect in FFY 2008.  In December 2014, the stakeholders revised the definition of significant discrepancy to read a difference of more than 1% between the two groups. 

Methodology: CNMI is a unitary system and therefore uses the comparison methodology between students without disabilities and students with disabilities to determine if there exists a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions greater than 10 days in a school year.
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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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: 
As per OSEP's instruction, Indicator 4B is not applicable to the CNMI.

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 >=
	80.00%
	81.00%
	82.00%
	83.00%
	84.00%

	A
	68.00%
	Data
	91.09%
	89.85%
	84.87%
	82.16%
	83.69%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	5.00%
	4.80%
	4.60%
	4.40%
	4.20%

	B
	10.00%
	Data
	1.83%
	2.10%
	2.14%
	2.04%
	2.74%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	0.70%
	0.70%
	0.70%
	0.70%
	0.70%

	C
	1.00%
	Data
	0.24%
	0.12%
	0.00%
	0.12%
	0.60%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	85.00%
	85.00%

	Target B <=
	4.00%
	3.00%

	Target C <=
	0.70%
	0.70%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
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
	856

	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
	724

	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
	18

	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
	5


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
	724
	856
	83.69%
	85.00%
	84.58%
	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
	18
	856
	2.74%
	4.00%
	2.10%
	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]
	5
	856
	0.60%
	0.70%
	0.58%
	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  Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 >=
	76.00%
	78.00%
	80.00%
	82.00%
	84.00%

	A
	85.00%
	Data
	79.31%
	88.10%
	83.87%
	85.87%
	87.07%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	B
	0.00%
	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	86.00%
	86.00%

	Target B <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
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
	108

	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
	85

	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
	85

	108
	87.07%
	86.00%
	78.70%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	0
	108
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	IEP placement decisions are made by the IEP team including the parent and are based on the unique needs of the student. The data was verified and was determined to be accurate and valid. Of the 108 students with disabilities 3 to 5 years old served, 23 or 21.30%  were provided special education and related service in their home, as per their IEPs, which represents an increase from 15 children  in FFY 2017 to 23 children in FFY 2018.  For preschoolers, the  CNMI considers home as  the child's natural environment. 


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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
	2008
	Target >=
	90.00%
	91.50%
	92.50%
	93.50%
	95.00%

	A1
	96.00%
	Data
	90.48%
	72.73%
	83.33%
	75.00%
	100.00%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	47.00%
	49.00%
	51.00%
	53.00%
	55.00%

	A2
	37.00%
	Data
	54.84%
	61.54%
	68.75%
	68.09%
	39.02%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	90.00%
	92.00%
	94.00%
	96.00%
	98.00%

	B1
	100.00%
	Data
	100.00%
	84.85%
	90.63%
	62.50%
	97.44%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	29.00%
	29.00%
	30.00%
	30.00%
	31.00%

	B2
	22.00%
	Data
	29.03%
	33.33%
	46.88%
	31.91%
	19.51%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	86.50%
	89.00%
	91.00%
	93.00%
	95.00%

	C1
	96.20%
	Data
	86.96%
	74.07%
	95.24%
	59.26%
	100.00%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	70.50%
	71.00%
	71.50%
	71.50%
	72.00%

	C2
	44.40%
	Data
	70.97%
	51.28%
	68.75%
	59.57%
	41.46%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	96.50%
	96.50%

	Target A2 >=
	57.00%
	57.00%

	Target B1 >=
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Target B2 >=
	31.00%
	31.00%

	Target C1 >=
	96.50%
	96.50%

	Target C2 >=
	72.50%
	72.50%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

46
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	4
	8.70%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	24
	52.17%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	10
	21.74%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	8
	17.39%


	
	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)
	34
	38
	100.00%
	96.50%
	89.47%
	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)
	18
	46
	39.02%
	57.00%
	39.13%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	4
	8.70%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	36
	78.26%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	6
	13.04%

	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)
	42
	46
	97.44%
	100.00%
	91.30%
	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)
	6
	46
	19.51%
	31.00%
	13.04%
	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
	4
	8.70%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	25
	54.35%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	10
	21.74%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	7
	15.22%


	
	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. 
	35
	39
	100.00%
	96.50%
	89.74%
	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. 
	17
	46
	41.46%
	72.50%
	36.96%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A1
	CNMI’s performance for FFY 2018 7A SS1 was 89.47% (34/38) of preschoolers who entered the program below age expectations in the area of positive social-emotional skills and substantially increased in their rate of growth in the area of positive social-emotional skills by the time they exited the program. This represents slippage of 10.53% from CNMI’s FFY 2017 performance of 100% (34/34).  The national data for FFY 2017 7A SS1 was reported at 81%.  Stakeholders indicated that although there was slippage for this reporting period, CNMI performed at a higher percentage than the national data of 81%.  

Acknowledging it might be difficult to maintain a performance of 100%, CNMI reviewed the following data points to identify possible reasons for slippage: Age of entry, length of service, disability, setting, and whether early intervention was received.  In drilling down the data, CNMI considered the difficulty in making program implications when reviewing data with a small “n” size of four exiting preschoolers under category “b.”  CNMI therefore reviewed factors that possibly contributed to those preschoolers who exited the program under “c, d, and e” categories as the basis for determining possible reasons for slippage in 7A SS1.  These categories included a total of 42 preschoolers (24 under c, 10 under d and 8 under e).  The review considered factors that possibly contributed to the preschoolers improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations by the time they exited the program.  The two data points used as factors for reasons for slippage were length of service and setting.

The length of service data for preschoolers who exited with improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations for positive social-emotional skills (categories c, d, and e) revealed that the majority or 52.38% (22/42) received more than 24 months of service.  By categories, the data showed that, as a group, the percentages increased in order of the categories: “c”= 45.83% (11/24), “d”= 50.00% (5/10), and “e”= 75.00% (6/8).  

The setting data for preschoolers who exited with improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations for positive social-emotional skills (categories c, d, and e) showed that the majority or 85.71% (36/42) of the exiting preschoolers were in Head Start or Private School.  These settings are considered typical preschool classroom settings where other preschoolers without disabilities attend.  It should be noted that all three categories reported at least 80% of the preschoolers attending Head Start or Private School: “c”= 87.50% (21/24); “d”= 80.00% (8/10); “e”= 87.50% (7/8).

After reviewing the data for length of service and setting, stakeholders, including preschool program providers, discussed that how long services were provided and where preschoolers received services could be reasons for slippage in 7A SS1.  As discussed earlier, the majority of exiting preschoolers under categories “c, d, and e” received services for more than 24 months and were in typical preschool classroom settings. 

	B1
	CNMI’s performance for FFY 2018 7B SS1 was 91.30% (42/46) of children who entered the program below age expectations in the area of acquisition of knowledge and skills and substantially increased in their rate of growth in this area by the time they exited the program. This represented slippage by 6.14% from CNMI’s FFY 2017 performance of 97.44% (38/39).  The national data for FFY 2017 7B SS1 was reported at 81%.  Stakeholders indicated that although there was slippage for this reporting period, CNMI performed at a higher percentage than the national data of 81%.  

CNMI reviewed the following data points to identify possible reasons for slippage: Age of entry, length of service, disability, setting, and whether early intervention was received.  In drilling down the data, CNMI considered the difficulty in making program implications when reviewing data with small “n” sizes of four exiting preschoolers under category “b” and six exiting preschoolers under category “d.”  CNMI therefore reviewed factors that possibly contributed to those preschoolers who exited the program under “c” category as the basis for determining possible reasons for slippage in 7B SS1, which included 36 preschoolers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it.  Category “c” is one of the data elements used for determining performance for 7B SS1.  Consistent with 7A SS1, the two data points used as factors for reasons for slippage were length of service and setting.

The length of service data for preschoolers who exited with improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers under category “c” revealed that the majority or 58.33% (21/36) received more than 24 months of service.  The setting data showed that the majority or 88.89% (32/36) of the preschoolers were in Head Start or Private School.  These settings are considered typical preschool classroom settings where other preschoolers without disabilities attend.

After reviewing the data for length of service and setting, stakeholders, including preschool program providers, discussed that how long services were provided and where preschoolers received services could be reasons for slippage in 7B SS1.  As discussed earlier, the majority of exiting preschoolers under category “c” received services for more than 24 months and were in typical preschool classroom settings. 

	B2
	CNMI’s performance for FFY 2018 7B SS2 was 13.04% (6/46) of children who were functioning within age expectation in the area of acquisition of knowledge and skills by the time they exited the program. This represents slippage by 6.47% from CNMI’s FFY 2017 performance of 19.51% (8/41).  By numbers, this slippage represented a decrease of two exiting preschoolers accounted for under 7B SS2 and an increase in the total number of exiting preschoolers from 41 in FFY 2017 to 46 in FFY 2018. 

CNMI reviewed the following data points to identify possible reasons for slippage: Age of entry, length of service, disability, setting, and whether early intervention was received.  In drilling down the data, CNMI considered the difficulty in making program implications when reviewing data with small “n” sizes of four exiting preschoolers under category “b” and six exiting preschoolers under category “d.”  CNMI therefore reviewed factors that possibly contributed to those preschoolers who exited the program under “c” category as the basis for determining possible reasons for slippage in 7B SS2, which included 36 preschoolers who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it.  Consistent with 7B SS1, the two data points used as factors for reasons for slippage were length of service and setting.

The length of service data for preschoolers who exited with improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers under category “c” revealed that the majority or 58.33% (21/36) received more than 24 months of service.  The setting data showed that the majority or 88.89% (32/36) of the preschoolers were in Head Start or Private School.  These settings are considered typical preschool classroom settings where other preschoolers without disabilities attend.

After reviewing the data for length of service and setting, stakeholders, including preschool program providers, discussed that how long services were provided could be a reason for slippage in 7B SS2.  As discussed earlier, the majority of exiting preschoolers under category “c” received services for more than 24 months, but this majority represented 21 of the 36 preschoolers, which means 15 of the 36 preschoolers received less than 24 months of service.   

	C1
	CNMI’s performance for FFY 2018 7C SS1 was 89.74% (35/39) of children who entered the program below age expectations in the area of use appropriate behaviors to meet their needs and substantially increased in their rate of growth by the time they exited the program. This represents slippage by 10.26% from CNMI’s FFY 2017 performance of 100% (33/33). The national data for FFY 2017 7C SS1 was reported at 81%.  Stakeholders indicated that although there was slippage for this reporting period, CNMI performed at a higher percentage than the national data of 81%.  

CNMI reviewed the following data points to identify possible reasons for slippage: Age of entry, length of service, disability, setting, and whether early intervention was received.  In drilling down the data, CNMI considered the difficulty in making program implications when reviewing data with a small “n” size of four exiting preschoolers under category “b.”  CNMI therefore reviewed factors that possibly contributed to those preschoolers who exited the program under “c, d, and e” categories as the basis for determining possible reasons for slippage in 7C SS1.  These categories included a total of 42 preschoolers (25 under c, 10 under d and 7 under e).  The review considered factors that possibly contributed to the preschoolers improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations by the time they exited the program.  The two data points used as factors for reasons for slippage were length of service and setting.

The length of service data for preschoolers who exited with improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations (categories c, d, and e) revealed that the majority or 54.76% (23/42) received more than 24 months of service.  By categories, the data showed that all three categories reported at least 50% of the preschoolers received more than 24 months of service: “c”= 56.00% (14/25), “d”= 50.00% (5/10), and “e”= 57.14% (4/7).  

The setting data for preschoolers who exited with improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations (categories c, d, and e) showed that the majority or 88.10% (37/42) of the exiting preschoolers were in Head Start or Private School.  These settings are considered typical preschool classroom settings where other preschoolers without disabilities attend.  It should be noted that all three categories reported at least 70% of the preschoolers attending Head Start or Private School: “c”= 88.00% (22/25); “d”= 100.00% (10/10); “e”= 71.43% (5/7).

After reviewing the data for length of service and setting, stakeholders, including preschool program providers, discussed that how long services were provided and where preschoolers received services could be reasons for slippage in 7C SS1.  As discussed earlier, the majority of exiting preschoolers under categories “c, d, and e” received services for more than 24 months and were in typical preschool classroom settings. 

	C2
	CNMI’s performance for FFY 2018 7C SS2 was 36.96% (17/46) of children who were functioning within age expectation in the area of use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs. This represents slippage of 4.50% from CNMI’s FFY 2017 performance of 41.46% (17/41). 

CNMI reviewed the following data points to identify possible reasons for slippage: Age of entry, length of service, disability, setting, and whether early intervention was received.  In drilling down the data, CNMI reviewed factors that possibly contributed to those preschoolers who exited the program under “c, d, and e” categories as the basis for determining possible reasons for slippage in 7C SS2.  These categories included a total of 42 preschoolers (25 under c, 10 under d and 7 under e).  The review considered factors that possibly contributed to the preschoolers improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations by the time they exited the program.  The two data points used as factors for reasons for slippage were length of service and setting.

The length of service data for preschoolers who exited with improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations (categories c, d, and e) revealed that the majority or 54.76% (23/42) received more than 24 months of service.  By categories, the data showed that all three categories reported at least 50% of the preschoolers received more than 24 months of service: “c”= 56.00% (14/25), “d”= 50.00% (5/10), and “e”= 57.14% (4/7).  

The setting data for preschoolers who exited with improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers or within age expectations (categories c, d, and e) showed that the majority or 88.10% (37/42) of the exiting preschoolers were in Head Start or Private School.  These settings are considered typical preschool classroom settings where other preschoolers without disabilities attend.  It should be noted that all three categories reported at least 70% of the preschoolers attending Head Start or Private School: “c”= 88.00% (22/25); “d”= 100.00% (10/10); “e”= 71.43% (5/7).

After reviewing the data for length of service and setting, stakeholders, including preschool program providers, discussed that how long services were provided could be a reason for slippage in 7C SS2.  As discussed earlier, the majority of exiting preschoolers under category “c” received services for more than 24 months, but this majority represented 14 of the 25 preschoolers, which means 11 of the 25 preschoolers received less than 24 months of service.


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.

Instruments and Procedures Used 
All children eligible for Part B Early Childhood Special Education Services upon entry into the program and having received at least SIX months of services shall participate in the Early Childhood Special Education Outcome Measurement System process.

The Child Outcome Summary (COS) process consists of four key features of a quality. These features include --
• Uses information from multiple sources.  The process produces a description of the child’s functioning at a single point in time by synthesizing multiple sources of information.  Multiple source of information is used to determine the status of the COS.  Most of the information needed is already collected as part of the development of the child’s IEP and therefore, collecting child assessment information is currently part of the IEP development process and is not an added step. Multiple sources of information are used to make decisions regarding the child’s performance related to the three child outcomes. Data sources include:
o The Hawaii Early Learning Profile
o Other assessment results if appropriate
o Parent and other caregiver information
o Child observations
o Early Childhood Special Education Service provider observations and input

• Relies on team-based discussion and team decision making.  This approach is a team process, involving professionals and family members contributing to decision-making.  The COS process is designed to be a team consensus process where each individual member contributes information about the child’s functioning across a variety of setting and situations.  The members of the team participate collectively in a discussion to determine the child’s rating.  The child’s family is an important member of the COS team. The family provides critical information about the child.  The family may not be familiar with the COS process but they are experts on what their child is doing across settings and situations. The team shall include family members, professionals who work with the child, and others familiar with the child’s functioning such as child care providers. Teams can range in size from two people to as many the parent and team feels is needed.

• Uses a 7-point rating scale to describe the child’s function across settings and situations. The process involves team members using the information gathered about a child to rate his or her functioning in each of the three outcome areas on a 7-point scale. Using the 7-point rating scale requires the team to compare the child’s skills and behaviors with those expected for his or her age. The purpose of the rating is to document current functioning.  The COS process results in a rating for each of the three child outcomes.  The rating is based on child’s functioning across settings and situations.  A child’s functioning is compared with what is expected for a child at that age.  The rating reflects the child’s functioning at each of the time points and should be determined as close to the actual entry and exit as possible. The comparison of entry to exit ratings provides information about the child’s progress.  Ratings on all three outcomes must be reported for every child enrolled.  Ratings are needed in all areas even if: 1) No one has concerns about a child’s development, and 2) A child has delays in one or two outcome areas, but not in all three outcome areas. The ECO Decision Tree is a helpful tool for facilitating the rating process and guides the team through the process for each outcome.

• Completes the COS forms upon program entry and exit. The COS process is completed at two points in time, at a minimum--when the child enters the program and when the child exits the program. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4 will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	78.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	80.00%
	82.00%
	84.00%
	86.00%
	88.00%

	Data
	90.25%
	90.65%
	90.07%
	91.34%
	92.31%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	90.00%
	90.00%


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

	390
	417
	92.31%
	90.00%
	93.53%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
946

Percentage of respondent parents

44.08%

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

The surveys were disseminated to all parents of students with disabilities, including preschool children with disabilities. Dissemination of the survey to parents of preschoolers with disabilities was done via the Head Start Program, which is housed in the elementary schools, or through the Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) teacher for those preschoolers with disabilities who receive special education and related services in home settings. The surveys included an introductory letter and a blank envelope to use when returning the completed surveys. Surveys disseminated via the Head Start Program were collected by the elementary school and those surveys provided to parents of preschoolers with disabilities receiving services in the home were collected by the ECSE teacher. All collected surveys were submitted in sealed envelopes to the Special Education Central Office, Data Manager. The individual surveys were then sent to the University of Guam CEDDERS for analysis of the data. 

For preschoolers with disabilities, 103 surveys were disseminated; of which, 37 completed surveys were returned, representing 35.92% (37/103) parents of preschoolers with disabilities. 

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

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


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services.

CNMI ensures that the survey response data are valid and reliable. The surveys were disseminated to all parents of children receiving special education services with an introductory letter and a blank envelope to use when returning the completed surveys. All collected surveys were submitted in sealed envelopes to the Special Education Central Office, Data Manager. The individual surveys were then sent to the University of Guam CEDDERS for analysis of the data. 

FFY 2018 Indicator 8 data represent the demographics of children receiving special education services in the CNMI. In the CNMI, the majority of children with IEPs are Pacific Islanders, which was reflected in the parents who responded to the survey. The majority Pacific Islanders is also consistent with the overall demographics of the CNMI population.

Representation of the completed surveys was also examined through the percentage of surveys disseminated and returned by school levels and in each island within the CNMI, inclusive of parents of preschoolers with disabilities. 

School Levels: All school levels were represented in the surveys disseminated and returned, with the majority of surveys disseminated and returned in the elementary level. Dissemination and returned percentages by school levels included:

Dissemination: 946 total surveys distributed by levels:
Preschool = 10.89% (103/946)
Elementary = 39.01% (369/946)
Junior High = 17.55% (166/946)
High School = 32.56% (308/946)

Returned: 417 total surveys returned by levels:
Preschool = 8.87% (37/417)
Elementary = 46.52% (194/417)
Junior High = 21.34% (89/417)
High School = 23.46% (97/417)

Island Representation: All three CNMI islands were represented in the surveys disseminated and returned. Overall, the majority of surveys disseminated and returned were from the island of Saipan. Dissemination and returned percentages by islands included:

Dissemination: 946 total surveys distributed in the three CNMI islands:
Saipan = 90.17% (853/946)
Rota = 5.81% (55/946)
Tinian = 4.02% (38/946)

Returned: 417 total surveys returned from the three CNMI islands:
Saipan = 86.81% (362/417)
Rota = 8.87% (37/417)
Tinian = 4.08% (17/417)
No island identified = 0.24% (1/417)
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.      
8 - Required Actions
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 
Per OSEP's instruction, Indicator 9 does not apply to the CNMI.

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  

Per OSEP's instruction, Indicator 10 does not apply to the CNMI.

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
	53.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	94.17%
	97.47%
	98.45%
	97.96%
	99.11%


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

	202
	195
	99.11%
	100%
	96.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage
The FFY 2018 data indicate by 2.58%. In FFY 2017, only 2 initial evaluations were over the timeline. In FFY 2018, there was increase to 7 initial evaluation over the timeline. The majority of the over timeline evaluations (71.43% or 5/7) were from one school with a new teacher.   The reason for the delays was  due to non-adherence of the referral procedures. Training was provided to the new teacher to ensure the referral procedures and initial evaluation procedures are implemented correctly. 
Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)

7

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.
Seven   (7) evaluations were conducted over the 60 day timeline. The range of days over was  3 to 197 days.   Although the evaluations were conducted over the timeline, all were completed. Of the 7, two (2) were determined not eligible.   A file review of the  7 evaluations conducted over the timeline, the Reason for Delay form, indicate non-adherence to referral procedures.   The majority of the evaluations over the over timeline  were from one school with a new teacher, WSR.    
School:
OES:  1 Non-adherence of Procedure (Eligible) 
SNP:  1 Non-adherence of Procedure  (Not Eligible) 
WSR: 5 Non-adherence of Procedure (4 were eligible and 1 not eligible)
Total: 7
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

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

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

The data for this indicator is taken from the database of all children for whom a consent for initial evaluation was received for the report period of July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019. The Data Manager logs the referral information into the database which generates the time requirements (60 days from receipt of the parent consent). The Data Manager sends out the referral information to the schools and providers responsible for the evaluation. Upon completion of evaluations, the reports are sent to the data manager to input into the database. The database is formatted to “flag” any dates over the 60-day timeline. For all red flags, a Reason for Delay form is required. The Data Manager, in consultation with the Special Education Director and Compliance Monitor, designates a determination of valid or invalid reasons for delay, consistent with 34 CFR §300.301(d).
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	2
	2
	0
	0


FFY 2017 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
Describe how the State verified that the source of noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements
The FFY 2017 Findings were verified as corrected through a review of updated data of actual initial evaluation documents from the two schools that received the Written Notice of Findings. These actual initial evaluation documents were submitted to PSS Special Education Program for input into the special education database, the State data system. The review of the actual initial evaluation documents resulted in the two schools determined to have verified correction of the initial evaluation regulatory requirement with the updated data demonstrating 100% compliance with the 60-day timeline requirement. A total of 11 initial evaluations for the two schools were the updated data submitted to the PSS Special Education Program for review and input into the State data system. All 11 initial evaluations were 100% in compliance with the 60-day timeline requirement, which confirmed that these schools were correctly implementing the 60-day initial evaluation regulatory requirement, which resulted in them receiving a Written Notice of Timely Correction.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

As documented in the FFY 2017 performance data for Indicator 11, two initial evaluations from two (2) schools (1 private school and 1 public high school) were not completed in a timely manner. These schools were issued a Written Notice of Findings because the initial evaluations were not completed within the 60-day timeline. Although late, all instances of noncompliance were verified to be completed through a review of actual initial evaluation documents submitted to PSS Special Education Program for input into the special education database. In addition, through a review of updated data of a total of 11 actual initial evaluations submitted to the PSS Special Education Program for input into the special education database, both schools demonstrated 100% compliance with the updated data of initial evaluations demonstrating 100% verified timely correction and received a Written Notice of Timely Correction.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
11 - OSEP Response
Because the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that for noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.
If the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions
Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	96.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	96.30%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 
	39

	b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 
	3

	c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 
	29

	d. Number for whom parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR §300.301(d) applied. 
	7

	e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 
	0

	f. Number of children whose parents chose to continue early intervention services beyond the child’s third birthday through a State’s policy under 34 CFR §303.211 or a similar State option.
	0


	
	Numerator

(c)
	Denominator

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

	Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays.
	 29
	29
	100.00%
	100%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Number of children who served in part C and referred to Part B for eligibility determination that are not included in b, c, d, e, or f

0

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

Data used to report in this indicator was taken from the database and verified in the child’s IEP folder.  The Early Intervention Program submits a monthly listing of Part C children who will be three (3) years old during the year and who are potentially eligible for Part B services.  The Early Childhood Special Education (EC-SPED) team attends all Transition Conferences of children potentially eligible for Special Education.  During the Transition Conference, the EC-SPED team plans and schedules with parents the potential dates to begin the Part B evaluation and IEP process.  The EC-SPED team is responsible to ensure procedural safeguard requirements are followed (Prior Written Notice provided to the parent and parental consent to evaluate is obtained prior to the evaluation).  If the child is determined eligible for special education, parental consent is obtained prior to the development and implementation of initial services and placement.  The EC-SPED team submits the timeline data (date of Consent to Evaluate, date of Consent for Initial IEP, and IEP implementation date) to the data manager.  The data manager logs the information into the database and verifies the dates with the documents.  The database is formatted to “flag” untimely IEP’s by third birthday.  Allowable delays are parent refusal to consent to the initial evaluation or refusal to consent to the initial IEP.
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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
12 - OSEP Response
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
	77.00%


	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

	239
	239
	100.00%
	100%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

The Data Manager uses the National Secondary Transition Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC) checklist to review all IEP’s of 16 year olds to verify the survey results and to ensure the surveys reflect students who are at least 16 years old and above and that there were no duplicate counts. The data is collected from each IEP and inputted on an excel sheet created by the Data Manager as a component of the State data base. 
	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 >=
	12.00%
	14.00%
	16.00%
	18.00%
	19.00%

	A
	10.00%
	Data
	24.00%
	25.45%
	16.98%
	10.17%
	12.24%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	48.00%
	52.00%
	55.00%
	58.00%
	61.00%

	B
	62.00%
	Data
	48.00%
	47.27%
	37.74%
	61.02%
	48.98%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	56.00%
	63.00%
	69.00%
	75.00%
	81.00%

	C
	86.00%
	Data
	56.00%
	50.91%
	43.40%
	64.41%
	61.22%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	20.00%
	20.00%

	Target B >=
	63.00%
	63.00%

	Target C >=
	87.00%
	87.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

In FFY 2013, the CNMI primary stakeholders determined targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2018. In 2019, the Special Education State Advisory Panel (SESAP), provided input on additional targets for Results Indicators through FFY 2019. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 14 of the16 Indicator measures:  Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 and additional targets for Results Indicator through FFY 2019.   The remaining two indicators, 9 and 10, do not apply to the CNMI. For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, CNMI reports FFY 2018 progress data to determine if CNMI met its FFY 2018 targets, an explanation of slippage if CNMI did not meet its target, and a response to any issue identified for the Indicator in the 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter for CNMI’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR.  Indicator 17, the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year 4   will be submitted as required no later than April 1, 2020.
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
	62

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	10

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	35

	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)
	2

	4. Number of respondent youth who are in some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary education or training program, or competitively employed).
	0


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

	A. Enrolled in higher education (1)
	10
	62
	12.24%
	20.00%
	16.13%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	45
	62
	48.98%
	63.00%
	72.58%
	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)
	47
	62
	61.22%
	87.00%
	75.81%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Please select the reporting option your State is using: 
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

	If yes, is it a new or revised survey?
	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.
CNMI reports that the Indicator 14 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.  CNMI's analysis of Indicator 14 response rate representation included a review of the total leavers and respondent leavers. There was a total of 69 leavers; of which 62 responded to the post-school outcomes survey, representing an 89.86% (62/69) return rate. The representation analysis included a review of the differences between the total leavers and respondent leavers for the exit, ethnicity, gender, and disability categories.

Exit Categories: 

Total Leavers: Of the 69 leavers, 89.86% (62/69) represented exiters who graduated with a high school diploma and 10.14% (7/69) represented exiters who dropped out of high school. 

Respondent Leavers: The 62 respondents included 93.55% (58/62) exiters who graduated with a high school diploma and 6.45% (4/62) who dropped out of high school. The two exit categories of the total leavers were represented by the respondent leavers, with the majority representing those who graduated with a high school diploma, similar to the total leavers population.

Ethnicity: 

Total Leaver: Based on the IDEA ethnicity categories, the 69 leavers represented 68.12% (47/69) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders, 14.49% (10/69) Asians, and 17.39% (12/69) two or more races.

Respondent Leavers: Based on the IDEA ethnicity categories, the 62 respondents included 67.74% (42/62) Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders, 16.13% (10/62) Asians, and 16.13% (10/62) two or more races. The respondent leavers represented similar ethnicity percentages when compared to the total leavers population.

Gender: 

Total Leavers: Gender representation included 71.01% (49/69) males and 28.99% (20/69) females.

Respondent Leavers: The respondents included 72.58% (45/62) males and 27.42% (17/62) females. The respondent leavers represented similar percentages by gender when compared to the total leavers population.

Disability: 

Total Leavers: The majority of leavers were identified as having a Specific Learning Disability (SLD) at 56.52% (39/69). There were seven other disability categories represented as leavers: HI, ID, TBI, MD, OHI, ED, and AUT, representing 43.48% (30/69) of the total leavers.

Respondent Leavers: The respondents included a majority representation of the SLD disability category at 58.06% (36/62); a similar percentage to the overall leaver SLD disability representation. All seven "other" disability categories were represented as respondents at 41.94% (26/62). By numbers, the 26 respondent “other” disability categories represented 86.67% (26/30) of the total leavers in the "other" disability category.
	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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 

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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2018. The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 

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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2018. The Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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
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Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify

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

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

Name: 

Donna M. Flores
Title: 
Interim Director
Email: 
donna.flores@cnmipss.org
Phone:
6702871905
Submitted on:
04/26/20 11:04:16 PM 
ED Attachments


[image: image3.emf]MP-B Dispute  Resolution 2018-19.pdf



[image: image4.emf]MP-2020DataRubric PartB.pdf



[image: image5.emf]2020 HTDMD Part B  Entities.pdf



[image: image6.emf]mp-resultsmatrix-20 20b-ent.pdf



[image: image7.emf]MP-aprltr-2020b.pd f

[image: image8.png]



55
Part B

_1661585862.pdf
3/19/2020 Northern Marianas Part B Dispute Resolution 2018-19.html

@EMAPS

EDFacis
Northern Marianas

IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year: 2018-19

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

(1) Total number of written signed complaints filed.
(1.1) Complaints with reports issued.

(1.1) (a) Reports with findings of noncompliance.
(1.1) (b) Reports within timelines.

(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines.

(1.2) Complaints pending.

(1.2) (a) Complaints pending a due process hearing.

— O O O OO O -

(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed.

Section B: Mediation Requests

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

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

S o o @

(2.1) (a) (1) Mediation agreements related to due process
complaints.

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

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

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

Section C: Due Process Complaints

(3) Total number of due process complaints filed.
(3.1) Resolution meetings.

(3.1) (a) Written settlement agreements reached through
resolution meetings.

(3.2) Hearings fully adjudicated.
(3.2) (a) Decisions within timeline (include expedited).

oS o o o e
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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.

(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings.

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

(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered.

(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending.

(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed.

S o oo oo @

Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Northern Marianas. These data were generated on 10/23/2019 10:42 AM GMT+10:00.
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HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

INTRODUCTION

In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and
compliance data in making our determination for each 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
diplomal; 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. aCompliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other
compliance factors;

2. a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;
3. aCompliance Score and a Results Score;
4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
5. the 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.”
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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 Indicators? 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 :

e 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.

e 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.

e 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 Anotation 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.
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.

For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%.
A “No” in that column denotes that the 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.
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.
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 Data’:

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

e Zero points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects less than 75% compliance.

Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions

In the attached 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:

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

e 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:

e 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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e 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.

e 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 100°.
(Data source: EDFacts SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016; data extracted 5/29/19, 5/30/18,
5/31/17)

1 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:

e 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%.

e 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’.

e 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’.

' 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:

RDA RDA RDA
Score= Score= Score=

Results Elements 0 1 2
Participation Rate of CWD on Regular Statewide Assessments
reading and math, separately) based on an average of participation
(reading separately) ge of particip <80 80-89 | >=90
rates across all available grade levels (3 through 8) in which the
assessment was administered.
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a
Regular High School Diploma based on the percentage of CWD

. . . . . i <70 70-78 >=79
exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma in
SYs 2015-2016, 2016-2017, and 2017-2018.
Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out based on the
percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out in SYs 2015-2016, >21 21-14 <=13
2016-2017, and 2017-2018.

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%,*?
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 |n 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

Needs Intervention

Needs Substantial Intervention

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.

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

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

10
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Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands
2020 Part B Results Driven Accountability Matrix

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

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

63 Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 8 3 37.5
Compliance 10 8 80

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Average Percentage of 3rd through 8th Grade Children with Disabilities 86 1
Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

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

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

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

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the N/A N/A

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Average Percentage of 3rd through 8th Grade Children with Disabilities 86 1
Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

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

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

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

Percentage of 8th Grade Children with Disabilities Included in Testing on the N/A N/A

National Assessment of Educational Progress

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".





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out Over Previous 3 25 0
Years

Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 75 1
Regular High School Diploma Over Previous 3 Years?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

Part B Compliance Indicator? Performance Full Correction of Score
(%) Findings of
Noncompliance
Identified in
FFY 2017
Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and N/A N/A N/A

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.

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

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

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 96.53 Yes 2
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 100 N/A 2
birthday
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 0

Special Conditions Yes, 3 or more

years
Uncorrected identified noncompliance None

1 When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, States are required to report on the number of students with
disabilities who exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma. These students meet the same
standards for graduation as those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in effect June 30,
2017, “the term regular high school diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the preponderance of students
in the State that is fully aligned with State standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular high school diploma shall not be
aligned to the alternate academic achievement standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) of the ESEA. A regular high school
diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a diploma, such as a general equivalency diploma, certificate of completion,
certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.”

2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at:
https://osep.grads360.org/#tcommunities/pdc/documents/18303
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 25, 2020

Honorable Alfred Ada

Commissioner of Education

Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands Public School System
P.O. Box 501370 CK

Saipan, Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands 96950

Dear Commissioner Ada:

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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands needs
assistance in implementing the requirements of Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based
on the totality of the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands’ data and information,
including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance
Report (SPP/APR), other Entity-reported data, and other publicly available information.

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results 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.% The
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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.

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).

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

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by
fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.
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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:
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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
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
your Entity’s 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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands’ RDA Matrix;
(2) the HTDMD document;

(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands’ “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and “Timely Due Process Hearing
Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix.

As noted above, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands’ 2020 determination is
Needs Assistance. A State’s or Entity’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if the
RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. A State’s or 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 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.
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States and Entities were required to submit Phase 111 Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020.
OSEP appreciates the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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, OSEP will continue to work with the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana
Islands as it implements the fifth year of Phase 111 of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.

As a reminder, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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 Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands’ efforts to improve
results for children and youth with disabilities and looks forward to working with the
Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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,

Z/%Umu) \/Lm(z/«.g(/,oe%

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana 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).

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

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

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

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

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

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

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in May

2) Complete Data — A State will receive one point if it submits data for all files, permitted values, category sets,
subtotals, and totals associated with a specific data collection by the initial due date. No data is reported as
missing. No placeholder data is submitted. The data submitted to EDFacts aligns with the metadata survey
responses provided by the state in the State Supplemental Survey IDEA (SSS IDEA) and Assessment
Metadata survey in EMAPS. State-level data include data from all districts or agencies.

3) Passed Edit Check — A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related

to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally
consistent within a data collection.

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





FFY 2018 APR Northern Mariana Islands

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total
1 1
2 1 1
3B 1 1
3C 1 1
4A 1 1
4B N/A N/A
5 1 1
6 1
7 1
8 1
9 N/A N/A
10 N/A N/A
11 1 1
12 1 1
13 1 1
14 1 1
15 1 1
16 1 1
17 1 1
Subtotal 16
Timely Submission Points - If the
FFY_ 2018 APR was submitte_d 5
on-time, place the number 5 in the
APR Score Calculation cell on the right.
Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 21.00

Timely Submission Points) =

APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data
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618 Data

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Personnel
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Discipline
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
State Assessment
Due Date: 12/11/19 1 1 1 3
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
MOE/CEIS Due Date:
5/1/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 21
Grand Total
(Subtotal X 24.00
618 Score Calculation 1.14285714) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 24.00
B. APR Grand Total 21.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 45.00
Total N/A in 618 O Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 0
Total N/A in APR 3
Base 45.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 1.000
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 100.00

* 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
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		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: 1

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 16

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 3

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 21

		618GrandTotal: 23.999999940000002

		State List: [Northern Mariana 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: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 21

		B618GrandTotal: 24

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 45

		TotalNAAPR1: 3

		TotalSubtotal2: 21

		GrandSubtotal1: 1

		IndicatorScore0: 100

		BASE0: 45

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) IDEA Part B

SSIP Phase III Year 4: (A) Summary of Phase III Year 4
Report Format

In order to give the reader a comprehensive but brief overview of the State Systemic Improvement
Plan (SSIP) from its inception, the current or most recent SSIP information will be added to the
existing narrative. This applies to all sections of the SSIP. For a comprehensive detail of each
phase of the SSIP, please refer to previously submitted SSIPs.

Theory of Action, Logic Model and SIMR

In Phase I, the CNMI conducted broad and in-depth analysis of the PSS infrastructure to determine
PSS capacity and ability to support system-wide improvements. The results of the analysis showed
six areas of focus or infrastructure strands: 1) Governance/Leadership; 2) Professional
Development; 3) Collaboration; 4) Technical Assistance; 5) Accountability; and 6) Monitoring.
These infrastructure strands are directly aligned to the Theory of Action and will impact improved
results for students. The Theory of Action articulates how PSS will improve reading proficiency
of students with disabilities in three target schools by the end of 3™ grade. The strands are based
on the in-depth analysis of data and the infrastructures’ strengths and areas that need improvement.
The Theory of Action incorporates the coherent improvement strategies and how the improvement
strategies will lead to the achievement of improved reading results for students with disabilities.
(Appendix A: Theory of Action)

A Logic Model, developed in Phase II and updated in Phase III, identified the inputs, major
strategies/activities, outputs and the short, intermediate and long-term outcomes that will result in
achieving the SiMR. Phase III focused on the evaluation of the Implementation Plan activities,
including the steps and resources needed to implement and complete the activities. The
Implementation Plan operationalized the Coherent Improvement Strategies and addressed how the
PSS will continue to support schools to implement evidenced-based practices that will ultimately
result in changes in school practices necessary to achieve the SIMR. (Appendix B: Logic Model)

In Phase III Year 2, the Evaluation Plan was reviewed once again to determine alignment to the
Theory of Action, and if any changes or revisions were needed in order for PSS to know to what
extent the activities produced the expected outcomes. An Evaluation Plan Matrix was updated to
include additional Performance Indicator data. The Evaluation Plan Matrix includes the data
collection methods and instruments, baseline data, progress data and a discussion box for relevant
information about the Evaluation Question or Performance Indicator. (Appendix C: Evaluation
Plan and Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix).

In Phase III Year 3, stakeholders reviewed the Theory of Action, Logic Model, Evaluation Plan
and Evaluation Plan Matrix to determine the need for revisions. Several revisions were made to
the Evaluation Plan Questions and Performance Indicators. The revisions are further described in
Sections C and D of this SSIP.  No revisions were made to the Theory of Action, Logic Model
or the SIMR.

The focus of Phase I1I Year 4 was to ensure reliable fidelity measures were in place to ensure the
universal screening procedures were implemented in accordance to procedures, differentiated
learning environments are provided and implemented based on student needs, professional
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Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) IDEA Part B

SSIP Phase III Year 4: (A) Summary of Phase I1I Year 4

learning collaboration (PLC) meetings are conducted and focused on student data, and the new
reading curriculum is implemented with fidelity. The SSIP Core Team reviewed and analyzed
initial fidelity data with stakeholders and gathered input to determine if any barriers were present
and what steps were needed to address the barriers to implementing the curriculum with fidelity.

In Phase III Year 3, the Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) conducted general classroom
observations in all the schools to see at what level the Journeys Common Core Curriculum was
being implemented in accordance to the SOP. The SSIP Core Team expressed concerns regarding
the low number and percent of teachers observed. As a result, the OCI and school level
stakeholders revised the observation schedules including the frequency and duration of the
observation and the total number of teachers to be observed to ensure better validity and reliability
of the fidelity data. However, the closures of schools due to the 2018 Super Typhoon impacted
the ability of the OCI to schedule the observations in school year 2019-2020 for reporting data in
Phase III Year 4. The Literacy Coaches drafted fidelity observation procedures and tools to
determine if the Literacy Coaching is implemented in accordance to the SOPs and Coaching Plans.
This fidelity data will be reported in next year’s report. The Office of Accountability, Research,
and Evaluation (ARE) will continue to conduct an annual survey of teachers to determine if their
instructional practices improved over time as a result of coaching received.

CNMI State Identified Measurable Result (SiMR)

The CNMI’s SiMR, based on Phase I data and infrastructure analyses, is aligned with current PSS
initiatives and strategic priorities, and will impact improved results for students with disabilities
in the CNMI. The CNMI established its baseline in 2013-2014 and has set targets for 2014-2015
through 2019-2020, with the end target representing CNMI’s SiMR, as displayed in Table 1.

By June 30, 2020, at least 55% of 3" grade students with IEPs in three target
schools will perform at or above reading proficiency against grade level and
alternate academic achievement standards as measured by the state assessment.

Table 1: CNMI SiMR Baseline, Targets, & Progress Data

Average of
3 2014-2015 | 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 | 2018-2019 | 2019-2020
Schools Target Target Target Target Target Target
2013-2014 Baseline
21% 29% 37% 46% 55% 55%
14%

Performance: 0% 0% 1.96% 7.69% 0%

Met Target? No No No No No

Coherent Improvement Strategies and Infrastructure Improvement Strategies Employed
During the Year

In Phase III Year 4, the CNMI continued to implement the coherent improvement strategies in the
target schools, and, as part of the scale up activities, implemented improvement strategies in the
remaining six elementary schools. The following is a description of the coherent improvement
strategies systemically implemented during the year for each improvement strand in all elementary
schools including additional activities implemented during Phase III Year 4.
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SSIP Phase III Year 4: (A) Summary of Phase I1I Year 4

Improvements to Governance/Leadership: Screening, Assessment, and Early Reading Curricula:

v
v

AN

v

Universal screening is implemented in all elementary schools, grades K to 3.

A Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) was piloted, revised, adopted and now
implemented in all schools for the administration of the early literacy/reading screener.
Secondary Screening Data collected and reported.

Evidence-based core reading program is implemented in all schools.

A communication structure and process, unique to each school, is used to share and
disseminate school level information with parents, at the school level and with central
office.

The principals of the target schools mentor the remaining elementary school principals as
part of the scale up activities.

Ongoing training is provided to principals of scale- up schools on SOPs.

Improvements to the Professional Development and Technical Assistance:

v

v
v

A professional development (PD) and technical assistance (TA) system based on
professional standards for effective delivery of professional development, including
sustainability plans, was developed, revised and is now implemented systemically.

PD and TA protocols are used for all PD requests.

Professional development and training are systemically planned and provided to all K to
3 general education and special education teachers, literacy coaches, and Title I teachers
on the selected universal screener, data collection and analysis, data-based decision making
to inform instruction, and the implementation of a multi-tiered system of supports.
Targeted professional development on “Coaching” and “Guided Reading” to literacy
coaches. A systemic “coaching” structure, including fidelity checklists and protocols, are
used by the Literacy Coaches and the Office of Accountability, Research and Evaluation
(ARE).

Technical Assistance was provided to special education staff and principals from target
schools on the IEP process including specially-designed instruction.

Training was provided to all parents of students with disabilities in the target schools on
how to understand the universal screener reports, what to look for in an IEP, how to
contribute to your child’s IEP, and how to assist your child at home.

Improvements to Collaborative Efforts:

v

v

A Professional Learning Collaboration (PLC) observation tool is systemically used by
principals to observe and measure collaborative efforts between special education and
general education teachers during PLC meetings in all elementary schools.

A data collection and reporting tool is used to report evidence of collaboration at the school
level.

Improvements to the Accountability System:

v

v

A Systemic Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) is used by all schools for the development
of the School Wide Plans (SWP). The SWP format includes academic data and resources
needed to implement improvement activities and to improve results for all students.
Revisions to the Data Dialogue and Plan-Do-Study-Act improvement process have been
implemented at the school level.
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Improvements to the Monitoring System:
v' The Institutional Review Process (IRP) includes observations and data collection of
learning environments for students with disabilities in resource rooms and in environments
other than the general education classroom.

Specific Evidence-Based Practices Implemented to Date
Specific Evidence-Based Practices implemented to date include:

v" Universal screening for all K to 3™ grade students.
v A core reading curriculum implemented in all schools.
v' Literacy Coaching implemented in all elementary schools.

Brief Overview of the Year’s Evaluation Activities, Measures, and Outcomes

The CNMI PSS SSIP Evaluation Plan consists of evaluation questions and performance indicators
that determine the extent improvement activities were carried out as planned. It describes what
PSS is trying to accomplish, including the impact of the activities on the SIMR, and improvements
to the infrastructure. It describes inputs (resources), outputs (strategies and activities), short-term,
intermediate and long term outcomes and evaluation measures to determine to what extent the
activity produced the expected change and the probability of the activity resulting in achieving the
SiMR. It describes the data collection methods and instruments and how the data will be used to
inform stakeholders.

The focus of Phase III Year 4 was to continue data collection and analysis on performance
indicators in the target schools in order to determine progress towards meeting targets or to
determine if the activities, the evaluation measures, the performance indicators, or the outcomes
needed to be revised. Phase III Year 4 secondary screening data was collected and reported to
demonstrate growth and closing the gap. The secondary data is reported in two summary
statements: Summary Statement 1: the number and percent of students who demonstrated growth
but did not reach at or above benchmark; and Summary Statement 2: the number and percent of
students who maintained, reached, or exceeded benchmark. Phase III Year 4 also focused on
scale up activities for all other elementary schools based on the results of progress data. Phase III
Year 4 progress data is reported in the Evaluation Plan Matrix, included as Appendix D.

The Theory of Action and Logic Model describe key strands of activities that, if implemented with
fidelity, will impact reading outcomes of students with disabilities. The Implementation Plan
further operationalizes the activities by infrastructure strand with specific implementation steps,
needed resources, and timelines. Section C of this document describes the results of Phase III
Year 4 progress data collected on the activities.

Highlights of Changes to Implementation and Improvement Strategies
The SSIP Core Team used the Implementation Evaluation Matrix, a tool developed by the National

Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), to organize and report on the implementation of the
activities, including Phase III Year 4 progress data (Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix). The
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matrix is used to answer the evaluation questions and determine the extent to which activities were
implemented. Scoring criteria and a rating scale were developed and are used for each of the
evaluation questions and performance indicator. The SSIP Core Team continue to review the
implementation and improvement strategies and activities to determine if activities need to be
modified or changed, if the evaluation questions and performance indicators need to be revised or
if new questions need to be added, and if the performance indicators are aligned to evaluation
questions. In Phase III Year 4, there were no major changes made to Evaluation Plan Questions,
Performance Indicators and activities.

April 01, 2020; Page 5





Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) IDEA Part B
SSIP Phase III Year 4: (B) Progress in Implementing the SSIP

CNMI Progress in Implementing the SSIP

A description of the extent to which the CNMI PSS has carried out its planned activities with
fidelity, what has been accomplished, what milestones have been met, whether the intended
timeline has been followed, and whether the intended outputs have been accomplished as a result
of the implementation activities.

The following section describes the Phase III Year 4 progress in implementing the SSIP activities
to date by coherent improvement strands. The narratives describe the activities, the milestones,
timelines, and the outcomes that were accomplished as a result of the activities in reference to the
Evaluation Questions and Performance Indicators specific to each activity.

Governance: Leadership: Screening and Assessment
To implement a systemic universal screening of early literacy skills and reading development in
grades K to 3rd grade.

The principal activity was to implement systemic universal screening of early literacy and reading
skills of students in K to 3™ grade by February 2016. As of August 2018, universal screening of
all K to 3™ grade students have been systemically implemented in all elementary schools in
accordance with Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) developed in Phase III Year 3 and in
accordance with Board of Education Policies. The intended output of this activity has been met
and continues to be systematically implemented in all elementary schools. To ensure the screening
data is accurate and reliable, fidelity measures have been put in place including observations of
the screening process.

Implement Standard Operating Procedures for the Implementation of the Screening Tool

The principal activity was to develop and implement fidelity measures, including a standard
operating procedure to ensure the administration of the screening process was conducted with
fidelity and the screening results are accurate and reliable. In Years 2 and 3, the principals of the
target schools developed a SOP and revised the process and observation forms several times.

In Phase III Year 4, scale up activities included training for all remaining elementary school
principals conducted by the target school principals on the SOP and the fidelity observation.
Baseline data for the fidelity observations was reported in the SSIP Phase Year 3 submission.
Progress data is reported in Section C of this document. Although the SSIP Core Team feels the
intended output of this activity has been met and is now systematically implemented in all
elementary schools, based on progress data and teacher surveys, the SSIP Core Team feels there
is a need for continued training and monitoring with teachers on screening procedures before,
during and after the screening is conducted.

Develop Communication Plan to share information between teacher, school, and district office
levels and to and from stakeholders

The principal activity was to develop a communication structure to share information between
classroom, school, parent, and district level stakeholders by June 2016. In Phase III Year 4, for
the purposes of reporting progress on screening data, excel tables, created in August 2016, are
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populated with screening data and submitted to appropriate offices for data reporting at the state
level. The process and data collection tool were revised several times in SY 2018-2019 and will
continue to be revised as necessary to meet the reporting needs of the schools and district office.
The intended output of this activity has been met and continues to be systematically implemented
in all elementary schools to date inclusive of the scale up schools.

Governance: Leadership: Early Literacy Curricula
To implement an early reading curricula

The principal activity was to select and implement an early literacy and reading curriculum in K
to 3™ grade by August 2016. This activity has been accomplished and is now systemically
implemented in all elementary schools. The Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) is the
responsible office to ensure the curriculum is implemented with fidelity across all schools. In line
with scale up activities, the OCI continues to monitor the implementation of the curriculum with
fidelity and continues to provide training and professional development. Implementation data
based on the fidelity measures is reported in Section C of this document. The intended output of
this activity has been met and continues to be systematically implemented in all elementary
schools, including the scale up schools.

Professional Development (PD) and Technical Assistance (TA)

To establish a PD and TA structure that includes components for effective PD such as focused
content based on data, theory and discussion, demonstration in training, practice and feedback in
training and coaching in the classroom.

The principal activity was to establish an effective professional development and technical
assistance structure based on acceptable practices for delivering professional development by
September 2016. In Phase III Year 4, the Office of Student Support Services was designated as
the responsible office to monitor the implementation of the PD process. The intended output of
this activity has been met and continues to be systematically implemented in all elementary
schools.

To Provide TA to Schools on the IEP Process and Specially-Designed Instruction

The principal activity was to provide ongoing training to IEP teams of the target schools on IEP
development and specially-designed instruction (SDI) by April 2016. In Phase III Year 4, explicit
training on “Accommodations and Modifications” was conducted with Title I teachers. In line
with the scale up activities, training on SDI will be conducted in Year 5 for all elementary schools.
Current teacher survey information is reported in Section C of this document. The intended output
of this activity has been met and continues to be systematically implemented in all elementary
schools.

To Implement Coaching/Modeling in K to 3" Grade (Literacy Coaching)
The principal activity was to implement a “Literacy Coaching Model” in the target schools. The

model included developing a coaching structure to include expectations, roles and responsibilities,
and competencies of literacy coaches. In Phase III Year 4, all elementary schools have Literacy
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Coaches in place. A Literacy Coach Handbook was implemented to determine the extent literacy
coaching is implemented with fidelity. A Performance Indicator or long term outcome was added
to the Evaluation Plan Matrix to determine the percent of teachers who report improved
instructional practices due to literacy coaching received over time. In Phase III Year 4, the literacy
coaches continued to receive specialized training and mentoring, and literacy coaching has been
extended to all remaining elementary schools as part of the scale up activities. Progress data on
the effects of coaching are discussed in Section C of this document. The intended output for this
activity has been accomplished and is systemically implemented throughout the system. For Year
5, a fidelity observation process will be implemented. In addition, there are action plans to expand
collaboration to address the instructional supports needed to assist the teachers.

Collaboration between General Education and Special Education
To implement a collaborative structure in the schools between general education and special
education teachers.

The principal activity was to design and implement a process to facilitate collaboration between
general education and special education teachers. The intent of the collaborative effort is to focus
on student progress data and instructional planning based on the data. The SSIP Core Team, with
input from the teachers, drafted an observation process and tool to be used by the school principal
to observe collaborative meetings. In Phase III Year 4, the data dialogue process continues to be
the primary process teachers use to discuss student level progress data, instructional strategies,
lesson planning, diverse learners, and school level activities. The intended output of this activity
has been met and continues to be systematically implemented in all elementary schools.

Accountability: School Wide Plans
To improve School Wide Plans to include SSIP improvement activities and allocation of funds
specific to subgroups of students.

The School Wide Plan (SWP) is a comprehensive improvement plan annually developed by each
school with input from school level stakeholders. The SWP process includes discussions on school
wide goals which must be aligned to the CNMI PSS Strategic Priorities, performance objectives
to meet the goals, general school activities, and funding needs, resources and much more. The
principal activity was to revise the SWP process to include specific student screening and progress
data, targeted improvement activities, strategies based on the data and leveraging resources. In
Phase I1I Year 4, the Office of Accountability, Research and Evaluation (ARE) revised the SWP
process and Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) with more focus on improving student
outcomes based on student data specifically for sub-groups (English Language Learners and
Students with Disabilities). The SOP includes the identification of specific goals for sub-groups
by disaggregating the data. The ARE office is the responsible office to review all SWPs for
completeness and to monitor expenditures of each school based on the individual SWP. The
intended output of this activity has been met and continues to be systematically implemented in
all schools.

Accountability: Data Dialogues
Data Dialogues to include data on K to 3" grade Star Early Literacy and Start Reading
performance and progress monitoring.
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The principal activity was to review and revise, if necessary, the Data Dialogue process to include
screening and progress monitoring data. In Phase III Year 4, the Data Dialogue process was
revised and now includes required student and grade level screening data used by all schools to
report school level data. The revisions also include the review of longitudinal data from one
screening period to another and ultimately the growth, if any, from the first screening to the third
screening. The conversations are intentional, purposeful, and focused on student academic and
behavioral data as well as student outcomes. The intended output of this activity has been met and
continues to be systematically implemented in all elementary schools.

Schools to use Plan Do Study Act (PDSA) Process to Discuss Lack of Progress

The principal activity was to implement a process the School Implementation Teams would use to
discuss student progress data and more specifically, the lack of expected progress. The schools
recently expanded the Data Dialogue process to weekly discussion at the grade level and quarterly
school level Professional Learning Collaboratives (PLC) meetings. The principal or vice principal
monitors the PLC meetings and enters the observation notes onto a Google Sheet. The processes
used to discuss student progress is unique to each school. The SSIP Core Team agreed that each
school should decide on a PDSA cycle and review process that best fits the unique needs of the
school to drill down student data for instructional planning. The schools currently use a 90 day
learning cycle process to review data, revise activities, and implement strategies. The SSIP Core
Team feels the intended output of this activity has been met and continues to be systematically
implemented in all elementary schools.

Monitoring
Improve the Instructional Review Process (IRP) to include observation data on learning
environment of students with disabilities.

The principal activity was to improve the Instructional Review Process (IRP) conducted by the
Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) to include observations of learning environments of
students with disabilities other than general education classrooms by Summer 2016.

In Phase III Year 4, a revised IRP process was implemented to account for revisions in the
Effective Learning Environment Observation Tool (ELEOT) Version 2.0. The IRP and ELEOT
continue to be systematically implemented in the schools. The IRP and observation data are
systematically collected using the ELEOT and are reported electronically in the ELEOT
application. The focus has been on reflecting and refining the instructional review process to
increase receptiveness to accepting support with a focus on collaboration rather than on evaluation
(i.e. self-reflective). The intended output of this activity has been met and continues to be
systematically implemented in all schools. For year 5, the CNMI PSS is exploring the Circle of
Collaboration in lieu of IRP that promotes rigor, engagement, and relevance.

Stakeholder Involvement in SSIP Implementation

How stakeholders have been informed of the ongoing implementation of the SSIP and how
stakeholders have had a voice and been involved in decision-making regarding the ongoing
implementation of the SSIP.
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The focus of Phase III Year 4 was to ensure the coherent improvement activities were implemented
with fidelity such as the screening procedures, the reading curriculum, literacy coaching, and the
identification and implementation of specially designed instruction. Phase III Year 4 continued to
be about data collection, analysis and reporting on the improvement activities implemented at the
classroom, school, and/or district level as applicable. The original intent in SSIP Phase I was to
have one primary stakeholder group whose responsibility was to ensure stakeholders were
involved in the decision making processes at all levels in relation to policies, procedures, or
practices that affect the PSS. In Phase II, it was decided that there needed to be various levels of
“stakeholder” groups to address the identified needs at the various levels of SSIP implementation
and evaluation. It was not practical or best practice to limit the “stakeholders” to one primary group
of individuals. The decision makers needed to be different groups relevant to the decisions that
need to be made at the classroom, school, and district level. Currently, there are stakeholder groups
that are involved at an information sharing level, such as the Parent Teacher School Association
(PTSA) summits. School level community stakeholders work more closely with the school
leadership to exchange ideas, prepare and plan school budgets, review school performance data,
offer suggestions and support school events that focus on increasing parent engagement. At the
school/community level, SSIP activities, as well as school wide improvement plans are discussed
at PTSA meetings, at parent teacher conferences, and advisory panel meetings. Discussions
include how PSS uses assessment data for school wide improvement plans and funding purposes,
how the school plans professional development and training, and how the school plans
instructional initiatives.

At the district level, the stakeholders are primarily the Principals, the Program Managers, Key
Management, members of the Board of Education subcommittees, and PTSA representatives made
up of PTSA officers. Progress on the SSIP activities and scaling up plans are the primary focal
points of discussion at these types of networking opportunities. It is at this level that stakeholders
use the infrastructure to exchange information with each other, gather feedback that is relevant to
the issue at hand, and provide broad suggestions for action.

The primary stakeholders in Phase III Year 4 were the school level implementation teams and the
district level teams responsible for monitoring fidelity of the evidence-based practices, evaluating
the implementation of improvement activities and outcomes, and reporting results to key
management. The school level implementation teams are a core group of individuals (teachers,
literacy coaches, Title I teachers, counselors, and administrators) who work together and take joint
action on an issue. The stakeholders provide input and feedback on processes, procedures, and
practices that have resulted in revisions to SOPs that were conflicting, schedules that conflict with
other events, and procedures that were redundant. It is the core group who facilitates parent
engagement at the school level and gather relevant feedback for school improvement plans
including SSIP improvement activities. School level implementation teams are involved in the
preparation of SWPs, school budgets, and school initiatives. At the school level, SSIP
implementation activities are discussed at staff meetings, data dialogues, PLCs, and instructional
planning sessions.
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How PSS monitored and measured outputs to assess effectiveness of the Implementation Plan
Phase 111 Year 4 Data on Implementation and Qutcomes

Overview

In Phase I1, an Evaluation Plan was developed that included evaluation questions and performance
indicators to determine the extent to which outcomes were being achieved and improvement
towards achieving the SIMR. Phase III Year 2 focused on the initial collection of improvement
activity data and rating the performance results based on a scoring criteria and rating scale.

In Phase III Year 3 and 4, the SSIP Core Team continued to focus on data collection and the
analysis of progress data, including the collection and reporting of secondary data, based on the
scoring rubric with a primary focus on fidelity of implementation of the activities. The SSIP Core
Team also reviewed each activity once again to determine alignment of the activity to the Theory
of Action and Logic Model and determined what level of implementation was needed for the
outcome to be considered achieved or substantially achieved or to determine if the activity was
implemented with fidelity or as it is intended to be implemented. The SSIP Core Team agreed to
continue the use of the Scoring Criteria and Rubric to rate the Performance Indicators and to
answer the evaluation questions. Updated progress data is reported in each Evaluation Question.

Below is a description of each implementation activity by strand and how the Evaluation Question
and Performance Indicator was measured and scored to determine progress from the baseline, as
indicated in Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix.

The Scoring Criteria and Rubric used to rate the Performance Indicators and answer the
Evaluation Questions was:

Score/Rubric Percent
=10-25%
=126% -50%
= | 51% - 75%
= | 76% - 100%

Data on Implementation and Outcomes by Activity Strand

Governance/Leadership:
Al. Evaluation Question (1): To what extent is the universal screening implemented in K to 3rd
Grade?
e Performance Indicator (1): 100% of all students in K to 3rd Grade are screened to
determine early literacy and reading proficiency.
e Performance Indicator (2): 100% of students with an IEP are screened to determine early
literacy and reading proficiency.

This evaluation question and the performance indicators are directly aligned with the Theory of
Action in that, if all students are screened, the teachers will have the data needed to design and
provide instructional programs and evidence-based interventions based on the individual needs of
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each student. To measure progress of the extent the screening program is in place or implemented,
baseline data of the participation rates for all students and students with an IEP was established in
SY 2016-2017 and progress data is collected and reported each year thereafter.

Data Sources used to establish the baseline and progress data were STAR Early Literacy (SEL)
and STAR Reading (SR) scores for grades K to 3™, class rosters and an excel Data Reporting form
developed by the SSIP Core team to report SSIP data. Students who are screened with an
alternative tool are counted in the total number of students screened. The Data Reporting form is
used to extract the required data from the reports generated by STAR and transfer the data to a
reportable format. The data is disaggregated by students with and without disabilities.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: Participation of All Students and Students with
an IEP. To determine annual progress on Participation, data from Screening 2 is used. The total
number of students screened using SEL or SR divided by the total number who should have been
screened. Only one score for each child is used. If the student took both SR and SEL, the score
used to monitor progress is reported. The number of students with an IEP is disaggregated.

Baseline Data: Baseline data was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress data is collected and reported from Screening 2 each year.

Screening Participation Results

SY 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
Baseline Data: Year 2 Progress Data: | Year 3 Progress Data: | Year 4 Progress Data:
All Screening 4 = Screening 2 = Screening 2: Screening 2:
Students | (1304/1308) 99% (1488/1511) 98% (1199/1208) 99% 1119/1132 =99%
Rubric =4 Rubric 4 Rubric 4 Rubric 4
IEP Screening 4 = Screening 2 = Screening 2: Screening 2:
Students | (98/101) 97% (101/101) 100% (95/95) 100% 109/109=100%
Rubric =4 Rubric 4 Rubric 4 Rubric 4

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established scoring criteria and rubric, the Phase III Year
4 progress data is rated a rubric of 4 for participation of both “All” and “IEP” students.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: The data indicate that 99% of all students were screened and
100% of students with an IEP were screened. The trend data for 3 years demonstrate a very high
percentage of all students and students with an IEP screened throughout the year. The SSIP Core
Team agrees that although this Performance Indicator has been met, participation data will
continue to be collected, reported, and monitored.

LR R R R R R R R R R R R R R R S R R

Governance/Leadership:

Al.1 Evaluation Question (2): To what extent do teachers perceive their knowledge and skills
on how to administer, analyze, and interpret the STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading data has
increased?
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e Performance Indicator (3): 100% of the teachers perceive their knowledge and skills to
administer, analyze, and interpret the STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading data has
increased to at least 90% as a result of the training/PD.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are directly aligned to the Theory of Action in
that the teachers must be able to analyze, interpret and use accurate and reliable data to plan and
provide instructional programs and evidence based-interventions based on the individual needs of
each student.

Data Sources used to determine the extent teachers perceive their knowledge and skills increased
based on training is a post training survey conducted after training has been provided. The survey
format focus on whether the training increased the participants knowledge and skill level in the
content being trained.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: Teachers were surveyed in March 2020 in order
to account for all trainings in Ren U, an online differentiated training opportunity tailored to meet
the needs of individual teachers and live webinars from Renaissance learning trainers.

Baseline Data: Baseline data was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress data is reported each year after training is provided.

Teachers Post Training Survey Results:
SY 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
Baseline Data Year 2 Progress Data Year 3 Progress Data Year 4 Progress Data
Purpose: Purpose: Purpose: Purpose:
(52/56) =93% Rubric 4 (85/96) = 89% Rubric 4 (56/63) 89% Rubric 4 (84/92) =91% Rubric 4
Navigation: Identification of Intervention: | Navigating: Navigating:
(54/56) =96% Rubric 4 (81/95) = 85% Rubric 4 (59/63) 94% Rubric 4 (84/92) 91% Rubric 4
Administration: Planning for Intervention: Administration: Administration:
(54/56) =96% Rubric 4 (82/96) = 85% Rubric 4 (58/63) 92% Rubric 4 (85/92) 92% Rubric 4
Analysis and Interpretation: | Progress Monitoring: Analysis and Interpretation Analysis and Interpretation
(52/56) =93% Rubric 4 (82/96) = 85% Rubric 4 (58/63) 92% Rubric 4 (82/92) 89% Rubric 4

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase III Year
4 progress data rated all four areas a rubric of 4.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: The data indicated an increase in the number and percent of
teachers who perceived their knowledge and skills increased in knowing the “Purpose,” as a result
of the PD provided in Ren U over last year. The “Administration” remained the same as last year’s
survey while “Navigating” and “Analysis and Interpretation” decreased by three percentage points.
Based on the data and the high percentage of agreement from teachers, the SSIP Core Team agreed
that professional development provided through Ren U is a viable and cost effective means to
provide ongoing professional development to teachers. The SSIP Core Team agrees this
Performance Indicator has been met and data will no longer be reported in the SSIP; however,
teachers will continue to use Ren U and webinars for ongoing PD and data will be reviewed and
monitored by principals.

LR S R TR R S R R TR R S S R R TR S R TR R TR T TR
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Governance/Leadership: Al: Implement a Universal Screening in all K to 3 grade
A1.2 Evaluation Question (3): To what extent do teachers administer STAR Early Literacy and
STAR Reading procedures with fidelity?
e Performance Indicator (4): 100% of the teachers assigned to administer the screening
tests, administer the test with fidelity in accordance with the Standard Operating Procedure.

This evaluation question and the performance indicator are directly aligned to the Theory of Action
in that the administration of the test must be conducted with fidelity to ensure accuracy and
reliability of the test results. Implementation of the universal screening involved the development
of standard operating procedures (SOP) and a means to observe the teachers administering the
screening to ensure fidelity by all teachers assigned to administer the screening. A draft SOP was
disseminated to teachers, revised based on feedback from the stakeholders, and finalized in
December 2016. In Phase III Year 3, the SOP is systemically implemented throughout the system
in all elementary schools, including the scale up schools.

Data Sources used to establish baseline and progress data was the Standard Operating Procedures
(SOP), an adapted STAR EL/SR Screening Fidelity Observation Form, and the list of teachers
observed.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: The school principal or designee conducts
observations before, during and after the screening using an adapted STAR EL/SR Screening
Fidelity Observation Form. The measurement of fidelity is the number of teachers who administer
the screening in accordance with the SOP divided by the total number of teachers observed in all
SSIP schools.

Baseline Data: Baseline data was established in SY 2016-2017.

Progress Data: Progress Data is collected and reported each year. For the purposes of SSIP report
submitted each year in April, the observation data of the screening closest to the SSIP report date
is used to measure and report progress in the SSIP.

Screening Procedures Conducted with Fidelity

SY 2016-2017
Baseline Data

SY 2017-2018
Year 2 Progress Data

SY 2018-2019
Year 3 Progress Data

SY 2019-2020
Year 4 Progress Data

Screening 4 = 88%
(36/44)
Rubric =4

Screening 2 = 93%
(56/60)
Rubric 4

Screening 1 = (38/44)
86%
Rubric 4

Screening 2= (26/35)
74%

Rubric 3

Screening 1 =(20/29)
69%
Rubric 3

Screening 2 = (22/29)
76%
Rubric 4

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data is rated a rubric of 3 for Screening #1 and a 4 for Screening #2.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: The data indicate a 17% decrease for Screening #1 and a 2%
increase for Screening #2 in the number and percent of teachers who were rated clearly evident in
the administration of the screening tool in accordance with the SOP. For SY2019-2020, the school
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administrators focused on completing fidelity data for new teachers and teachers demonstrating
struggles with the STAR EL and/or STAR Reading administration. For Screening 1, 29 teachers
from the three schools were observed administering all fidelity areas of the screener. Of the 29
teachers, 20 or 69% were rated as clearly evident in the administration of the screening tool in
accordance with the SOP. In Screening 2, 29 teachers were observed administering all areas of the
fidelity checklist, and of the 29, 22 or 76% received a rating of clearly evident in all areas of the
screener. The SSIP Core team agrees this indicator has not been met and data will continue to be
collected and reported for all teachers.

LR R R R R R R R R R R S R R R R R R S R

Governance/Leadership: Al: Implement a Universal Screening in all K to 3" grade
A1.3 Evaluation Question (4): As a result of the PD and TA, to what extent was there increased
use of screening data to improve reading?
e Performance Indicator (5): 100% of teachers use STAR EL/SR Instructional Planning
Tool to plan instruction based on screening data.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are directly aligned to the Theory of Action in
that planning and providing instruction and evidence-based intervention for students based on their
performance data ensures students are provided appropriate, specially-designed instruction that
meet their unique needs.

Data Sources used to establish baseline and progress data for this performance indicator were the
RL Instructional Planning Reports and the Professional Learning Community (PLC) Collaborative
Observation Form. The observation form, developed by the SSIP Core Team, is a Google form
that principals use to record specific collaborative indicators during PLC meetings such as
Participation, Level of Engagement, and Topic of Discussion. The Renaissance Learning (RL)
Instructional Planning Reports are used to inform differentiated instruction on a class or student
level and ensure instructional planning is systematic and based on student level data. Principals
monitor the teachers’ usage of the RL by accessing the online reports on a daily, weekly, or
monthly basis.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: To collect baseline and progress data for this
indicator, the principals reviewed the K to 3™ grade teachers’ access and use of the RL Instructional
Planning Reports. Due to differences in the Renaissance STAR assessment structure, the principals
are not able to view the instructional groups created by the teachers. Teachers are required to
submit hard copies of the instructional groupings as evidence the RL Instructional Planning is
used. The total number of teachers who have accessed and used the RL Instructional Planning
Report divided by the total number of teachers who should have accessed and used the reports was
used as the formula to determine baseline and progress data.

Baseline Data: Baseline data was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress data is collected and reported each year.
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STAR EL/SR Use of Instructional Planning Tool

SY 2016-2017
Baseline Data

SY 2017-2018
Year 2 Progress Data

SY 2018-2019
Year 3 Progress Data

SY 2019-2020
Year 4 Progress Data

(57/57) or 100% Teachers
used the RL Planning
Tool: Rubric =4

(63/63) 100% Teachers
used the RL Planning Tool:
Rubric =4

(63/63) 100% Teachers
used the RL Planning
Tool: Rubric =4

(56/56) 100% Teachers
used the RL Planning
Tool: Rubric 4

Phase III Year 4 Rubric:

Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase III Year

4 progress data is rated a rubric of 4.

Phase 111 Year 4 Data Analysis: Based on the 3 year trend data SY2017-2018 to SY2019-2020,
all teachers use the Renaissance Learning (RL) Instructional Planning tool to design differentiated
instruction for their class on a student level and to ensure instructional planning is systematic and
based on student level data. The SSIP Core Team have agreed this Performance Indicator has been
met and the data will no longer be reported in SSIP. However, the principals will continue to
monitor the teachers’ use of the planning tool.

LR R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Governance/Leadership: Al: Implement a Universal Screening in all K to 3" grade
A1.3 Evaluation Question (4): As a result of the PD and TA, to what extent was there increased
use of screening data to improve reading?
¢ Performance Indicator (6): 100% of the PLC meetings show evidence of discussion from
all members of screening and progress monitoring data to plan and deliver reading
instruction.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are directly aligned to the Theory of Action in
that collaborative planning with all instructional stakeholders ensure that the student is provided a
learning environment designed by all providers to best meet the needs of every child. The principal
activity was to design and implement a purposeful process to facilitate collaboration between
general education and special education teachers that focuses on student data and instructional
planning. The Professional Learning Community (PLC) participants include grade level general
education and special education teachers, teacher aides, Literacy Coaches, and Title I teachers.

Data Sources used to establish baseline and progress data for this indicator were the PLC Meeting
agenda, participants’ attendance sheet, meeting minutes, and PLC Observations.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: The SSIP Core Team agreed to collect at least one
observation per month (August through March) per grade per school to monitor the collaborative
efforts of grade level PLC meetings. The principals will report the number of meetings observed
with the topic of discussion rating of 3 or 4 with “yes” on item J of the observation form divided
by the total number of observations. In SY 2017-2018, the SSIP Core team agreed to use a
cumulative count for Data Discussion to measure and report progress on this performance
indicator.

Baseline Data: Baseline data was established in SY 2016-2017 in three areas; Participation, Level
of Engagement, and Data Discussions.
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Progress Data: The Data Discussion component of the observation tool is used to measure and
report progress for this performance Indicator.

Meeting Observations: Fidelity

SY 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
Baseline Data Year 2 Progress Data | Year 3 Progress Data Year 4
Progress Data
Participation 64% (9/14) Data Discussion: Data Discussion: Data Discussion:
Level of Engagement 86% (12/14) | (10/13) 77% (85/88) 97% (44/44) 100%
Data Discussion: 93% (13/14)
Rubric: 3 Rubric: 3 Rubric: 4 Rubric 4

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase 111
Year 4 progress data is rated a rubric of 4.

Phase 111 Year 4 Data Analysis: The data indicate that 100% of the PLC meetings show evidence
that data discussions include screening and progress monitoring data to plan and deliver reading
instruction. This is a 3% increase from SY 2018-2019. Based on this data, the SSIP Core Team
agree that this Performance Indicator data, although met, will continue to be collected, monitored,
and reported one more year.
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Governance/Leadership: A2: Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum

In the Implementation Plan submitted in Phase I, there are four evaluation questions and seven
performance indicators under this strand of Governance/Leadership. Over time, the number of
evaluation questions and performance indicators were reduced.

A2 Evaluation Question (5): To what extent is the early literacy and reading curriculum
implemented with fidelity in the schools?

e Performance Indicator (7): 100% of the classrooms demonstrate evidence of at least
75% of the indicators in each of the following areas of the Journeyvs Common Core
Curriculum fidelity checklist; Classroom Environment, Whole Group Instruction, Small
Group Instruction and Independent Practice (Implementation).

e Performance Indicator (10): 100% of the teachers demonstrate improved instructional
practices in reading over time.

This evaluation question and performance indicators 7 and 10 are directly aligned to the Theory of
Action and the SiMR. If students are expected to read at grade level by 3™ grade, the SiMR,
students must be provided evidence-based reading instruction delivered by competent teachers
who emphasize the essential components of reading. The principal activity was to select and
implement an early literacy and reading curriculum in K to 3™ grade. Beginning the Spring of
2016, a reading curriculum was selected, materials ordered, and training conducted on the new
curriculum. In order to ensure the new curriculum was implemented with fidelity, the SSIP Core
Team, with stakeholders from the Office of Curriculum and Instruction, adopted a Fidelity
Checklist to be incorporated into the Instructional Review Process (IRP). In Phase III Year 3,
Performance Indicator 9 was deleted due to the redundancy of the measurement.
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Data Sources used to establish baseline and progress data were the Instructional Review Process
(IRP) report and What to Look for in the Journeys Common Core Classroom observation form,
including the Journeys Core Curriculum Fidelity Checklist. The observation form includes
observations of numerous indicators in the areas of Classroom Environment, Whole Group
Instruction, Small Group Instruction, and Independent Practice. In Phase III Year 3, additional
observation forms were included in the IRP.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: The total number of classrooms observed with at
least 9 of 12 (75%) of the components rated as evident divided by the total number of classrooms
observed. The average score per school and average for all target schools is calculated for SSIP
reporting. Observations will be conducted once per year at the state level by the Office of
Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) in at least 80% of the classrooms. For SY 2019-2020, the SSIP
Core Team agreed 50% of the classroom observations would be conducted by OCI and 50% by
the principals. The combined observation results will be reported in Phase III Year 4. The
Principals will continue to monitor teachers who do not meet at least 75% of the components.

Baseline Data: Baseline data was established in SY 2017-2018.
Progress Data: Progress data will be collected and reported each year.

Reading Curriculum Fidelity Check

SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
Baseline Data Year 2 Progress Data Year 3 Progress Data
Performance Indicator (7): | Performance Indicator (7): | Performance Indicator (7):
0/10 = 0% 2/25=8% 14/17 = 82%
Rubric 4
Performance Indicator (9): | Performance Indicator (9):
10/14=71% Deleted
Performance Indicator (10): Performance Indicator (10): Performance Indicator (10):
No Data Available No Data Available Average of 2 target schools: 0/12
=0%
Rubric 1

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, Phase III Year
4 progress data is a Rubric of 4 for Indicator #7 and a Rubric of 1 for Indicator 10.

Phase I1I Year 4 Data Analysis: The data collection procedures indicate that at least 80% of the
classrooms must be observed. The progress data showed that only 30% of the teachers in the
three schools were observed. The low number and percent of the observations was due to two of
the schools on double session schedule due to the 2018 super typhoon. Of the observation data
that was available, only 14 of 17 teachers were observed or 82% in the three target schools
demonstrated evidence of implementing at least 75% of the Journey’s components with fidelity.
Though the percentage is significantly higher than previous year’s data, it reflects observations
from only 30% of the teachers from the three schools. The super typhoon in October 2018, and the
closure of the schools impacted the ability of the Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) to
conduct all the observations as required, 80%. The environmental factors after the storm
significantly impacted the principals’ ability to conduct the fidelity observations as originally
planned and school schedules were reduced from six instructional blocks to four. Based on the
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progress data, the SSIP Core Team agrees Performance Indicators 7 and 10 have not been met to
date and remain a high priority focus. Data will continue to be collected and reported.
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Governance/Leadership: A2: Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum
A2.1 Evaluation Question (6): To what extent do the teachers demonstrate competency in
teaching the essential components of reading?
e Performance Indicator (8): 100% of the teachers perceive their knowledge of the reading
components have increased in the following reading components: Reading Components
Big Idea, Phonemic Awareness. Phonics, Fluency, Vocabulary, Comprehension.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are directly aligned to the Theory of Action
and the SiMR. If students are expected to read at grade level by 3™ grade, the SiMR, students
must be provided evidence-based reading instruction delivered by competent teachers who have
been provided explicit training on the components of reading. The principal activity was to provide
training on the components of reading and conduct post training surveys to determine changes in
teachers’ perceptions of their knowledge and skills based on the training.

Baseline Data: Baseline data was established in SY 2016.
Progress Data: Progress Data is collected and reported every year thereafter.

Post-Training Survey Results

SY 2017-2018 | SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
2016-2017 Baseline Data Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data

Survey 1: Survey 2: Survey 3 Survey 4: Survey 1 Survey 1 Survey 1
Feb 2016: Feb 2017: March 2017 | Sept 2017
Reading Reading Fluency Fluency Comprehension | Reading Big Reading Big Ideas
Big Ideas Big Ideas (5/49) (19/57) (72/96) or 75% | ldeas (43/92) 47%
(8/49) (19/44) 10.2% 33% (31/64) 48% Rubric 2
16.3% 43% Rubric 2 Fluency: (58/92)
Rubric of 1 | Rubric of 2 | Rubric of 1 Rubric of 1 | Rubric of 3 Fluency: 63%

(40/64) 63% Rubric 3

Rubric 3
Phonemic Phonemic Vocabulary | Vocabulary Phonemic Phonemic
Awareness | Awareness | (3/49) (25/57) Awareness Awareness
(6/49) (26/44) 6.1% 44% (42/64) 66% (58/92)
12.2% 49% Rubric 3 63%
Rubric of 1 | Rubric of 2 | Rubric of 1 | Rubric of 2 Phonics (43/64) | Rubric 3

67% Phonics (63/92)

Rubric 3 68%

Rubric 3

Phonics Phonics Comprehension (3/48) 6% Vocabulary Vocabulary
(14/49) (22/44) (43/64) 67% (63/92) 68%
29% 50% Rubric of 1 Rubric 3 Rubric 3
Rubric of 2 | Rubric of 2 Comprehension | Comprehension

(45/64) 70% (62/92) 67%

Rubric 3 Rubric 3
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Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data for the six components of Reading are rated a rubric range from 2 in the Big Idea
to 3 in all other areas.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: The data indicate slight decreases in the number and percent of
teachers who perceived their knowledge of the reading components increased as a result of
professional development. There was a 1% increase for two of the reading components: “Phonics”
and “Vocabulary.” One component remained the same while the other two components had slight
decreases. The SSIP Core Team agrees this Performance Indicator has not been met and remains
a high priority. Data will continue to be collected and reported.
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Governance/Leadership: A2: Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum
A2.1 Evaluation Question (6): To what extent do the teachers demonstrate competency in
teaching the essential components of reading?
e Performance Indicator (11): 100% of students with an IEP have access to evidence-
based core reading instruction.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are directly aligned to the Theory of Action
and the SiMR. If students are expected to read at grade level by 3™ grade, the SiMR, students
must have access to and benefit from evidence-based reading instruction.

Data Sources used to measure this indicator were the Instructional Review Process (IRP) report
and the Effective Learning Environment Observation Tool (ELEOT) Rating.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: The Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) is
responsible to conduct annual instructional review processes in all schools and all classrooms. The
tools used to collect the observation data are the Instructional Review Process (IRP) reports and
the Effective Learning Environment Observation Tool (ELEOT) Version 2.0 for Phase III Year 3.
The process also includes a review of the teachers’ Understanding by Design (UBD) plans, daily
lesson plans, and interviews. For this indicator, three (3) ELEOT items were used to respond to
the evaluation question. For each school, the number of classroom observations rated as “very
evident” and “evident” on each of the items divided by the total number of classrooms observed
was calculated. For SSIP reporting, the average score of the three schools is reported. In Phase
IIT Year 3, AdvanceED revised its ELEOT. As a result of the revisions, the number and letter
system in the learning environments were changed; therefore, two of the three indicators are
different than the previous SSIP report, as described below. The ELEOT 2.0 version items used
for this indictor are listed below.
e Al: Learners engage in differentiated learning opportunities and/or activities that meet
their needs.
e (3: Learners are supported by teacher, their peers and or other resources to understand
the content and accomplish tasks.
e D3: Learners are actively engaged in the learning activities.
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Baseline Data: Baseline data was established in SY 2016-2017.

Progress Data: Progress data is reported every thereafter.

Trend Data: Over 4 Years 3 ELEOT Items

SY 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 | SY 2018-2019 | SY 2019-2020
Baseline Data Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Progress Data | Progress Data | Progress Data
SY14-15 SY15-16 SY16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
Al: 85% Al: 90% Al: 94% Al: 47% Al: 67% Al: 60%
C4: 87% C4: 87% C4: 98% C4: 91% C3: 100% C3: 80%
C5: 54% C5: 78% C5: 95% C5: 64% D3: 100% D3: 73%
Average: 75% Average: 85% | Average 96% | Average 67% Average: 89% | Average: 71%
Rubric: 4 Rubric: 4 Rubric: 4 Rubric 3 Rubric 4 Rubric 3

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data is rated a rubric of 3.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: The data indicates decreases in all three (3) of the ELEOT items
used to measure if students with IEPs have access to evidence-based core reading instruction in an
equitable learning environment and overall average from 89% to 71% in Phase I1I Year 4. Similar
to SY 2018-2019, the area of most difficulty, based on the data, is engagement in differentiated
learning opportunities and activities that meet their needs (A1). The OCI will continue to conduct
instructional reviews using the IRP in all schools annually and the principals have agreed to
continue regular observations in all classrooms throughout the year. Based on progress data, the
SSIP Core Team agree that data will continue to be collected and reported for all three indicators
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Governance/Leadership: A2: Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum

A2.2 Evaluation Question (7): To what extent did student performance improve over time?
(Long Term Outcome)

A2.3 Evaluation Question (8): What are the overall impacts for reading instruction for students
with and without disabilities?

e Performance Indicator (12): 100% of students with IEPs increased their reading
performance over time as measured by the STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading
results.

e Performance Indicator (12.1): Number and Percent of students whose scaled score
improved from Screening#1 to Screening#3, but did not reach benchmark divided by the
number of students with no improvement plus number of students with improvement, but
not close to benchmark plus number of students with improvement close to benchmark
plus number of students with improvement to benchmark [(b+c)/(a+b+c+d)].

¢ Performance Indicator (13): 100% of all students increased their reading proficiency over
time as measured by the STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading results

e Performance Indicator (13.1): Number and Percent of students whose scaled score
improved from Screening#1 to Screening#3, but did not reach benchmark divided by the
number of students with no improvement plus number of students with improvement, but
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not close to benchmark plus number of students with improvement close to benchmark
plus number of students with improvement to benchmark [(b+c)/(a+b+c+d)].

These evaluation questions and performance indicators are most directly aligned to the Theory of
Action and the SiMR. In order to measure the impact of the improvement activities on reading
proficiency over time, the SSIP Core Team, with input from school stakeholders, agreed to collect
and report student growth data in the following data displays:

a=No improvement

b=Improvement, but not close to benchmark

c=Improvement, close to benchmark

d=Improvement to benchmark

e=Maintained or exceeded benchmark

Proficiency on STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading will continue to be collected and reported
as the number and percent at or above benchmark. The additional data sets will address number
and percent of students who demonstrate improvement over time.

Data Sources used to establish baseline and progress data were the Star Early Literacy and STAR
Reading results, for students with and without disabilities for Screenings #1, #2, and #3.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: For SSIP reporting, the total number of students
with and without disabilities at or above benchmark, will continue to be collected and reported.
For baseline data, SY16-17 Screening #4 was used. The total number of students at or above
benchmark divided by the total number of students who were screened. The screening schedule
was revised in SY 17-18 and reduced the number of screenings to three. In order to measure growth
over time, the SSIP Core Team, with input from school level stakeholders, incorporated two
summary outcome statements described below: The number and percent of students who increased
subscale score for screening #1 to #3 to a level close to benchmark and improvement to benchmark
and number and percent who maintained or exceeded benchmark performance level.

Summary Qutcome #1

Number and percent of students whose scaled score improved from Screening #1 to Screening #3,
but did not reach benchmark as per above improvement levels divided by the number of students
with no improvement plus number of students with improvement, but not close to benchmark plus
number of students with improvement close to benchmark plus number of students with
improvement to benchmark [(b+c)/(a+b+c+d)].

Summary Qutcome #2

Number and Percent of students whose scaled score improved from Screening #1 to Screening #3
that reached benchmark or maintained or exceeded benchmark divided by the total number of
students screened [(d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)].

Two (2) additional data sets are collected to determine the extent students with IEPs increased
reading performance over time. The data collected was the number and percent of students who
improved in scaled scores from Screening #1 to Screening #3 as described in the outcome

April 01, 2020; Page 22





Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) IDEA Part B

SSIP Phase I1I Year 4: (C1) Data on Implementation and Outcomes

statements above.

The data collected also included the number and percent of students who

improved in scaled scores from Screening #1 to Screening #3 and who maintained performance
level at or above benchmark regardless of increase in scaled scores.

Baseline Data: Baseline Data was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress Data is collected and reported yearly thereafter.

Screening Results

Baseline Data: SY 2016-2017

IEP Students at or Above

All Students at or Above

Screening 1: 7% (6/84) a Rubric of 1
Screening 2: 14% (12/88) a Rubric of 1
Screening 3: 9% (8/90) a Rubric of 1
Baseline Screening 4: 14% (14/98)
Rubric 1

Screening 1: 26% (310/1215) a Rubric of 2
Screening 2: 39% (488/1215) a Rubric of 2
Screening 3: 39% (503/1283) a Rubric of 2
Baseline Screening 4: 41% (536/1308)
Rubric 2

Year 2 Progress Data SY 2017-2018

IEP Students at or Above

All Students at or Above

Screening 1: 11% (10/80) Rubric 1
Screening 2: 8% (8/101) Rubric 1
Screening 3: 12% (16/131) Rubric 1

Screening 1: 33% (406/1240)
Screening 2: 32% (469/ 1488)
Screening 3: 45% (565/1173)

Rubric 1 Rubric 2
Year 3 Progress Data SY 2018-2019
IEP Students at or Above All Students at or Above

Screening 1: 6% (6/102) Rubric 1
Screening 2: 9% (8/95) Rubric 1
Screening 3: 8% (9/113) Rubric 1

Screening 1: 32% (384/1210) Rubric 2
Screening 2: 38% (451/1199) Rubric 2
Screening 3: 45% (544/1209) Rubric 2

Year 4 Progress Data SY 2019-2020

IEP Students at or Above

All Students at or Above

Screening 1: 7% (7/106) Rubric 1
Screening 2: 7% (8/109) Rubric 1
Screening 3: Not Available (at SSIP
Submission)

Screening 1: 33% (374/1134) Rubric 2
Screening 2: 41% (456/1119) Rubric 2
Screening 3: Not Available (at SSIP Submission)

Closing the Gap Phase 11l Year 2 Data SY 2017-2018

Growth

All Students

Students with IEPs

Summary Statement 1:
Number and Percent of students
whose STAR Early Literacy or
STAR Reading scaled scores
increased, but did not reach

Rubric 3

Screening #1 to Screening #3:
(606/850) 71%

Screening #1 to Screening #3:
(57/78) 73%

Rubric 3

[(d +e) +(atbt+ctdte)

benchmark
[(b + c)/(atbtctd)
Summary Statement 2: Screening #1 to Screening #3: | Screening #1 to Screening #3:
Number and Percent of students | (459//1173) 39% (39/99) 39%
who reached, maintained or
exceeded benchmark Rubric 2 Rubric 2
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Closing the Gap Phase III Year 3

Data SY 2018-2019

Growth

All Students

Students with IEPs

Summary Statement 1:
Number and Percent of students
whose STAR Early Literacy or
STAR Reading scaled scores
increased, but did not reach
benchmark

[(b+ c¢)/(atbtctd)

Screening #1 to Screening #2:

(570/826) 69%

Rubric 3

Screening #1 to Screening #2:
(56/82) 68%

Rubric 3

Summary Statement 2:
Number and Percent of students
who reached, maintained or
exceeded benchmark

[(d +e) +(atbt+ctdte)

Screening #1 to Screening #2:

(427/1114) 38%

Rubric 2

Screening #1 to Screening #2:
(11/86) 13%

Rubric 1

Summary Statement 1:
Number and Percent of students
who reached, maintained or
exceeded benchmark

[(d + e) H(atbtct+d+e)

Screening #1 to Screening #3:

534/809 = 66%
Rubric 3

Screening #1 to Screening #3:
(78/94) 83%
Rubric 4

Summary Statement 2:

Screening #1 to Screening #3:

Screening #1 to Screening #3:

Number and Percent of students | (538/117) 48% (13/98) 13%

who reached, maintained or Rubric 2 Rubric 1

exceeded benchmark

[(d + e) +(atbtct+dte)

Closing the Gap Phase 111 Year 4 Data SY 2019-2020

Growth All Students Students with IEPs

Summary Statement 1:
Number and Percent of students
whose STAR Early Literacy or
STAR Reading scaled scores
increased, but did not reach
benchmark

[(b+ c¢)/(atb+ctd)

Screening #1 to Screening #2
(only reflects 2 of 3 schools):
Score: 272/422 = 65%
Rubric 3

Screening #1 to Screening #2
(Only reflects 2 of 3 schools):
Score: 40/57 = 70%

Rubric 3

Summary Statement 2:
Number and Percent of students
who reached, maintained or
exceeded benchmark

[(d +e) +(atbt+ctdte)

Screening #1 to Screening #2:

Score: 278/624 = 45%
Rubric 2

Screening #1 to Screening #2
(Only reflects 2 of 3 schools)
6/62 =10%

Rubric 1

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, Phase III Year 4
progress data are rated:

All Students: Summary Statement 1 (Rubric of 3) and Summary Statement 2 (Rubric of 2)
IEP Students: Summary Statement 1 (Rubric of 3) and Summary Statement 2 (Rubric of 1)

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: Closing the Gap Data for Phase Il Year 4 indicate a decrease
in the percent of students who increased scaled scores, but did not reach benchmark (Summary
Statement 1) and an increase in those who reached, maintained or exceeded benchmark. For
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students with disabilities, there was an increase (+2%) in the percent of students who increased
scaled scores, but did not reach benchmark, but the percent in those who reach, maintained or
exceeded benchmark decreased by 2%.

For Summary Statement 1, there was a 5% difference between all students and students with IEPs
with students with IEPs exceeding the results of all students. Though it appears that the gap is
closing, it should be noted that the results only reflects two of the three schools. For Summary
Statement 2, there is a significant gap, 35%, between All and IEP compared to Year 3 progress
data. Once again, a caution is made as the data only reflects two of the three target schools. With
the data for the third school, more valid and reliable comparisons will be made. Further data
analysis of the STAR EL and STAR Reading results for all students and students with an IEP is
discussed in Section C2: Data Discussion and Data Visuals. The SSIP Core Team agree this
evaluation question and performance indicator does show students with IEPs are progressing, the
indicators have not been fully met and continue to remain a focus area for data collection and
reporting.
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Professional Development: B: Establish a Professional Development (PD) and Technical
Assistance (TA) Structure that include components for effective PD and TA
B1 Evaluation Question (9): To what extent did providers adhere to established PD and TA
Structure and Procedures?
e Performance Indicator (14): 100% of the PD provided to instructional staff followed the
PD structure and Procedures.

The principal activity was to establish an effective professional development and technical
assistance structure based on acceptable practices for delivering professional development. This
evaluation question and performance indicator are aligned to the Theory of Action and SiIMR in
that effective professional development includes a focus on specific content, theory and discussion
with ample opportunities for active learning such as through modeling and coaching.

Data Sources used to measure the extent PD was provided in accordance with the PD and TA
Structure was the file review of PD protocols submitted to the Office of Accountability Research
and Evaluation (ARE).

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: In Phase III Year 3, the SSIP Core Team revised
the Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) in regards to the responsible office for PD Planning.
Prior to any professional development, the PD plan is submitted to the Office of Student Support
Services for review and/or additional clarification and to determine if the requesting office
followed the PD Protocol. The measurement of this indicator is the total number of PDs aligned
with procedures divided by total number of PDs provided.

Baseline Data: Baseline Data was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress data is collected and reported yearly.
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SY 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
Baseline Data Year 2 Progress Data | Year 3 Progress Data | Year 4 Progress Data
2/3 or 67% 4 /5 or 80% 1/4 or 25% 4/4 or 100%

Rubric 2 Rubric 4 Rubric 1 Rubric 4

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase III Year
4 progress data is rated a rubric of 4, a significant increase from previous year’s data.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: In Phase 111 Year 4, there were four Professional Development
events provided to teachers of all elementary schools. All four followed the PD SOP. This is an
increase of 75% in performance from Year 3. The SSIP Core Team discussed the possible reason
for the adherence to the SOP and agreed that identifying a lead responsible person for submission
of the PD plan has increased the probability for compliance of the SOP. Though the data for this
year reflects 100% compliance with the SOP, the SSIP Core Team agrees this evaluation question
and performance indicator have not been met and remains a high priority for data collection and
reporting since at least a 3-year trend has not been established.
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Professional Development: B: Establish a Professional Development and Technical Assistance
Structure that include components for effective PD and TA
B1 Evaluation Question (9): To what extent did providers adhere to established PD and TA
Structure and Procedures?
e Performance Indicator (15): 100% of PD Participants report they were satisfied with the
quality, intensity and opportunities for practice and feedback of the PD provided.

The principal activity was to establish an effective professional development and technical
assistance structure based on acceptable practices for delivering professional development. This
evaluation question and performance indicator are aligned to the Theory of Action and SiMR in
that the effectiveness of professional development should be measured by the participants of the
PD.

Data Sources used to measure the participants’ satisfaction with the PD were Post-PD Surveys.
The data sources for Phase IIl Year 3 report were three survey items from training on the
Foundations of Reading for new teachers, Ren U STAR Early Literacy/STAR Reading
Administration, Scoring and Analysis and Impact Cycle for Instructional Coaching
Implementation Survey.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: Post PD surveys are conducted directly after the
PD event. Most surveys are done on a Google or other web based format to allow for immediate
results. If paper/pencil surveys are used, the Office of ARE is responsible to tally the responses
and report the results. The measurement is the total number of teachers who respond they are
satisfied with quality, intensity, opportunities for practice divided by the total number of teachers
who should have taken the survey. Survey questions asked about the spacing of the training,
opportunity for varied learning opportunities, coaching and feedback, and training built on
previously learned skills and knowledge.
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Baseline Data: Baseline Data was established in SY 2016-2017.

Progress Data: Progress Data, post PD survey results, will be collected and reported after every

PD provided to staff.

PD Survey Results

Baseline Data: 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
Year 2 Progress Data Year 3 Progress Data Year 4 Progress
Data
Modeling - 86% Modeling - 81% (59/73) | Modeling: (49/64) 77% Modeling:
(60/70) Rubric 4 Rubric 4 Rubric 4 (63/92) 68%
Rubric 3
Spaced - 60% (42/70) Spaced — No data Spaced: (21/64) 33% Spaced: (32/92)
Rubric 3 available for SY2017-18 | Rubric 2 35%
Rubric 2
Varied learning Varied learning Varied Learning Varied Learning
opportunities - 77% opportunities — No data | Opportunities: (30/64) 47% | Opportunities:
(54/70) available for SY2017-18 | Rubric 2 (42/92) 46%
Rubric 4 Rubric 2
Coaching & Feedback- | Coaching & Feedback — | Coaching & Feedback Coaching &
56% (39/70) 80% (58/73) Rubric4 | (31/64) 48% Feedback
Rubric 3 Rubric 2 (46/92) 50%
Rubric 2
Analyzing & Analyzing & Reflecting | Analyzing & Reflecting: | Analyzing &
Reflecting- 70%(49/70) | — 85% (62/73) (32/64) 50% Reflecting:
Rubric 3 Rubric 4 Rubric 2 (50/92) 54%
Rubric 3
Scaffolding-73% Scaffolding — No data Scaffolding: (32/64) 50% Scaffolding:
(51/70) available for SY2017-18 | Rubric 2 (51/92) 55%
Rubric 4 Rubric 3

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data ranged from a rating of Rubric 3 in Modeling and Scaffolding to 2 in the other
areas.

Phase I1I Year 4 Data Analysis: Based on the data, there were decreases in the percent of teachers
who perceived they were provided “modeling and varied learning opportunities,” as instructional
strategies as a result of the PD. Based on the survey data, “modeling” appears to rate the highest
response from teachers. This may be the result of training primarily focused on modeling
strategies. The SSIP Core Team agrees that this Performance Indicator has not been met and
professional development will continue to be monitored to ensure PD is effectively provided. Data
will continue to be collected and reported.

LR S R TR R S R R TR R S S R SR TR S R TR R S R T R

Professional Development: B: Establish a Professional Development and Technical Assistance
Structure that include components for effective PD and TA
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B1.1 Evaluation Question (10): As a result of TA provided, to what extent did the special
education teachers increase their knowledge and skills in developing, reviewing and revising
appropriate IEPs?
e Performance Indicator (16): 100% of teachers who perceive their knowledge and skills
in developing, reviewing and revising IEPs has increased.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are aligned to the Theory of Action and the
SiMR. An Individualized Education Program (IEP) is the framework that outlines the educational
program for students with disabilities. The IEP includes a description of the student’s present level
of academic and functional performance (PLAAFP) based on a variety of data, annual goals the
student is expected to achieve, and the specially-designed instruction the student will need to
achieve those goals. It was essential to provide ongoing training on the IEP process to special
education teachers and school level IEP teams if we expect students to achieve the SIMR. In the
original Evaluation Plan submitted in Phase II, the CNMI did not include a short-term outcome for
this activity. A short-term outcome was added in Phase III.

Data Sources used to measure the teachers’ perception of increased knowledge and skills in the
IEP processes are Self-Assessment Post-TA Surveys.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: Technical Assistance was provided to Special
Education teachers and IEP teams on the IEP process. Training included the roles and
responsibilities of IEP team members, how to determine the present level of performance, annual
goals, and specially-designed instruction. Training strategies included IEP peer reviews, the
“stranger test,” coaching and modeling by the facilitator and practice-based opportunities. The
baseline Self-Assessment Survey was conducted in the Spring of 2016. The survey focused on the
competence level on three indicators: PLAAFP, annual goals, and specially-designed instruction.
Teachers were asked to rate their knowledge of PLAAFP, Annual Goals, and Specially-Designed
Instruction after the training. The score included the percentage of teachers that related their
knowledge level as moderate or high after the training.

Baseline Data: Baseline Data was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress Data, post PD survey results, is collected and reported after every PD
provided to staff.

Special Education Teacher Survey Results

SY 2017-2018

SY 2018-2019

SY 2019-2020

Baseline Data: 2016-2017 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Survey 1: Survey 2: Survey 1: Survey 1: Survey 1:
May 2016 March 2017 November 2017 March 2019 March 2020

PLAAFP: 25%

PLAAFP: 30%

PLAAFP: 87%

PLAAFP: 100%

PLAAFP: 90%

Annual Goals: 13%

Annual Goals 50%

Annual Goals: 50%

Annual Goals: 100%

Annual Goals: 70%

Specially-designed
Instruction: 13%

Specially-designed
Instruction: 30%

Specially-designed
Instruction: 87%

Specially-designed
Instruction: 63%

Specially-designed
Instruction: 70%
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Average of all Average of all Average of all Average of all Average of all
components: 17% components: 37% components: 75% components: 88% components: 77%
Rubric of 1 Rubric of 2 Rubric of 3 Rubric of 4 Rubric of 4

Phase I1I Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data is rated a rubric of 4.

Phase I1I Year 4 Data Analysis: For this reporting period, only one training on the IEP process
was provided to special education and general education teachers on the IEP process, and the
development of the PLAAFP, Annual Goals, and Specially Designed Instruction. Based on the
progress data, the teachers indicated an increase in knowledge and skills in the IEP process
specifically on Specially-designed Instruction (SDI) after training and technical assistance was
provided with decreases for the PLAAFP and Annual Goals. It is noted that for SY19-20, there
are at least one to two new special education teachers. With continued support and opportunities
for practice and coaching, the SSIP Core Team are confident the teachers will continue to improve
their knowledge and skills in developing and implementing appropriate IEPs. However, on-going,
job-embedded professional learning activities must be provided and monitored through review of
IEPs and observation of IEP meetings. The data indicates some progress toward achieving the
outcome of this activity.

LR R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Professional Development: B: Provide TA to schools on the IEP Process and development of
specially-designed Instruction
B1.2 Evaluation Question (11): To what extent did the special education teachers demonstrate
competency in delivering specially-designed instruction?
e Performance Indicator (17): 100% of SPED teachers demonstrate competency in the
delivering instruction that promotes equitable, supported, and active learning.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are aligned to the Theory of Action and the
SiMR. An Individualized Education Program (IEP) is the framework that outlines the educational
program for students with disabilities. Specially-designed instruction is what allows the student
to benefit from the general education curriculum and make advancements in reading proficiency
to achieve the SIMR.

Data Sources used to measure progress on this evaluation question was the ELEOT Version 2.0
Items A1, A2, C3 and D3 subcategories.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: The Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI)
conducts annual Instructional Review Process (IRP) at all schools and in all classrooms. The IRP
process uses the ELEOT and Understanding by Design (UBD) plan reviews to rate learning
environments of the classrooms. To measure this performance indicator, each teacher observed
was rated and assigned a score for each indicator. The average was calculated for the scores for
the three schools for reporting on the three ELEOT items:

e Al: Learners engage in differentiated learning opportunities and activities that meet his/her

needs.
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e A2: Learners have equal access to classroom discussions, activities, resources, technology,
and support.
e (3: Learners are supported by their teachers, their peers, and/or other resources to

understand content and accomplish tasks.
e D3: Learners are actively engaged in the learning activities.

Baseline Data: Baseline Data was established in SY 2016-2017.

Progress Data: Progress Data, is collected and reported yearly.

ELEOT Results
Trend (Over 3 Years) and Baseline Data SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
SY 2016-2017 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
SY14-15 SY15-16 SY16-17 SY17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
Al: 100% Al: 100% Al: 100% Al: 47% Al:100% Al: 0%
A2:100% A2: 83% A2: 86% A2: 80% A2:100% A2: 0%
C4: 100% C4: 100% C4: 100% C4: 91% C3: 100% C3: 0%
Average: 100% | Average:94% | Average 95% | Average 78% D3: 100% D3: 0%
Rubric 4 Rubric 4 Rubric: 4 Rubric of 4 Average:100% Average: 0%
Rubric 4 Rubric 1

Phase I1I Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data is rated a rubric of 1.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: Due to uncontrollable circumstances, no observations of special
education teachers were conducting during the SY2019-2020. The SSIP Core Team feels this
Performance Indicator has been met based on previous years’ data. However, as part of the State
Level activities, the OCI will continue to observe classroom environments to ensure fidelity and
report the observation results to the school principals. The data however will no longer be reported
in the SSIP.

LR R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Professional Development: B: Establish a Professional Development and Technical Assistance
Structure that include components for effective PD and TA
B1.3 Evaluation Question (12): As a result of professional development, technical assistance,
and coaching support, to what extent do students with disabilities have access to evidence-based
core reading instruction and supports?
¢ Performance Indicator (18): 100% of IEPs include PLAAFPs that are based on current
data and specially-designed instruction and annual goals that reflect the general education
curriculum, and accommodations provided so students can benefit from the instruction.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are aligned to the Theory of Action and the
SiMR. An Individualized Education Program (IEP) is the framework that outlines the educational
program for students with disabilities. IEPs must include a description of the student’s present
level of academic and functional performance based on a variety of data sources, annual goals the
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student is expected to achieve, and the specially-designed instruction the student needs to achieve
the goals. These components must be present in the IEP along with other requirements.

Data Sources used were IEPs completed in SY 2019-20 from the target schools.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: 1EP file reviews were conducted by the PSS and
the Part B Data Manager and data clerk. The IEP file review looked at three selected components
described below, as these were the areas determine to be in need of improvement.

Present Level of Academic Achievement and Functional Performance

Gap Analysis of Present Level of Performance Indicator 1: The IEP uses comprehensive
general education-driven assessments and benchmark to isolate and target specially-
designed instruction to address missing concepts, skills or strategies that assist students in
making progress in general education.

Annual Goals

IEP Goals & Objectives Indicator 2: IEP goals and objectives detail specific conditions for
learning statement of how the student will demonstrate learning, and performance measure
that is relevant to this demonstration of learning.

Specially-Designed Instruction

Levels of Support: Supplemental Instruction, Accommodations, Modifications Indicator 1:
Based on the gap analysis and areas of needed, direct supplemental instruction is designed
to address missing skills, concepts, or strategies that will assist the student in participating
and making progress in the general education curriculum.

The reviewers used a rubric that was related to each of the components above. Each IEP was rated
according to the rubric. IEPs that rated 3 or 4 were divided by the total number of IEPs reviewed.

1 Unacceptable (Has none of the elements)

2 Emerging (Has one of the elements)

3 Progressing (Has two of the elements)

4 Promising Practice (Has at least three of the elements)

Baseline Data: Baseline Data was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress Data, will be collected and reported yearly.

IEP File Reviews

SY 2016-2017
Baseline Data

SY 2017-2018
Year 2 Progress Data

SY 2018-2019
Year 3 Progress Data

SY 2019-2020
Year 4 Progress Data

PLAAFP: 44% (12/27)
Rubric 2

PLAAFP: 100% (27/27)
Rubric 4

PLAAFP: 30% (8/27)
Rubric 2

PLAAFP: 59% (16/27)
Rubric: 3

Annual Goals: 74% (20/27)

Annual Goals: 67%

Annual Goals: 26% (7/27)

Annual Goals:15% (4/27)

Rubric 3 (18/27) Rubric 2 Rubric: 1

Rubric 3
SDI: 57% (15/27) SDI: 7% (2/27) SDI: 3.7% (1/27) SDI: 7% (2/27)
Rubric 3 Rubric 1 Rubric 1 Rubric 1
Average Rubric 3 Average Rubric 3 Average Rubric 1 Average Rubric 2

April 01, 2020; Page 31






Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) IDEA Part B

SSIP Phase I1I Year 4: (C1) Data on Implementation and Outcomes

Phase III Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data rated the PLAAFP a rubric of 3, the Annual Goals a rubric of 1, and SDI a rubric
of 1.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: Based on the file review data, there is a significant increase for the
development of the PLAAFP with a significant decrease for Annual Goals and a slight increase for
Specially-designed Instruction from the previous year’s progress data. The SSIP Core Team engaged in
lengthy discussions to drill down the data to determine the root cause for the increase and decreases in the
number of IEPs that were rated “progressing” and “promising practice.” As per last year’s report
recommendations, the reviewers met to review an IEP to establish inter-rater reliability. The SSIP Core
Team agrees this Performance Indicator has not been met and remains a high area of focus. It is
recommended that on-going, job-embedded professional learning opportunities continued to be provided
to both the general and special education teachers. In addition, it is recommended that observations be
made of IEP meetings to determine additional root causes for the development and revision of IEPs. IEP
files will continue to be reviewed and the data will continue to be reported.

LR R R R R R R R R R R S R R R R R R

Professional Development: B2: Implement Coaching and Modeling in K to 3" Grade
B2 Evaluation Question (13): To what extent is coaching implemented in the schools?
e Performance Indicator (19): 100% of target schools have literacy coaches assigned to
their schools.
e Performance Indicator (20): 100% of the school’s coaching structure is in line with what
is considered best practice for coach to teacher ratio.
e Performance Indicator (21): 100% of the teachers report that their instructional practices
improved over time due to the literacy coaching received.

This evaluation question and performance indicators are aligned to the Theory of Action and the
SiMR. The intended outcome for this activity was to employ literacy coaches, to implement a
literacy coaching structure with standard operating procedures (SOP), and to assign literacy
coaches to all target schools. To date, literacy coaches have been hired and assigned to all
elementary schools and the coaching SOP has been piloted and implemented.

Data Sources used to evaluate the Performance Indicators 19 and 20 are the literacy coach FTE
assignments and coach to teacher ratios.

Data Source used to evaluate Performance Indicator 21 was the Literacy Coaching
Implementation Survey disseminated to K-3 teachers by the Office of Accountability, Research,
and Evaluation (ARE).

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: Performance Indicators 19 and 20

As of February 2019, an FTE listing of Literacy Coaches by school was reviewed as well as the
number of Literacy Coaches to teachers’ assignments per school to determine Coach to Teacher
ratio. The recommended ratio is 1:10.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: Performance Indicator 21
The survey, conducted in February of the year, consists of two sections, Implementation and
Satisfaction with the coaching delivered to the teachers. The Implementation section has seven
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(7) items and the Satisfaction section consists of three items. The second item of the Satisfaction
component of the survey was used to establish Baseline Data and to report progress for this
indicator: How satisfied are you with the improvement of your instructional practices as a result
of the support provided by the Literacy Coach?

Baseline Data: Baseline was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress Data is collected and report yearly.

Coach FTE and Ratio

Performance Indicators

SY 2016-2017
Baseline Data

SY 2017-2018
Year 2
Progress Data

SY 2018-2019
Year 3
Progress Data

SY 2019-2020
Year 4
Progress Data

Performance Indicator 19

(3/3) or 100%

(3/3) or 100%

(3/3) or 100%

(3/3) or 100%

Coach FTE Rubric 4 Rubric 4 Rubric 4 Rubric 4
Performance Indicator 20 | (2/3) or 66% (1/3) or 33% (3/3) or 100% (3/3) or 100%
Ratio Rubric 3 Rubric 2 Rubric 4 Rubric 4
Performance Indicator 21 Baseline Data: | Progress Data Progress Data
Teacher Improvement Over March 2018 March 2019 March 2020
Time (49/73) or 67% | (64/99) 65% (59/78) 76%
Rubric 3 Rubric 3 Rubric 4

Phase I1I Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase III Year
4 progress data for Indicators 19, 20, and 21 are rated a rubric of 4.

Phase I11 Year 4 Data Analysis: Indicator 19 and 20: The data indicates that all of the elementary
schools have literacy coaches assigned to K to 3™ grades, (9/9) or 100%. All of the target schools
(3/3) have a teacher to coach ratio of no more than 1:10. Of the remaining scale up elementary
schools, 6 of 6, have also achieved a ratio of no more than 1:10 ratio. The Office of ARE continues
to monitor the coach assignments, as well as coach performances with support from the school
principals.

Phase 111 Year 4 Data Analysis: Performance Indicator 21: Based on the data, of the 78 teachers
who filled out the survey, 59 or 76% were either satisfied or very satisfied with their improvements
in instructional practices as a result of the support provided by the Literacy Coach. The SSIP Core
Team agrees this Performance Indicator has not been met and remains a high priority area for
continued monitoring. Literacy Coaching is an evidence-based practice implemented in the
schools to improve reading outcomes for students in K to 3™ Grade. The current data available
indicates that Literacy Coaching with fidelity has not been established to date.

LR R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R R

Collaboration: C: Implement a collaboration structure in the schools between general education
and special education
C1 Evaluation Question (14): To what extent does collaboration occur at the school level
between general education and special education?
e Performance Indicator (22): 100% of the collaborative meetings occur between general
education and special education. Collaboration is defined as: Participation, Level of
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Engagement, and Topic of Discussion. For this report, only the Participation data is
reported.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are directly aligned to the Theory of Action in
that collaborative planning with all instructional stakeholders ensures the student is provided a
learning environment that is designed by all providers to best meet the needs of the student. The
principal activity was to design and implement a purposeful and intentional process to facilitate
collaboration between general education teachers and special education teachers that focuses on
student academic and behavior data and instructional planning together. The collaborative meeting
structure was initiated in late Fall 2016 and continues through 2018-2019.

Data Sources used to report baseline and progress data are PLC Observation Forms, PLC Meeting
agenda, participants’ list, and meeting minutes.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: The principals or their designee observe and collect
data on at least one observation per month per grade level per school. The principals report the (I)
Participation, as the number of meetings observed with General Education and Special Education
teachers present at the meeting. The number is divided by the total number of observations to
obtain a score.

Baseline Data: Baseline was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress Data is collected and report yearly.

PLC Meeting Observations: Participation

SY 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
Baseline Data Year 2 Progress Data Year 3 Progress Data Year 4 Progress Data
Participation: Participation: Participation: Participation:
64% (9/14) 85% (11/13) 89% (8/9) 77% (34/44)
Rubric 2 Rubric 3 Rubric 3 Rubric 3

Phase I1I Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase III Year
4 progress data is rated a rubric of 3.

Phase III Year 4 Data Analysis: The data indicate a significant increase in the number of
observations. However, the participation in the percent of PLC meetings where both general
education and special education teachers were present at the meeting decreased by 12%. The SSIP
Core Team agrees this indicator has not been met and will continue to be monitored in order to
ensure the PLC meetings are job embedded, collaborative, content focused and active as opposed
to a focus on compliance. PLC data will continue to be collected and reported in the SSIP.

LR T R R R R R S R R R R R S R R R R R T R

Accountability: D1: Improve School Wide Plan Process to include SSIP Improvement activities
and the allocation of resources for all learners

D1 Evaluation Question (15): To what extent do SWPs include resources allocated to subgroups
of learners?
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e Performance Indicator (23): 100% of SWPs include resources dedicated to struggling
learners in K to 3™ grade base on STAR EL/SR reading performance for students with an
IEP.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are aligned to the Theory of Action and SIMR.
The School Wide Plan (SWP) is a comprehensive school improvement plan developed by school
stakeholders and is based on school data. The SWP aligns school improvement activities to the
CNMI PSS Strategic Priorities and should describe resources allocated to implement the activities.
It is the system’s school improvement process to ensure each school is accountable to stakeholders
for ongoing improvement and the school level improvement activities are implemented with
fidelity and aligned across all programs.

Data Sources used to evaluate this performance indicator were SY 2018-2019 SWPs and a review
checklist list developed by the SSIP Core Team.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: The ARE Office reviews the SWPs of the schools
to determine if the SWPs included disaggregated academic data of students with IEPs and English
Language Learners (ELL) and allocations of resources for students based on the data. For SSIP
reporting, an average of the ratings of the three schools was used to determine level of evidence in
SWPs.

The Scoring Criteria for this Performance Indicator is:
(1) 1.0 — 1.9 = Not Evident
(2) 2.0 — 2.9 = Somewhat evident
(3) 3.0 - 3.9 = Evident
(4) 4.0 — 4.9 = Very Evident

Baseline Data: Baseline was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress Data is collected and report yearly.

School Wide Plans (SWPs)
SY 2016-2017

SY 2017-2018 SY 2018-2019 SY 2019-2020

Baseline Data

Year 2 Progress Data

Year 3 Progress Data

Year 4 Progress Data

Average Rating of 2.3
Somewhat Evident
Rubric 2

Average Rating of 2.9
Somewhat Evident
Rubric 2

Average Rating of 4
Very Evident
Rubric 4

Average Rating of 4
Very Evident
Rubric 4

Phase I1I Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data is rated a rubric of 4.

Phase 111 Year 4 Data Analysis: The data indicates consistent results in the rating of SWPs from
Somewhat Evident to Very Evident in SY2019-2020. The data shows that the SWPs of the target
schools incorporated academic and behavioral data of all students including data of students with
IEPs and ELL. It also shows the schools used their SWPs to allocate resources to specific activities
in order to meet the improvement outcomes for students with disabilities as well as other subgroups
of students. The SWP review process has improved significantly over time to ensure all schools
are accountable to all students including students with [EPs and ELL. The process is more focused
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on explicit activities and goals directly related to student improvement. The SSIP Core Team
agrees this Performance Indicator has been met and will remain a high priority for continued
monitoring.

LR S o TR R S R R TR R S S R SR TR R R TR R S R T R

Monitoring: E: Improve the Instructional Review Process to include observations of learning
environments of students with an IEP
E1 Evaluation Question (18): To what extent does the Instructional Review Process impact
instructional practices at the school and classroom level?

o Performance Indicator (24): Schools will obtain an overall ELEOT score of 3.5 or higher.

This evaluation question and performance indicator are aligned to the Theory of Action and the
SiMR. The Instructional Review Process (IRP) is the primary monitoring mechanism to ensure
learning environments are supportive and engaging and activities are implemented with fidelity
based on student data.

Data Sources: ELEOT Rating Tool and IRP reports for each school. Two items on the ELEOT
are to be used to measure the indicator:

e A2: Equitable Learning Environment: Learners have equal access to classroom
discussion, activities, resources, technology, and support.

e (C3: Supportive Learning Environment: Learners are supported by the teacher, their
peers and/or other resources to understand content and accomplish tasks.

Data Collection, Measurement and Timeline: The IRP was conducted in late Fall 2017. SSIP
Core Team used two items on the ELEOT to measure the extent of this performance indicator, the
average of the 2 indicators (A2 and C3) and averaged the rating for all schools.

Scoring Criteria and Rubrics:
1= 1.0-1.9 (Not Evident)
2= 2.0-2.9 (Somewhat Evident)
3= 3.0-3.9 (Evident)
4= 4.0-4.9 (Very Evident)

Baseline Data: Baseline was established in SY 2016-2017.
Progress Data: Progress Data is collected and report yearly.

Impact of Instructional Review Process on Instructional Practices

SY 2016-2017 SY 2017-2018 SY2018-2019 SY 2019-2020
Baseline Year 2 Progress Year 3 Progress Year 4 Progress
3.33 3.1 3.50 3.20
Rubric 3 Rubric 3 Rubric 3 Rubric 3

Phase I1I Year 4 Rubric: Based on the established Scoring Criteria and Rubric, the Phase I1I Year
4 progress data for this indicator is rated a rubric of 3.
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Phase 111 Year 4 Data Analysis: There was a slight, insignificant decrease from the SY2018-2019
to the SY2019-2020. This observation data demonstrates that all learners, including students with
disabilities, have equal access to classroom discussion, activities, resources, technology, and are
supported by their teachers and peers in order to understand the content and accomplish tasks. The
SSIP Core Team agrees that this Performance Indicator has not been met consistently. The OCI
will continue classroom observations and monitoring the instructional environment of all students
and results will continue to be reported. This Performance Indicator remains a high priority for
continued monitoring.

LR R R R R R R S R R R R R R R R R R R R

Scaling UP:
E2 Evaluation Question (20): To what extent is PSS preparing to scale up systemic improvement
activities across schools?

e Performance Indicator (25): By Fall 2017, all students in remaining six elementary
schools will be screening in accordance with the Standard Operating Procedures
(Participation and Fidelity)

e Performance Indicator (26): By Fall 2017, Journeys Common Core Reading Curriculum
will be fully implemented in all Elementary schools.

Phase III Year 4 Progress Data:

Performance Indicator (25): Beginning SY 2018-2019, all elementary schools have
implemented universal screening in accordance with the approved the Standard Operating
Procedures (SOP). Principals of the target schools were assigned to coach and mentor the
principals of the scale up schools on the screening SOP in order to ensure the screening is
implemented systematically with fidelity in all schools.

Performance Indicator (26): Beginning SY 2018-2019, all schools have implemented Journeys
Reading Curriculum in all grades K to 5. Fidelity observations, conducted by OCI, are ongoing.

LR S R TR R S R R TR R S S R SR TR S R R TR R R R T TR

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

In Phase III Year 4, PSS schools continued to collect, analyze, and report data on activities that
were implemented throughout the year, including secondary screening data used in Summary
Statements 1 and 2. The Evaluation Plan Matrix, included as Appendix D, provided an organized
manner to lay out all the evaluation questions and performance indicators and report the data for
the activities that were implemented. Most importantly, it was during this process of reviewing
and analyzing data for certain activities that the SSIP Core Team, with input from School
Implementation Teams, were able to identify the key activities and evaluation questions that have
the most impact on achieving the SIMR. Although all of the implementation activities are relevant
and have an impact on the SIMR, there are several activities with key quantitative data points that
provide evidence regarding progress toward achieving intended improvements to infrastructure
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and the SIMR. Discussed below are the quantitative and qualitative key data that provide evidence
to achieving the SIMR.

Quantitative and Qualitative KEY Data

Data generated from the improvement activities were reviewed and analyzed to determine if the
data was considered quantitative or qualitative and if the data is key to providing evidence
regarding progress towards achieving the intended improvements and the SIMR. Based on that
review, the SSIP Core Team agreed that data which answers evaluation questions of two activities;
(1) the implementation of universal screening in K to 3™ grade and (2) the implementation of an
evidence-based reading curricula in K to 3™ grade, were considered key to measuring progress
toward achieving the SIMR.

Evaluation Questions that generated the key data were:

1. To what extent is the universal screening program is implemented with fidelity?

2. To what extent is reading program implemented with fidelity?

3. To what extent do the teachers demonstrate competence in teaching the essential
components of reading?

4. To what extent do students with disabilities have access to evidence-based core reading
instruction and supports?

5. To what extent is Literacy Coaching implemented with fidelity?

(1) Implementation of Universal Screening:
Quantitative Data:
e The number and percent of all students and students with an IEP who were screened with
the STAR Early Literacy or STAR Reading (Participation Rate)
e The number and percent of students with disabilities who demonstrated growth (moved
performance levels but did not reach benchmark and the number and percent of students

who did)

e The number and percent of all students and students with an IEP who were at or above
benchmark

e The number and percent of all students and students with an IEP making academic growth
over time

e The number and percent of teachers who administer the STAR EL/SR tests with fidelity
e Comparisons between participation rates of all students and students with an [EP

(2) Implementation of Reading Curriculum
Quantitative Data:
e The number and percent of IEPs that score a 3 or higher on the IEP File Review Rubric
e The number and percent of teachers who score a 3 or higher on the Journeys Classroom
Observation Fidelity form
e The number and percent of teachers who demonstrate competency in teaching reading as a
result of professional development and coaching
e The number and percent of teachers who report Literacy Coaching has resulted in changes
to their instructional practices
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Evidence of Change to Baseline Data for Key Measures

The Key Measures and changes to baseline data, based on Phase III Year 3 progress data is
discussed in the Data Analysis of Section C. The analysis includes a description of any increases
or decreases in the data from the baseline and possible reasons for the change if the data
demonstrate decreases in performance from the baseline. There were several Key Measures that
showed a decrease in performance from baseline data. The SSIP Core Team, with school level
stakeholders, spent considerable time reviewing the data and possible contributing factors to the
decrease, also discussed in each activity strand discussed earlier. For most activities, this is only
the third year of implementation. It will take a few more years of implementation data to show
growth.

How Data Support Changes That Have Been Made to Implementation and Improvement
Strategies

In Phase III, an example of how data supported changes to the improvement strategies was the
screening data on the number and percent of students who were tested that indicated that there
were a number of students who did not or could not participate in the STAR assessments. Based
on this data, the standard operating procedures were revised after Screening 2 to include
procedures to be used to account for all students, including designing an alternative means to gather
information on students who are not able to take the STAR assessment.

In Phase III Year 3, an example of how data supported changes to the implementation and
improvement strategies was the collection, analysis and reporting of secondary screening data. In
order to show student academic growth, it was necessary to report the number and percent of
students who moved closer to benchmark from one screening to next but did not reach benchmark
and the number and percent who did reach benchmark.

The Instructional Review Process has been revised to include specific observations of learning
environments of students with disabilities based on the observation data that indicate a high
percentage of equitable learning environments that do not correlate to student performance. After
intense training was provided to the Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) on observing for
fidelity, progress data indicate a more accurate picture of learning environments of students with
disabilities and the access to evidence-based instructional practices.

The observation data on Journeys implementation with fidelity created changes to the
implementation strategies. Based on the initial fidelity observation data, the stakeholders
(principals and teachers) revised the observation form to clearly define the observable indicators
and revised the SOP observation cycles.

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

Although the CNMI does not plan to modify the outcomes or the SiMR at this time, additional
performance indicators were added to the evaluation plan: Performance Indicators 12.1 and 13.1.
Given three years of screening data, the SSIP Core Team, with input from the school level
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stakeholders, felt it was important to determine if students were making significant progress
towards the SiIMR and closing the reading gaps. To do this, the screening data of individual
students was reviewed and analyzed to determine the number and percent of students who moved
performance levels but did not reach benchmark and the number and percent of students who did
achieve, maintained, or exceeded benchmark. The CNMI will continue to report the number and
percent of 3" grade students with IEPs who are at or above reading proficiency on the ACT Aspire
and the Multi-State Alternate Assessment. Growth data was not available at the time the SIMR
was submitted. Section C2 of this document is a detailed description of how the CNMI collects
and reports STAR data to demonstrate how the SSIP is on the right path to improving results for
all students.

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

Phase III Year 3 was primarily about data collection, analysis and reporting on the improvement
activities implemented in the classrooms, at school or district level. The original intent in SSIP
Phase 1 was to have one primary stakeholder group whose responsibility was to ensure
stakeholders were involved in the decision-making processes at all levels in regard to policies,
procedures or practices that affect the PSS. In Phase II, it was decided that there needed to be
various levels of “stakeholder” groups to address the identified needs at the various levels of SSIP
implementation and evaluation. It was not practical or best practice to limit the “stakeholders™ to
one primary group of individuals. The decision makers needed to be different groups relevant to
the decisions that needed to be made at the classroom, school, and district level. Currently, there
are stakeholder groups that are involved at an information sharing level such as the Parent Teacher
School Association (PTSA) summits. The summits are designed to share with the community PSS
initiatives, school and district improvement plans, budgets, legislative matters, and to gather
general feedback on some issues that affect PSS. School level community stakeholders work more
closely with the school leadership to exchange ideas, prepare and plan school budgets, review
school performance data, offer suggestions and support school events that focus on increasing
parent engagement. At the school/community level, SSIP activities, as well as school wide
improvement plans are discussed at PTSA meetings, at parent teacher conferences, and advisory
panel meetings. Discussions include how PSS uses assessment data for school wide improvement
plans and funding purposes, how the school plans professional development and training, and how
the school plans instructional initiatives.

At the district level, the stakeholders are primarily the principals, program managers, key
management, members of the Board of Education subcommittees, and PTSA representatives made
up of PTSA officers. Progress on the SSIP activities and scaling up plans are the primary focal
points of discussion at these types of networking opportunities. It is at this level that stakeholders
use the infrastructure to exchange information with each other, gather feedback that is relevant to
the issue at hand, and provide broad suggestions for action.

The primary stakeholders in Phase III Year 4 were the school level implementation teams and the
district level teams responsible for monitoring fidelity of the evidence-based practices, evaluating
the implementation of improvement activities and outcomes, and reporting results to key
management. The school level implementation teams are most often a core group of individuals
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(teachers, literacy coaches, Title I teachers, counselors, and administrators) who work together and
take joint action on an issue. The stakeholders provide input and feedback on processes,
procedures, and practices that have resulted in revisions to standard operating procedures (SOP)
that don’t make sense, schedules that conflict with other events, and procedures that are redundant.
It is the core group who facilitate parent engagement at the school level and gather relevant
feedback for school improvement plans including SSIP improvement activities. School level
implementation teams are involved in the preparation of SWPs, school budgets, and school
initiatives. At the school level, SSIP implementation activities are discussed at staff meetings, data
dialogues, PLCs, and instructional planning sessions.
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Data Discussions and Visuals for A1, A2.2 and A2.3 Related to Universal Screening Data

Description of Secondary Data
The CNMI PSS adopted the Renaissance Learning STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading as
its universal screening tool. STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading are web-based screening
tools. The SSIP Phase I1I Year 4 Report describes the data collection, analysis, and progress results
of the screenings implemented beginning in SY2017-2018 and continuing through SY2019-2020.
SY2018-2019 is included because SSIP Phase III Year 3 Report did not include data from
screening #3. This secondary data report includes the following:

e Universal screening participation rates for all students and for students with an IEP;

e Universal screening proficiency rates (percent of students at or above benchmark); and

e Universal screening academic growth from one screening period to another that reflects

any improvement in scaled score.

Historical Context of Universal Screening

As part of the SSIP Implementation plan, one of the coherent strategies was to implement a
universal screening program for reading. The screening tool was selected using the The Hexagon
Tool: Exploring Context developed by the National Implementation Research Network.
Renaissance STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading was selected in March 2016 and targeted
for implementation at the start of the SY2016-17. Screenings have been conducted since August
2017. From SY2016-17 to SY2019-20, teachers were provided training either on-site by
Renaissance or through Ren U which is a part of the subscription for the screener. The provision
of continuous professional development to teachers and school level stakeholders is to ensure
reliability and validity of the screening data and ensure proficiency in administration, analysis,
interpretation, and use of the screening data.

In order to support a systemic implementation of the universal screener, Standard Operating
Procedures (SOP) are updated annually and disseminated to teachers as stakeholders and
consumers of the SOP. The SOP requires that all students be screened during the scheduled
screening periods including students who are not able to be screened using the Renaissance STAR
Early Literacy or STAR Reading. The SOP is a living document and continues to be reviewed
and revised as necessary to ensure fidelity of the screening procedures. At least once a year, the
school administrator and/or literacy coach observes the teachers assigned to administer the
screener for fidelity in the implementation of the universal screening tool using checklists
developed by Renaissance. The SOP continues to be implemented and revised as necessary to
ensure fidelity of the screening procedure.

Data Collection
As reported in SSIP Phase III Year 3 Report, the three target schools continue to maintain an excel
file to enter and maintain their data electronically in Google Sheets. The worksheet included data
for both STAR Early Literacy (Kinder & 1) and STAR Reading (2™ & 3™). The data collection
file included the following information for each screening period by grade level:

» Total number of students enrolled

» Total number of ALL students screened with the school
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» Total number of students not tested
» Number/Percentage of students falling within the following proficiency levels:
o At or above benchmark
o On Watch
o Intervention
o Urgent Intervention
» Disaggregation of above data by students with an IEP

Upon completion of the screening period, the results (based on STAR Early Literacy and STAR
Reading reports) are entered in the excel worksheet maintained on Google Sheets. A student is
determined to be at or above benchmark if the student performs at or above the 40" percentile.
Renaissance Early Literacy and STAR Reading also reports performance by scaled scores.
However, the scaled score varies from grade level to grade level.

Data Collection Schedule

Similar to what was reported in SSIP Phase III Year 3, the data continues to be collected upon
completion of each screening period and upon completion of at least two screening periods to
determine academic growth.

Data Analysis

For the SSIP Phase III Year 4 Report, the following analysis was conducted for each screening

period for all three target schools and grade levels and by grade level combined for each of the

target schools.

Step 1. Determine the total number of students enrolled and total screened for each of the three
schools. Determined the combined total for students enrolled and screened.

Step 2. Determine the combined percent of total number of students screened for the three schools
combined by dividing the total number screened by the total number enrolled and
multiplying by 100.

Step 3. Determine the number of students performing at the following proficiency level for each
school: At or Above benchmark. Determine the combined total for all three schools.

Step 4. Determine the combined percent of students performing at or above benchmark by dividing
the combined total of students at or above benchmark by the combined total of students
screened and multiplying by 100.

Step 5. Steps 1 through 4 procedures were similarly applied to students with an IEP.

Data Analysis Schedule
The data analysis schedule mirrors the data collection schedule prior to submission to district
office.

Discussion on Results of Data

The data used to determine scoring on the Evaluation Plan Matrix included addressing the two
major areas of the screening: Participation and Proficiency rates. The data analysis section
describes the method of determining the two rates.

April 01, 2020; Page 43





Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) IDEA Part B
SSIP Phase 111 Year 4: (C2) Data Discussions and Visuals

Participation Rates
The participation rate continues to be determined using the Data Analysis steps described in the

Data Analysis section of this report. The participation rate for both methods is described in the
Data Analysis section.

Participation and Proficiency Results by Screening Period for ALL Students

Figure 1 below displays the participation and proficiency data for all students by screening period.
Screening #2 is used as the progress data in comparison with the baseline data. Participation rate
for Screening #2 for SY2019-20 remains the same in comparison with the baseline data for
SY2016-17 with a participation rate of 99%.

As for the proficiency rates, there was a decrease of three percentage point between the baseline
established by SY2016-17 Screening #4 with a proficiency rate of 41% and SY2018-19 Screening
#2 with 38%. However, the decrease is not significant.

Figure 1. Al and A2.3 SY2018-19 and SY2019-20 Universal Screening Participation and Proficiency Rates
for ALL Students in K — 3™ Grades

SY2018-19 and SY2019-20 Universal Screening Particpation and

Proficiency Rates for ALL Students in Grades K-3rd
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Participation and Proficiency Results by Screening Period for Students with an IEP
Based on the data, the participation rates of students with an IEP are comparable to the rates of All
students. Figure 2 below displays the participation and proficiency data for students with an IEP.
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As for the proficiency rates (students at or above benchmark), there was a slight decrease from
Screening #2 to Screening #3 for SY2018-19. However, when comparing the proficiency rate for
SY2018-19 Screening #2 with the baseline data of Screening #4 for SY2016-17, there was a
decrease of five percentage points. This may not be considered significant, but it is a drop none
the less. The Screening #2 proficiency rate for SY2018-19 increased in comparison with Screening
#2 for SY2017-18 and a decrease of five percentage points when comparing the rate to the
SY2016-17 baseline rate of 14%. In comparing the SY2019-20 Screening 2 performance with the
baseline, there was a decrease of 50%.

Figure 2. Al and A2.2 Universal Screening Participation and Proficiency Rates for K-3
Students with an IEP
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Comparison of the Participation and Proficiency Rates of ALL Students with Students with an IEP
In comparing the participation rates of ALL K-3" grade students with the rates of students with an
IEP, both groups met the scoring criteria of Level 4 for all screening periods conducted as of the
date of this report for SY2018-19 and SY2019-20. The participation rates ranged from 97% to
100%. There were no significant differences between the participation rates of ALL students and
the rates of students with an IEP. However, a review of the proficiency rates (students at or above
benchmark) by screening periods for both SY2018-2019 and SY2019-2020 provides clear
evidence there is a wide gap between the proficiency rates of ALL students and students with an
IEP. The visual display is provided in Figure 3 and Figure 4.
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Figure 3. Comparison of universal screening participation rates of ALL students and students with an IEP
in grades K-3%.
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Figure 4. Comparison of universal screening proficiency rates of ALL students and students with an IEP
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Academic Growth Data for ALL Students for Screening #1 to Screening #3 for SY2018-19 and for
Screening #1 to Screening #2 for SY2019-2020

For this reporting period, the SSIP Core Team, with school level stakeholder input, continued to
measure and report student academic growth over time. The CNMI SSIP team utilized the Early
Childhood Technical Assistance Center (ECTAC) Progress Categories and Child Outcomes
Summary Statements with adaptations to reflect outcomes for school-age students using the Star
Early Literacy and Star Reading screening results. Five improvement levels (adapted ECTAC
Progress Categories) were discussed and agreed upon starting in SY2017-18 and continued for
SY2019-2020:

a = No improvement

b = Improvement, but not close to benchmark
¢ = Improvement, close to benchmark

d = Improvement to benchmark

e = Maintained or exceeded benchmark

Based on the levels above, Summary Statement #1 and #2 were established to report the percentage
of students achieving growth.

Summary Statement #1: b + ¢/ (a+b+c+d)

The number of students with improvement but not close to benchmark (b) plus the number of
students with improvement close to benchmark (c) divided by the number of students with no
improvement (a) plus the number of students with improvement but not close to benchmark (b)
plus the number of students with improvement close to benchmark (c) plus number of students
reaching benchmark (d).

Summary Statement #2: d + e/ (a+b+c+d+e)

The number of students reaching benchmark (d) plus number of students maintaining or exceeding
benchmark (e ) divided by the number of students with no improvement (a) plus the number of
students with improvement but not close to benchmark (b) plus the number of students with
improvement close to benchmark (c) plus number of students reaching benchmark (d) plus number
of students maintaining or exceeding benchmark (e ).

For this reporting period, the academic growth data for all students for SY2018-19 Screening #1
to Screening #3 and for SY2019-20 Screening #1 and #2 is displayed in Figure 5. The SY2018-
19 data reflects the growth for the full instructional year. Figure 5 also includes the growth data
for Screening #1 to Screening #2 for SY2019-20 for ALL students in grades K-3rd. SY2018-19
Summary Statement #1 for Screening #1 to #3 indicates that 66% of all students made some level
of improvement while Summary Statement #2 resulted in 48% achieving benchmark or
maintaining or exceeding benchmark. Summary Statement #1 for Screening #1 to #2 for SY2019-
20 indicates that the screening #1 results are comparable with the screening #1 results for SY2018-
19. The results of SY2019-20 for Summary Statement #2 indicate a 7% increase when comparing
the results to the SY2018-19 for Screening #1 to #2. For SY2018-19, Summary Statement #1
indicates that 66% of the students increased in scaled scores but did not achieve benchmark or
came close to benchmark. This was a five percentage points difference from the data for SY2017-
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18 for Screening #1 to Screening #3. SY2018-19 Summary Statement #2 increased by nine
percentage points when comparing to Summary Statement #2 for SY2017-18. For SY2019-20, no
data is available for determining growth between Screening #1 and #3 as Screening #3 will not
occur until May 2020.

Figure 5. A2.3 Percent of ALL K-3" Grade Students with Increased Scaled Score for SY2018-19
and SY2019-20

Percent of ALL K-3rd Grade Students with Increased Scaled Scores for
SY2018-19 and SY2019-20 Summary Statement #1 and #2
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Academic Growth Data for Students with an IEP for Screening #1 to Screening #3 for SY2018-19
and for Screening #1 to Screening #2 for SY2019-2020

Similar to all students, the SSIP Core Team examined the data of students with IEPs to determine
if there were any academic growth over time from Screening #1 to Screening #3 for SY2018-19
and for Screening #1 to #2 SY2019-20. The same methodology was used based on the
improvement levels as described in the section above. For SY2019-20, no data is available for
determining growth between Screening #1 and #3 as Screening #3 will not occur until May 2020..

Similar to the data for All students, the data indicates that the majority of students have made some
academic growth over time. Figure 6 displays the academic growth levels for students with an
IEP. For SY2018-19, the percentage of students making progress but not close to benchmark and
close to benchmark was 83% when examining growth from Screening #1 to #3. There was a ten
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percentage increase when comparing the same data for the SY2017-18. For Summary Statement
#2 SY2018-19, there was a significant decrease in the percentage of students that achieved
benchmark or maintained or exceeded benchmark. The percentage of students with an IEP that
achieved benchmark or maintained or exceeded benchmark for SY2017-18 was 39%, but dropped
significantly to 13% for SY2018-19. The SSIP Core Team is drilling down in order to determine
the root cause for this slippage. Figure 6 below provides a visual display of Summary Statement
#1 and #2 for students with an IEP for SY2018-19 and SY2019-20 for screening periods that have
occurred.

Figure 6. Percent of K-3" Grade Students with an IEP with Increased Scaled Score for SY2018-
19 and SY2019-20

Percent of K-3rd Grade Students with an IEP with Increased Scaled Scores
for SY2018-19 and SY2019-20
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Comparison of Academic Growth Data for ALL Students and Students with an IEP in Grades K-3™

Figure 7 displays a comparison of the summary outcome data of all students with students with
an IEP for Summary Outcome #1 and Summary Outcome #2 based on the improvement levels
given below.

Improvement Levels:

a = No improvement

b = Improvement, but not close to benchmark
¢ = Improvement, close to benchmark
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d = Improvement to benchmark
e = Maintained or exceeded benchmark

Summary Outcome #1 = b+c/(a+b+c+d)
Summary Outcome #2 = d+e/(a+b+c+d+e)

Figure 7: A2.2 and A2.3 Comparison of Summary Outcome #1 and #2 for ALL Students and
Students with an IEP for SY2018-19 and SY2019-2020 in Grades K-3rd.

Comparison of Summary Outcome #1 and #2 for ALL Students and Students
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Figure 7 above indicates that the SY2018-19 Summary Outcome Statement #1 for all students and
students with an IEP is significantly different from that for the SY2017-18. For SY2017-18, the
results were comparable. For the SY2018-19, the percentage of students with an IEP improving
exceeded the percentage of all students by 17 percentage points. This difference may be
considered significant. Summary Statement #1 includes the percentage of students that made
improvement but not close to benchmark and percentage of students that made improvement close
to benchmark. As for SY2018-19 Summary Outcome Statement #2, the gap between the results
for ALL students and students with an IEP is large with all students performing at a higher rate.
There was a difference of 35 percentage points. Summary Outcome Statement #2 for SY2018-19
was the lowest percentage with only 13% of students with an IEP reaching benchmark or
maintaining or exceeding benchmark. For SY2019-20, the data only reflects the students from
two of the three target schools. The data for the third school was not available in time for the
submission of this report. The report will be updated as soon as the data is made available. The
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results for summary statement #1 indicate comparable results for all students and students with an
IEP. There was only a five percentage points between the results for all students and students with
an IEP. However, for summary outcome statement #2, there was a wider gap between all students
and students with an IEP that met benchmark or maintained or exceeded benchmark. There was a
difference of 35% percentage points.

Conclusions

Based on the data in the discussion in this section, there is clear evidence that students in the three
target schools, both students with an IEP and all students with or without an IEP, who have been
screened during the SY2018-19 and SY2019-20 are participating in the universal screening. The
school data reflects that students who were not able to be screened in reading with Renaissance
STAR Early Literacy or STAR Reading were screened with an alternative screening tool or that
significant efforts were made to screen students on alternate dates if they were absent during the
screening period. No data was provided indicating the level of proficiency for these students.

The academic growth data indicates that a majority of the students made some progress.
However, some of the students’ growth are insufficient to achieve benchmark by the end of the
school year. The gap between ALL students and students with an IEP are reversed when
examining the data for Summary Outcome Statement #1 for both SY2018-19 and SY2019-20.
Typically, the results for all students is higher than for students with an IEP. However, in this
case, the percentage of students with an IEP improving, but not close to benchmark and improving
close to benchmark exceeded the results for all students by 19 and 5 percentage points respectively.
However, the Summary Outcome Statement #2 differences is typical of the gap between all
students and students with an IEP. The percentage of students with an IEP that reached benchmark
or maintained or exceeded benchmark was significantly lower than previous screening periods and
therefore resulted in a larger gap in comparison with the results of all students.

Recommendations for Next Steps

1. Establish beginning of the year on-boarding procedures for training new teachers and
procedures for bi-annual training for veteran teachers in the implementation of the universal
screening in reading.

2. Continue to support the schools in identifying and implementing alternative screening tool(s)
if the students are unable to be screened with Renaissance STAR Early Literacy or STAR
Reading.

3. Assist the schools in determining the proficiency levels of students screened with an alternative
screening tool and incorporating into classroom, grade level, and school-wide screening data.

4. Continue to ensure the universal screening standard operation procedures include procedures
for screening students who are absent during the screening periods.

5. Continue to provide professional development related to the following:

April 01, 2020; Page 51





Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) IDEA Part B

SSIP Phase III Year 4: (C2) Data Discussions and Visuals

e understanding, analyzing, and using screening data for decision making;

e determining and implementing interventions that are aligned with whole class, small group,
and individual student’s needs;

e implementing progress monitoring within their classroom using Renaissance custom
assessments (i.e. progress monitoring); and

e developing and implementing a tracking system to monitor progress of students’
proficiency levels from one screening period to another.

Provide teachers with professional development on the delivery of reading instruction during
the allotted time that addresses whole class, small groups, and individual instruction (such as
the Reading Workshop Model).

Provide professional development related to the implementation of Professional Learning
Communities at the school level in the review of data and determination and implementation
of interventions.

Continue to monitor progress of implementation of the infrastructure changes that impact
student learning outcomes.
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The SSIP Core Team is committed to aligning policies, practices, and activities to support students
and teachers so that progress is made to meet the SIMR. The SSIP Core Team continues to ensure
that standard operating procedures are in place to track and monitor student progress and teacher
accountability. The STAR Early Literacy and Reading and ACT Aspire assessments are formative
and summative tools implemented that measure the students’ early literacy and reading skills. Data
is then used to develop student goals and intervention strategies for instruction. The Core
Curriculum Fidelity Checklist, the PLC Fidelity Checklist, ELEOT and STAR Fidelity Checklist
are tools used to measure the competencies of the teachers. Data is used to plan for future
professional development opportunities that addresses teacher competencies and performance. The
fidelity tools are the program’s validation that supports sustainability and accountability. Data is
collected and monitored electronically by the principals and the Office of ARE through the
Longitudinal Data System.

The SSIP Core Team meets frequently to discuss and identify the need to relook at activities as
needed. In addition, the SSIP Core Team agrees that the CNMI Special Education Program is in
full implementation with all SSIP activities. The program will continue to align policies and
procedures to ensure accountability and sustainability. Stakeholders continue to focus on data
quality issues.

Data Limitations that Affected Reports of Progress in Implementing the SSIP and Achieving
the SIMR Due to Quality of the Evaluation Data

Governance/Leadership: A2: Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum
A2 Evaluation Question (5): To what extent is the early literacy and reading curriculum
implemented with fidelity in the schools?
e Performance Indicator (7): 100% of the classrooms demonstrate evidence of at least 75%
of the Journeys Common Core Curriculum indicators; Classroom Environment, Whole
Group Instruction, Small Group Instruction and Independent.

Concern or Limitations Related to the Quality or Quantity of the Data Used to Report Progress
or Results

The criteria for Performance Indicator 7 states that 100% of the classrooms demonstrate evidence
of at least 75% of the indicators on the Journeys (the core curriculum) Fidelity Checklist. The
target for the number of classrooms to be observed is 80%. However, only 17 or 30% of the
teachers were observed from the three target schools. For the SY2019-2020, the SSIP Core Team
agreed that 50% of the classroom observations was to be conducted by the Office of Curriculum
and Instruction (OCI) and 50% by the principals. However, due to the continuation of the double
session for two of the schools, it was difficult for the principals to conduct the observations.

Implications for Assessing Progress or Results

The Phase III Year 4 data indicates there was a decrease in the number and percent of teachers
observed, but an increase in the number and percent of teachers demonstrating evidence of at least
75% of the indicators on the Journeys Fidelity Checklist. In comparing the data from SY2018-19
with the data for SY2019-20, it appears as if some progress was made. Before the SSIP Core
Team can be absolute on whether progress has been made, the following factors must be
considered:
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e Process of selecting teachers for observation;

e The number of teachers observed; and

e The percent of teachers meeting the fidelity criteria over total population of teachers from
the three schools.

Since the teachers observed were not randomly selected, the results cannot be generalized to the
population of the teachers in the three schools. The lack of reliable and valid data directly impacts
the ability to assess progress towards achieving the SIMR. The SSIP Core Team continues to
stress the importance of targeted PD and the use of fidelity checklists so that teachers are supported
with the tools to implement evidence-based strategies and instruction.

Plans for Improving Data Quality
For SY2020-21, the SSIP Core Team recommends the CNMI PSS review the current Standard
Operating Procedures (SOP) for conducting the observations and modify as necessary in order to
meet the target for percentage of observations in each school through collaboration with the Office
of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) and the school principals. The following factors shall be
considered as part of the process for conducting the observations:
e Identification and selection of at least 80% of the teachers to be observed;
e Identification of individual (s) who will conduct the observation that includes the principal
of the school and an OCI representative;
¢ Determination of the timeframe for conducting and completing the observations (start and
end dates) within one month of the end of the school year; and
e Development of a schedule for observing the teachers with alternate dates.

Governance/Leadership: A2.1: Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum
A2 Evaluation Question (6): To what extent do the teachers at the three SSIP Target schools
demonstrate competency in teaching the essentials components of reading.
e Performance Indicator (10): 100% of the teachers demonstrate improved instructional
practices in reading over time.

Concern or Limitations Related to the Quality or Quantity of the Data Used to Report Progress
or Results

The concerns or limitations for Performance Indicator 10 is similar to those identified for
Performance Indicator 7. Performance Indicator 7 focuses on the delivery of instruction while
Performance Indicator 10 focuses on reading as the content area. Refer to above discussion for
Performance Indicator 7.

Implications for Assessing Progress or Results
Refer to response for Performance Indicator 7.

Plans for Improving Data Quality
Refer to response for Performance Indicator 7.
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Governance/Leadership: A2: Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum
A2.2 Evaluation Question (7): To what extent did student performance improve over time?
(Long Term Outcome)
e Performance Indicator (12): 100% of students with disabilities increased their reading
performance over time as measured by the STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading.
e Performance Indicator (12.1): Number and percent who increased subscale score from
screening #1 to #2 to a level close to benchmark and improvement to benchmark and
number and percent who maintained or exceeded benchmark performance level.

Concern or Limitations Related to the Quality or Quantity of the Data Used to Report Progress
or Results

The Phase I1I Year 4 report for Performance Indicator 12.1, applicable to students with disabilities,
only reflects data from two of the three schools. Though the percent of students improving but not
close to benchmark and students improving close to benchmark increased for this reporting period,
it is limited to two of the three schools.

Implications for Assessing Progress or Results

In order to determine actual progress made, data from all three schools must be available for
analysis and interpretation in order to use the data for instructional decision-making. Therefore,
if students do not have access to evidence-based core reading curriculum taught by competent
teachers, and implemented with fidelity, then the likelihood of achieving grade level reading
proficiency by 3™ grade is minimal.

Plans for Improving Data Quality

At the beginning of each school year, a schedule shall be created to identify dates in which the
data must be available to the district for consolidation. In addition, on-going, job-embedded
professional development shall continue to be provided to elementary school administrators on the
collection and analysis of the universal screening data. The CNMI PSS shall explore the creation
of a web-based system for the collection of data from each school.

Governance/Leadership: A2: Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum
A2.3 Evaluation Question (8): What are the overall impacts for reading instruction for students
with or without disabilities?
¢ Performance Indicator (13): 100% of all students increased their reading proficiency over
time as measured by STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading Assessments.
e Performance Indicator (13.1): Number and percent who increased subscale score from
screening #1 to #2 to a level close to benchmark and improvement to benchmark and
number and percent who maintained or exceeded benchmark performance level.

Concern or Limitations Related to the Quality or Quantity of the Data Used to Report Progress
or Results
The concern for Performance Indicator 13.1 mirrors that of Performance Indicator 12.1.

Implications for Assessing Progress or Results
Refer to Performance Indicator 12.1 above.
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Plans for Improving Data Quality
Refer to Performance Indicator 12.1 above.

Governance/Leadership: Bl: Establish PD and TA Structure that include components for
effective PD
B.1.2 Evaluation Question (11): To what extent did the special education teachers at the Target
Schools demonstrate competency in delivering specially designed instruction to students with
IEPs?
e Performance Indicator (17): 100% of special education teachers demonstrate
competency in delivering instruction that promotes equitable, supportive, and active
learning.

Concern or Limitations Related to the Quality or Quantity of the Data Used to Report Progress
or Results

The provision of specially-designed instruction based on evidence-based practices is critical to
closing the gap between students with and without disabilities. However, for this reporting period,
there were no observations conducted for the special education teachers in any of the three schools.
The issue for this performance indicator is more than the quality, but the quantity of the data as no
data was available for this reporting period. This limits the ability of the PSS to improve the results
for students with disabilities without ensuring that teachers are competent in delivering instruction.

Implications for Assessing Progress or Results

The lack of observational data, that provides evidence that special education teachers demonstrate
competency in delivering instruction that promotes equitable, supportive, and active learning, is a
barrier to improving results for students with disabilities. The SSIP Core Team felt that the
compilation of all fidelity tools would yield information that would further assist teachers and their
individual needs to meet the needs of the students with disabilities. The observation data related
to competency in delivering instruction would allow teachers to reflect on what instructional
changes that must be implemented in order to deliver targeted interventions. If students do not
have access to evidence-based core reading curriculum taught by competent teachers, and
implemented with fidelity, then the likelihood of achieving grade level reading proficiency by 3™
grade is minimal.

Plans for Improving Data Quality

The PSS must commit to conducting observations of special education teachers comparable to
the observations conducted of general education teachers. The plan for improving data quality
for Performance Indicator 7 shall be implemented for Performance Indicator 17.

Data Limitations that Affected Reports of Progress in Implementing the SSIP and Achieving
the SIMR Due to Quality of the Evaluation Data

In Phase III, the SSIP Core Team, with input from teachers, was unsure about the validity or
reliability of the screening data prior to the Renaissance training and prior to the finalization of the
Standard Operating Procedures (SOP). There were no procedures in place to observe the
implementation of the screening to ensure the procedures were carried out with fidelity. There
were a number of students who were not screened due to absenteeism or other reasons during the

April 01, 2020; Page 56





Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands (CNMI) IDEA Part B

SSIP Phase I1I Year 4: (D) Data Quality Issues

screening window and there were no procedures in place to reopen the window for the students
who were missed. There were no procedures in place to use an alternative measure to screen
students who could not perform on the STAR EL or STAR Reading.

In Phase III Year 2, training was provided to all target school teachers, SOPs drafted, revised, and
implemented, and observations conducted to determine fidelity of the screening SOPs.

In Phase III Year 3, the SSIP Core Team were confident that the screening procedures were
implemented with fidelity and the data were accurate and reliable.  The screening procedures
were systemically implemented throughout the system.

In Phase III Year 4, due to the low number and percent of observations two target schools on
double session schedule due to the 2018 super typhoon, the SSIP Core Team will continue to
prioritize the implementation fidelity and focus its attention, resources, training, and continuous
monitoring to ensure the curriculum is implemented with fidelity across all schools, classrooms,
and teachers. For Year 5, the focus is on fidelity of instruction as well as the impact of instruction
on student outcomes.
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Assessment of Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

During Phase III Year 4, the CNMI Public School System (PSS) continues to implement the
current improvement activities that include the collection and reporting of secondary data, the
evaluation of the fidelity of the implementation of the STAR Early Literacy and Reading universal
screening tool, and monitoring the implementation of the reading curriculum with fidelity
systemically across all schools. The SSIP Core team and other stakeholders agreed to continue to
provide training, resources, and other supports necessary to promote the continued implementation
of evidence-based practices to support students with disabilities and their families as well as the
teachers to ensure to increase the probability of progress towards achieving improvements.

Infrastructure Changes that Support SSIP Initiatives, Including How Systems Changes Support
Achievement of the SIMR, Sustainability and Scale-Up

Improvements to Governance: Implementation of Universal Screening

In addition to the use of the state summative assessment for monitoring reading progress, the SSIP
Core Team agreed, beginning in SY2017-2018, to include the universal screening data as
secondary data for reporting progress of all students and disaggregating by subgroups such as
students with an IEP and English Language learners (ELL). The SSIP Core Team found that
reporting only the results of the summative assessments, ACT Aspire and Multi-State Alternate
Assessment (MSAA), did not reflect improvements and growth being made by all students over
time. Therefore the secondary data was needed to determine the extent students with IEPs
increased reading performance over time. It was agreed that data to be collected at the end of each
screening period include participation and proficiency rates of all students and disaggregated by
subgroups. There were two sets of data collected: (1) the number and percent of students that
performed at or above benchmark; and (2) growth over time. Progress for the first data is
determined by the increase or decrease in the percent of all students as well as students with an
IEP at or above benchmark. This set of data reflects group progress. The second set of data
involves reviewing individual student progress from one screening period to another. The SSIP
Core Team adopted the Early Childhood National Technical Assistance Center (ECTAC) Child
Outcomes Summary Process and adapted it to reflect school-age population. As part of the
adaptation process, performance levels (i.e. progress categories) and two Summary Outcome
Statements were created for reporting the data. The summary outcomes are not calculated until
the end of the second screening. The performance levels and summary outcomes are described
below:

Performance Levels:
a=No improvement
b=Improvement, but not close to benchmark
c=Improvement, close to benchmark
d=Improvement to benchmark
e=Maintained or exceeded benchmark

Summary Qutcome #1
Number and Percent of students whose scaled score improved from Screening#l to
Screening#2 and from Screening #1 to Screening #3 at the end of the school year , but did not
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reach benchmark (i.e. b + ¢) as per above improvement levels divided by the number of
students with no improvement plus number of students with improvement, but not close to
benchmark plus number of students with improvement close to benchmark plus number of
students with improvement to benchmark [(b+c)/(a+b+c+d)].

Summary Qutcome #2

Number and Percent of students whose scaled score improved from Screening#l to
Screening#2 and from Screening #1 to Screening #3 that reached benchmark or maintained or
exceeded benchmark divided by the total number of students screened [(d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)].

Beginning in SY2018-2019, all nine elementary schools were required to implement the universal
screening of all students in K to 3™ grade. To ensure the screening is implemented with fidelity,
the principals of the target schools were assigned to mentor principals of the scale up schools. The
Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for the universal screening tool has been reviewed and
revised based on input from school level stakeholders and is now systematically implemented
throughout the PSS. Principals of the scale up schools conduct fidelity observations and share the
results with the principals of the target schools. Screening data is systematically collected,
analyzed, and reported for all students and disaggregated for students with an IEP. This includes
examining the two sets of data previously described.

Evidence that the Screening is Being Carried Out with Fidelity and Having the Desired Effects
Beginning in SY2016-2017, teachers were provided targeted training on the purpose, navigation,
administration, and the analysis and interpretation of the Renaissance STAR screening system as
well as on the draft Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) for administration of the STAR Early
Literacy (SEL) and STAR Reading (SR). The SOPs included the procedures for conducting
fidelity observations by principals each year to ensure the screening procedures were implemented
as intended systemically in all elementary schools. Based on the fidelity observation data
discussed in Section C1 of this document, the SSIP Core Team and the School Implementation
Teams are confident the screening results for SY 2018-2019 and SY2019-20 (limited to results of
first two screening periods) are valid and reliable and can be used for instructional planning for
all students as it is intended.

Outcomes Regarding Progress Toward Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives that are
necessary steps toward achieving the SIMR and Measurable Improvements in the SIMR in
Relation to Targets

With training on the STAR screening provided to all K to 3™ grade teachers in all schools,
institutionalization of administration procedures, consistent fidelity observations data collected,
and screening data systematically collected and used to plan instruction, the CNMI PSS is
progressing toward achieving the short term and intermediate outcomes based on secondary data
that are necessary to achieve the SiMR, that students will demonstrate grade level reading
proficiency.

e Short-Term: Teachers increase knowledge and skills in the use of selected universal
screening tool.
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e Intermediate: Teachers screen all K to 3rd students and use data to adjust instruction to
meet students’ needs; Teachers implement STAR Early Literacy screening tool 3 times per
year.

e Long-Term: Students demonstrate grade level reading skills mastery.

As reported in Section Cl1, teachers have reported increased knowledge and skills in the
administration of the universal screening tool. This is aligned with increased overall percent of
students performing at or above benchmark. For SY2018-2019, the percent of students performing
at or above benchmark was 45% as compared with the baseline screening at the end of the SY2016-
2017 with 41%. Though the increase was limited to three percentage points, it was an increase.

Infrastructure Changes and Improvements to Governance: Implementation of Reading
Curriculum and Evidence that the Journeys Common Core Reading Curriculum is Being
Carried Out with Fidelity and Having the Desired Effects

With the systemic implementation of Journeys Curriculum, training provided to all teachers on
the curriculum as well as on the Foundations of Reading, and SOPs to ensure the curriculum is
implemented with fidelity, the data shows that the curriculum is not being implemented with
fidelity in all classrooms, CNMI PSS is making some progress towards achieving the short term
and intermediate outcomes that are necessary to achieve the SIMR for students to demonstrate
grade level reading proficiency.

In Phase II, the CNMI PSS adopted an evidence-based reading curriculum for elementary schools.
The target schools were provided the required curriculum materials and training to implement the
curriculum. In Phase III Year 2, to ensure the curriculum is implemented with fidelity, the Office
of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) was provided an initial training on the Journeys fidelity
observation tool. Although the Journeys Common Core Curriculum has been implemented in all
schools for several years and all teachers received training on the curriculum as well as training in
the Foundations of Reading, implementation of the curriculum with fidelity has not been
systemically established to date.

In Phase III Year 3, OCI completed inter-rater reliability training on the Journeys Common Core
Curriculum fidelity observation tool and conducted initial fidelity observations in the target
schools. Although there was a low percentage of observations due to the super typhoon in the Fall
of 2018, the observations that were conducted showed a slight increase in the number of teachers
(2 of 25) who implement at least 75% of the Journeys Curriculum with fidelity. Based on the low
number and percent of fidelity observations conducted by OCI, the SSIP Core Team agreed that
the reading curriculum has yet to be implemented with fidelity by all teachers.

Outcomes Regarding Progress Toward Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives that are
necessary steps toward achieving the SIMR and Measurable Improvements in the SIMR in
Relation to Targets

e Short-term: Teachers increase knowledge and skills in the essential foundations of
reading.
e Intermediate:
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o Teachers provide evidence-based reading instruction and appropriate interventions
to meet students’ needs.
o Teachers improve instructional practices.
e Long-term: Students demonstrate grade level reading skills mastery.

In Phase III Year 4, there was a low percentage of teacher observations completed due to
environmental factors that affected the school schedule with two of the three target schools
maintaining double session schedules. The observations reported two sets of data: (1) Performance
Indicator 7 collected data on the ability of the classrooms to demonstrate evidence of at least 75%
of the indicators on the fidelity checklist related to the structure of the classroom. This includes
classroom environment, grouping size for instruction, and independent practice; (2) Performance
Indicator 10 focused on improved instructional practices over time. For Performance Indicator 7,
only 17 or 30% of the teachers were observed with 82% meeting the 75% minimum number of
fidelity indicators observed. Though this was an increase from SY2018-2019, the percent of
teachers observed were well below the minimum target to be observed of 80%. As for
Performance Indicator 10, the number of the observations that were conducted showed no progress
in the number of teachers (0/12) who implemented at least 75% of the Journeys Curriculum with
fidelity.

The short term outcome for this improvement strategy was for teachers to increase their knowledge
and skills in the implementation of evidence-based reading instruction. To measure that outcome,
web-based training was provided and a post training survey was conducted on the Foundations of
Reading. However, not all teachers availed themselves of the free web-based course on the
Foundations of Reading. The survey results for SY2019-2020 did not reflect any significant
increase in the percent of teachers that reported an increase in their knowledge of the essential
components of reading and skills to implement an evidence-based reading program. The results
of the survey are aligned with the results of the fidelity observations in that 0% of the teachers
observed demonstrated at least 75% of the indicators on the Journeys Curriculum related to
instructional practices specifically related to reading. The SSIP Core Team continues to stress the
importance of targeted PD, targeted collaboration with Literacy Coaches and principals to provide
additional supports and the use of fidelity checklists so that teachers are supported with the tools
to implement evidence-based strategies and instruction. At this time, the data does not reflect
meeting the outcomes for this indicator. For the short-term outcome, an average of 62% of the
teachers perceived their knowledge of the five essential components have increased as a result of
training. No conclusions regarding the changes in teacher practices and impact on student
outcomes in reading can be determined due to the insufficient number of observations to generalize
results to the teacher population.

Infrastructure Changes and Improvements to Professional Development (PD) and Technical
Assistance System (TA) and Evidence that the PD and TA Structure is Being Carried Out with
Fidelity and Having the Desired Effects

In Phase III Year 2 an effective PD and TA structure, that includes theory and discussion,
demonstrations, practice and feedback, coaching in the classroom, and supports the PSS
continuous improvement efforts at the school and teacher level, was implemented districtwide.
Based on the PD structure, all major PD events are required to submit a PD plan to the Office of
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Student Support Services to ensure the provider follows the PD and TA structure. All PD plans
are to include an evaluation method, such as the use of surveys, to measure and evaluate the impact
of the PD.

Phase III Year 4, data shows that the fidelity of the PD and TA structure have improved. In SY
2019-2020, there were four major PD events and all four followed the PD protocol. However, the
SSIP Core Team agrees that the protocol needs to be reviewed and revised to refine areas that
require revisions to system policies.

Infrastructure Changes and Improvements to Coaching and Modeling and Evidence that
Coaching is Being Carried Out with Fidelity and Having the Desired Effects

The CNMI PSS now has in place a Literacy Coach structure that is systemically implemented in
all elementary schools. In Phase III Year 2, the Literacy Coaches drafted a coaching structure to
ensure the coaching plans include practices of observation, instructional modeling, and consistent
feedback. The structure ensures the coaching plans and coaching cycles occur with adequate time
and frequency based on the individual needs of the teachers. The literacy coaches were provided
on the job and on site coaching and mentor training for a year from a private provider to fine-tune
their skills and competence as literacy coaches.

In Phase III Year 4, the data shows that all elementary schools have Literacy Coaches assigned to
K to 3™ with an acceptable coach to teacher ratio of 1:10. As discussed in Section C1 of this
document, an annual teacher survey was conducted to determine if teachers’ instructional practices
improved as a result of the coaching received. The results of the survey indicated that 59 of 78
teachers or 76% of respondents reported their instructional practices improved as a result of the
coaching and modeling experiences. It should be noted that these reflect teacher perceptions and
not based on student outcomes. Each coach is required to complete a minimum of 10 coaching
cycles per school year. Currently, coaches are required to submit coaching cycle documents. The
literacy coach performance appraisal has been drafted and will be completed by the principal in
collaboration with the coach.

Outcomes Regarding Progress Toward Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives that are
Necessary Steps Toward Achieving the SIMR and Measurable Improvements in the SIMR in
Relation to Targets

With Literacy Coaches in place, a coaching structure implemented, and fidelity measure
developed, the CNMI PSS is making progress toward achieving the short term and long term
outcomes that are necessary steps towards achieving the SIMR.

e Short Term: Literacy Coaches increase their knowledge and skills in coaching and
modeling instructional practices.

¢ Intermediate: Teachers in target schools improve instructional practices in reading as a
result of coaching received.

The teacher perception survey conducted in Phase III Year 4 indicate that 78% of the teachers
responding to the survey perceive their practices improved as a result of the coaching received
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during the SY2019-2020. However, this data is limited to teacher perceptions. The teacher
observations collected for Performance Indicators 7 and 10 on improved teacher practices may not
be attributed at this time to the coaching provided to the teachers.

Infrastructure Changes and Improvements to Collaborative Efforts at the School Level and
Evidence that Collaboration is Being Carried Out with Fidelity and Having the Desired Effects

The CNMI PSS now has in place, at the target schools, procedures to ensure that collaboration
occurs between general education and special education teachers at the grade level Professional
Learning Collaboration (PLC) meetings. The PLC meetings are purposeful data dialogues with
an emphasis on student data, instructional planning, and progress monitoring. The collaborative
efforts have expanded to include literacy coaches, Title I teachers, special education teachers, and
teacher aides. Principals or their designee monitors the PLC activities through observations of
PLC meetings to ensure there is an agenda, the required participants, the topics of discussion, and
the level of engagement of the participants.

The Phase III Year 4 data indicate that collaborative meetings are implemented in the target
schools as well as scale up schools and include all members of the collaborative team. Across the
scale-up schools, a mechanism has been built in to bring in data dialogues at the classroom and
school levels and linked to the universal screening SOP. Principals or their designees observe the
meeting to ensure the meetings are carried out in accordance with the procedures using a PLC
meeting observation tool. The principals report the number of meetings observed and the number
of meetings with the indicators on the PLC form. For each indicator, the principal marks it with a
“Yes.” The SSIP Core Team and School Implementation Teams are confident that PLC meetings
are data driven and focus on instructional planning using screening data as well as other data
sources and are having the desired effect on increased collaboration.

Outcomes Regarding Progress Toward Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives that are
Necessary Steps Toward Achieving the SIMR and Measurable Improvements in the SIMR in
Relation to Targets

With the PLC meeting procedures in place, PLC meeting observations conducted and data
systematically collected, the CNMI PSS is progressing toward achieving the short term and
intermediate outcomes that are necessary to achieve the SIMR for students to demonstrate grade
level reading proficiency.

e Short-Term: Implementation Teams increase their knowledge and skills of effective
collaboration.
e Intermediate: Implementation Teams collaborate to meet the needs of individual students.

Infrastructure Changes and Improvements to the Instructional Review Process (IRP) and
Evidence that the Instructional Review Process is Being Carried Out with Fidelity and Having
the Desired Effects

The CNMI PSS has an improved Instructional Review Process (IRP) that includes observations of
classrooms that focus on learning environments of students with disabilities and fidelity
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observations for the implementation of the reading curriculum. The IRP is a function of the Office
of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) initiated several years ago to ensure instructional practices
are evidence-based and are fully implemented in all classrooms, by and with all teachers, and that
learning environments meet the needs of all learners. The process now includes a review of
students with an IEP in the classroom and evidence of specially-designed instruction provided to
the student. The IRP process also imbeds fidelity observation tools specific to the reading
curriculum. Based on the three-year trend data, the overall ELEOT rubrics used to describe the
learning environments indicate an increase from 3.1 in SY 2017-2018, 3.50 in SY 2018-2019 and
a slight decrease to 3.20 in SY 2019-2020. With these results, the SSIP Core Team and school
leadership are confident that the IRP has contributed to improved learning environment of students
with disabilities.

Outcomes Regarding Progress Toward Short-Term and Long-Term Objectives that are
Necessary Steps Toward Achieving the SIMR and Measurable Improvements in the SIMR in
Relation to Targets

In SY 2019-2020, OCI brought in a coach to provide training and coaching to build teacher
competency in the use of the instructional materials for the Journeys reading curriculum. With the
IRP in place that includes observation indicators specific for learning environments of students
with an IEP and fidelity of the reading curriculum, the CNMI PSS is making progress toward
achieving the short-term outcomes that are necessary steps towards achieving the SIMR.
e Short Term: The district increases the use of Instructional Review Process to improve the
learning environment of students with disabilities.

For SSIP Phase III Year 4, no observations were conducted of teachers of students with an IEP.
The SY2018-19 data indicate that 100% of the special education teachers provided equal access
to classroom discussions, activities, resources, technology and support; 100% of the students were
supported to understand content and accomplish tasks; and 100% of the learners were actively
engaged. In comparison with the baseline of 95% for SY2016-2017, this was an increase of 5%.
However, there was a decrease of 17 percentage points from SY2016-2017 to SY2017-2018. The
SSIP Core Team agrees that with no available data for this school year, no conclusions can be
made as no trend has been established. In addition to measuring the improvement of the learning
environment, the IRP process must also consider if any correlation exists between the IRP data
and student achievement outcomes.
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Plans for Next Year

The Phase III Year 4 progress data indicated that several improvement activities were carried out
as planned. The fidelity data indicates that the activities were implemented with a high degree of
fidelity such as the universal screening, the provision of differentiated learning environments, and
well-established Professional Learning Collaboration (PLC) groups. The data also indicates that
there are major activities that need continuous monitoring such as the implementation of the
reading curriculum with fidelity in all elementary schools, literacy coaching with fidelity, the
development, revision, and implementation of individualized education programs (IEPs), and the
delivery of specially-designed instruction (SDI). The SSIP Core Team will continue to review and
analyze the data as well as obtain stakeholder input to identify the barriers to implementation of
improvement strategies with fidelity and identify steps to address the barriers.

1. The Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) and school principals will continue to
conduct classroom observations in all the schools to ensure the Journeys Common Core
Curriculum is implemented with fidelity. The OCI and school level stakeholders will
continue to revisit the observation schedules including the frequency and duration of the
observation and the total number of teachers to be observed to ensure high validity and
reliability of the fidelity data. The OCI will continue to monitor the implementation of the
curriculum with fidelity and will provide training and professional development based on
the implementation fidelity observation data.

2. The Literacy Coaches will continue to receive specialized training and mentoring in all
schools to ensure that coaching is implemented with fidelity in accordance with the SOPs
and Coaching Plans. A fidelity observation process will be implemented in SY2020-2021.
The collaboration relating to instruction and supports needed to assist teachers will be
expanded. Progress data on the effects of coaching will be collected and reported in section
C of this document. (Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix). The Office of Accountability,
Research and Evaluation (ARE) will continue to conduct an annual survey of teachers to
determine if their instructional practices improved over time as a result of coaching
received.

SCALING UP THE SSIP

The universal screening, Journeys Common Core Curriculum, and Literacy Coaching are state
approved initiatives which have been implemented systemically in all nine elementary schools.
The OCI is the lead to ensure the curriculum is implemented with fidelity while each principal is
responsible to ensure screening is implemented in accordance with the screening procedures. The
Office of ARE is responsible for ensuring that the Literacy Coaching is implemented in all schools.
The Commissioner’s key management team will be responsible for the scale-up of the major SSIP
activities such as the training on the screening program, conducting fidelity observations of the
implementation of the reading curriculum, and expanding the fidelity observations in the
remaining elementary schools. All this will be coordinated and carried out by the leadership team
and elementary school principals. The priority focus for this next year is ensuring the reading
curriculum is being implemented with fidelity that will result in improved student outcomes.
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The CNMI PSS will continue to access technical assistance from both OSEP funded TA Centers
and private providers typically used by the Public School System programs, in both general
education and special education. The CNMI PSS acknowledges the value and benefit of engaging
in the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) process over the past few years that was initially
driven by the special education program with a focus on improving results of students with
disabilities. It is now the framework that will be used across the system to implement other district-
wide improvement initiatives.
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CNMI PSS SSIP Work: Importance, Benefits, Infrastructure Changes, Mechanisms for
Continued Improvement, and Plans for Scaling up

1. What aspect of the SSIP work have you found to be the most important or beneficial?

The aspect of the SSIP work most beneficial is that it has laid the foundation for district-wide
improvement framework for all students inclusive of subgroups such as students with an
Individualized Education Program (IEP) and English Language Learners (ELL). Building the
framework for SSIP demanded the commitment and participation from district leaders, program
leaders, school leaders, teachers and support staff. This initiative created a venue for intentional
collaboration between schools and the district, and more importantly, between general education
and special education teachers. Schools are able to mirror the framework and apply it to other
programs and goals for structure, guidance, accountability, and monitoring purposes.

2. What is different about PSS as a result of the SSIP compared to Phase I when the system
analysis was completed?

The following provides a brief description of the CNMI PSS key strands of action or coherent
strategies that were implemented that resulted in changes to the PSS educational system. CNMI’s
key strands of action as indicated in the Theory of Action are as follows: 1) Governance, 2)
Professional Development, 3) Collaboration, 4) Technical Assistance, 5) Accountability, and 6)
Monitoring. These coherent strategies support system change and was necessary for CNMI to
demonstrate progress towards the SIMR, sustain CNMI’s system improvement efforts, and scale-

up.

Since the inception of the SSIP, the CNMI with stakeholder input, developed the Theory of Action
in efforts to meet CNMI’s SiMR:

By June 30, 2020, at least 55% of 3" grade students with IEPs in three target schools will
perform at or above reading proficiency against grade level and alternate academic achievement
standards as measured by the state assessment.

With the implementation of the six strands of actions (i.e. coherent strategies), CNMI has made
some infrastructure improvements in the following areas:

Governance

Universal Screening of early literacy and reading implemented in all K-3" grade classrooms.
Upon completion of Phase 1 analysis, it was evident that the screening conducted in the elementary
schools were not uniform. There were two screening assessments, Reading for Assessment (RFA)
and Renaissance STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading, implemented in the schools without
on-going training and in some cases initial training for teachers administering the screener. In
addition, there was data collected on the fidelity of administering the assessments to ensure valid
and reliable results.

There has been immense progress since Phase 1. This includes a universal screener in all schools,
on-going training in the administration, analysis, and interpretation of results, and data collected
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on the fidelity of administration. With these processes in place, it increases the probability of
reliable and valid results.

Viable and Reliable Curriculum

In support of instruction, the PSS adopted an evidence-based reading curriculum that is currently
implemented in all elementary schools. This was a result of the Phase I analysis. Prior to the
analysis, there was no common reading curriculum across the elementary schools.

Professional Development (PD)

As a result of the Phase I analysis, the CNMI PSS created a structure for the identification,
selection, delivery, and evaluation of professional development activities. The PD and TA
structure reinforces the use of student outcome data for determining content for professional
development activities. The structure included the process for measuring the effectiveness of the
PD activities based on the “Learning to Teach Practice-Based Preparation in Teacher Education,”
a Special Issues Brief, from the CEEDER Center. CNMI PSS continues to prioritize training at
all levels. To support the efforts to meet CNMI’s SiMR, all professional development activities
since Phase I have focused on the essential components of reading, the universal screening tool,
the development and implementation of IEPs, and delivery of effective coaching. In Phase III
Year 4, the Office of Student Support Services was designated as the responsible office to monitor
the implementation of the PD process. The intended output of this activity has been met and
continues to be systematically implemented within the district.

Collaboration

One of the greatest benefits of the SSIP process is that it has brought general and special education
management team to the table to address instructional issues related not solely on students with an
IEP, but ALL students. Prior to completion of Phase I, the PSS’s educational management team
viewed SSIP as a “special education” initiative. After the completion of Phase I, SSIP has become
a district initiative with joint responsibility of the general and special education leadership team
members of the CNMI PSS. The increased collaboration has promoted inclusivity and acceptance
of all students.

The increased collaboration was not limited to district and school personnel. The increased
collaboration increased more involvement by other stakeholder groups such as the Parent Teacher
School Association (PTSA) in the PSS’s improvement efforts to demonstrate progress towards the
SiMR. The post Phase I activities have provided the opportunity for stakeholder groups such as
the PTSA to serve as a conduit for sharing information to all parents through their summits.
School level community stakeholders work more closely with the school leadership to exchange
ideas, prepare and plan school budgets, review school performance data, offer suggestions, and
support school events that focus on increasing parent engagement to improve student achievement.
At the school/community level, SSIP activities, as well as school wide improvement plans are
discussed at PTSA meetings, at parent teacher conferences, and advisory panel meetings.
Discussions include how PSS uses assessment data for school wide improvement plans and
funding purposes, how the school plans professional development and training, and how the school
plans instructional initiatives. At the district level, the stakeholders are primarily the principals,
the program managers, key management, members of the Board of Education subcommittees, and
PTSA representatives made up of PTSA officers. Progress on the SSIP activities and scaling up
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plans are the primary focal points of discussion at these types of networking opportunities. These
opportunities for networking by stakeholders allow them to use the infrastructure to exchange
information with each other, implement a feedback that is relevant to the issue at hand, and provide
broad suggestions for action.

Technical Assistance (TA)

Phase I system analysis provided the opportunity for PSS to reflect, coordinate, and align all
technical assistance that focuses on the improvement efforts to improve reading proficiency of all
students. In SSIP Phase III Year 2, the Special Education Director in collaboration with the Title
I Coordinator provided technical assistance to teachers of students eligible for both Title I and
special education. This became an annual TA activity at the beginning of the school. Beginning
in Phase III Year 3, technical assistance was provided to the special education teachers,
administrators, and aides of the SSIP target schools on developing, reviewing, and revising the
IEP. Technical assistance was also provided related to the alignment of the IEP components with
the specially-designed instruction (SDI). For Phase III Year 4, the focus of the technical assistance
was to build the proficiency of Title I teachers with the knowledge and skills to accommodate and
modify the instruction of a student with an IEP. The Title I teachers and coordinator reflected
during the technical assistance activity on their role in the provision of specially-designed
instruction to improve the reading proficiency of students with an IEP. Through the technical
assistance process, collaboration between Title I and special education teachers will be improved.

Accountability

Data Dialogues

In Phase III Year 4, the Data Dialogue process was revised to include required student and grade
level screening data used by all schools to report school level data. The revisions also include the
review of longitudinal data from one screening period to another and ultimately the growth, if any,
from the first screening to the third screening. The conversations are intentional, purposeful, and
focused on student outcomes related to academic and behavior.

Monitoring

As a result of SSIP Phase I analysis, several monitoring processes were operationalized and
institutionalized throughout the target schools. These processes include monitoring the fidelity of
the implementation of the universal screener as well as the implementation of the evidence-based
reading curriculum through the use of the STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading fidelity
checklist and the revised Instructional Review Process (IRP). The revision to IRP was
implemented to account for revisions in the Effective Learning Environment Observation Tool
(ELEOT) Version 2.0. The IRP and ELEOT continue to be systematically implemented in all the
schools. The IRP and observation data are systematically collected using the ELEOT and are
reported electronically in the ELEOT application. The IRP process focuses on monitoring the
fidelity of implementing the reading curriculum while monitoring the universal screener results
focuses on improved reading proficiency.

Technical assistance, accountability, and monitoring are the coherent strategies aligned to monitor
and support continued progress made of all students inclusive of students with an IEP.
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3. What mechanisms or resources are in place to sustain improvement efforts?

Several mechanisms have been put in place to help sustain improvement efforts. Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) have been developed or revised to address the following issues
related to students with an IEP:

e Participation in the universal screener administered 3 times a year;

e Dedicated funding in School-Wide Plans (SWP) for subgroups such as students with an
IEP for improving results;

e Professional development structure that promotes the use of data for decision-making;

e Operationalized procedures for the Instructional Review Process (IRP) conducted by the
Office of Curriculum and Instruction (OCI) to include observations of learning
environments of students with an IEP in settings other than general education classrooms;

e Involvement of Literacy coaches to support improvement efforts focused on reading
performance; and

e District approved learning curriculum that includes students with an IEP.

4. What is CNMDI’s plan for scale-up?

The CNMI initiated scale-up for the remaining six elementary schools during the SY2018-2019
with progress reported in SSIP Phase III Year 3 report. During SY2018-2019, training was
provided that focused on the administration, interpretation, and analysis of the universal screening
data. The coaches assigned to the remaining six schools participated in district-wide training. The
SSIP school administrators mentored the scale-up schools by conducting training on the use of the
data-base system and reporting procedures, introduction to the schools PLC fidelity checklist and
components of the PLC structure, and provision of electronic templates to initiate reporting on the
level of performance using STAR data. The goal for SY2019-2020 was to continue with the
training and build proficiency in these areas. The scale-up activities for SY2020-2021 and
continuing thereafter will be to monitor the implementation of the reading curriculum and use of
screening data to determine progress from screening period to another and the use of data for
professional development activities.

5. What is CNMI finding the most challenging to implement, evaluate, and report?

The SSIP work continues to be a learning process for all those involved. A big challenge is the
continuous monitoring of the fidelity of implementing the reading curriculum and instructional
practices as well as providing continuous, differentiated supports to scale-up schools. At the
beginning of the SY2018-2019, the CNMI was faced with many setbacks due to a natural disaster
that damaged most of the schools, resulting in a temporary school closure until December 2018.
The SY2018-2019 was a struggle for the entire school district as some schools, including the SSIP
schools, were heavily damaged, leaving schools to implement double-session classes for the rest
of the year. Collaboration with scale-up schools was provided but not as intensive as expected.

Another challenging area is a well-written and well-executed IEP. For Phase III Year 4, there was
an attempt to establish inter-rater agreement between the evaluators of the IEPs. However, this
continues to be a challenge. Based on a review of the IEPs, there is a continued challenge to
deliver specially-designed instruction aligned to the IEP while ensuring that students with an IEP
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participate and make progress in the general curriculum. The annual review of the IEPs as an
improvement strategy for SSIP has emphasized the continued need to provide on-going, job-
embedded professional development opportunities to teachers of students with an IEP in all
settings. To support full implementation of the IEPs and the delivery of specially-designed
instruction (SDI), it was determined training alone is not sufficient. Similar to the implementation
of an evidence-based reading curriculum, implementation of an IEP requires coaching to support
changes in practices as a result of training.
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APPENDIX A: Theory of Action
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Then

Then

Leadership

Universal Screening and
Assessment in K to 3rd
Grade

Early Reading and Literacy
Curricula

Professional

Development

Professional Development:

Data Collection, Reporting
and Use for Screening and
Assessments

Early Literacy Curricula

Collaboration

General Education and
Special Education Teachers

Technical

Assistance

Accountability

...implements systemic universal screening and
assessment in grades K to 3rd

...implements researched based early literacy
program based on common core state standards
that incorporate the essential components of reading
(Fluency, Vocabulary, Comprehension, Phonemic
Awareness and Phonics)

... teachers in target schools will screen and assess
students early literacy development

..teachers in target schools will report screening
and assessment results to school leadership to
incorporate in the Data Dialogues and SWP’s

... teachersin target schools will provide literacy
instruction with fidelity in K to 3rd grade

... students entering Kindergarten and the subsequent
grades thereafter in the will be screened and assessed
to determine the student’s literacy level in the essential
components of reading

...K'to 3rd assessment data will be reported in SWP and
used to support the allocation of resources

... students in the targeted schools will be provided with
evidenced based literacy instruction in K to 3rd grade
that

...each child will have a literacy profile of their growth and
progress in essential reading components

...provides professional development on how to
collect, report and maintain early literacy Screening
and Assessment Data in the targeted schools

...provides professional developmentin the essential
components of reading and early literacy

...provides Literacy Coaches in target schools

..the general education and special education
teachers can accurately and systematically screen
and assess the children’s literacy knowledge and
skills in the essential reading components

... teachers will be knowledgeable in literacy
instruction for early grades

..teachers will increased their competence in
teaching early literacy to students with disabilities

... teachers can provide systematic evidence based
literacy instruction on the essential components of
reading

... teachers will be able to systemically use the data
to report growth and progress and plan differentiated
instruction based on individual needs of the student

...children will be meaningfully engaged in appropriate
literacy instruction in K to 3rd grade

..all students in the target schools will demonstrate
growth in their early literacy profiles

...implements the use of an evidence based Step Wise
Process to ensure access to literacy instruction in the
early grades

...allows for collaborative planning time

Gen Education and Special Education Teachers will
plan together using a systematic process to identify
instructional barriers that prevent students with
disabilities from accessing and benefiting from
literacy instruction

students will access and benefit from differentiated
literacy instruction

...students will be provided appropriate
accommodations

....Students with disabilities in K to 3rd grade will
receive appropriate literacy instruction in the least
restrictive environment

...provides technical assistance that is based on the
data and need in the target schools

...Incorporates coaching and modeling strategies in K
to 3rd grade in target schools

....schools can increase their capacity to support the
teachers to deliver effective literacy instruction

..teachers can increase their knowledge of effective
literacy instruction

..the number of effective literacy coaches will
increase

...K to 3rd teachers will provide literacy instruction on
the essential components of reading

..teachers will use effective instructional strategies
based on evidence based modeling

...schools will leverage resources of teachers trained
in effective coaching and modeling strategies

... students in the targeted schools will demonstrate
improved reading proficiency by the end of 3rd grade

...holds school leadership accountable for clearly
identified, prioritized, and measureable goals in SWP’s
specific to literacy and reading in K to 3rd grade

...schools systematically engage all stakeholdersin
the development of SWPs

...holds schools accountable for continuous
improvement using school data

...schools will develop procedures to systematically
report data on K to 3rd programs

... teachers will be accountable for studentlearning
and progress monitoring

..teachers will personalize professional growth
through the Teacher Evaluation System

...implements an Instructional Review Process using
and Effective Learning Environment Observation Tool
(ELEOT) in K'to 3rd grade to measure the teaching
and learning process and meaningful student
engagement

..teachers will have immediate feedback and
information specific to the their instructional process
that identifies strengths and areas that need
improvement

..teachers will adjust the teaching and instructional
process to focus on areas that need improvement

..the teaching and learning process will differentiate
instruction to meet the needs of students with
disabilities

...Students will be engaged in meaningful and
purposeful literacy instruction based on progress data
that will lead to improved results

By June 30, 2020,
55% of 3rd grade
students with [EPs in
3 target schools, will
perform at or above
proficient against
grade level and
alternate academic
achievement
standards in total
reading as measured
by the state
assessment.

CNMI will have the
infrastructure
capacity to scale-up
implementation
with fidelity.
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CNMI SIMR: By June 30, 2019, at least 55% of 3™ grade students with IEPs in three target schools will perform at or above reading proficiency against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards as measured

by the state assessment.

lnputs

I i Activiti

Outputs

e Screening Tools

e RFA Data

e Hexagon tool/process

e Awareness surveys

e Technical Assistance

e Sample SOP’s

e Needs Assessments

e Collaboration

e Resources/models

e EVP Resources

e Reading Component
Competencies

e [EP Files

e ELEOT Observation tools

e Power Walk Through

e IRP Protocol

e SWP’s

e Data Dialogues

e FTE’s Funding

Al. Implement universal screening
in K to 3" Grade

\ 4

A2. Implement Early Reading/
Literacy Curriculum

Screening Tool selected

Standard Operating Procedures for
screening disseminated to schools

Data collection and reporting tool

Developed Screening Observation

Fidelity Form

Short-term

Antermediate

Long-term

Teachers increase knowledge and
skills to administer, analyze and
interpret STAR data

Teachers increase knowledge and
skills in the essential foundations
of reading

—

B1. Establish Professional
Development and Technical
Assistance Structure that include
components of effective PD

An evidence-based reading curriculum
is selected.

Instructional Materials purchased
Fidelity Observation Form developed

School Level implementation
team increase knowledge and
skills in developing appropriate
IEPs

Teachers implement STAR
screening with fidelity and use
the data to plan appropriate

instruction

Teachers provide evidence-
based reading instruction and >
appropriate interventions to

meet students’ needs

Students
demonstrate grade
level reading skills
mastery

B2. Implement Coaching and
modeling

A 4

District-wide PD and TA Structure are i

established
PD and TA Scheduled

C. Implement a Collaboration
Structure/Model

Collaboration Structure is established
as a standard operating procedure at
every school Purposeful Learning
Community established

v

Literacy Coaches increase their
knowledge and Skills in coaching
and modeling instructional
practices

practices

Teachers improve instructional 7
Teachers develop appropriate

IEPs based on current data

D.1. Implement Improved SWP
process to include SSIP
improvement activities

D2. Implement Improved Data
Dialogue process

Revised SWP and Data Dialogues
Process.

SWP indicate resources are for
struggling readers.

Data dialogues include specific data
on students with disabilities in K to
3rd grade

E. Implement Improved Monitoring
Process

Revised IRP process to include
information specific to learning
environments and engagement of
students with disabilities.

ELEOT observation tool on app

District and school personnel in-
crease knowledge and skills in
delivering effective professional
development

\‘

District and schools deliver
professional development
based on effective PD and TA

Structure

CNMI has increased
capacity infrastructure
to scale-up
implementation with

A 4

fidelity

Implementation Teams

e

v

School implementation team i collaborate on instructional

(PLC) increase knowledge and planning to meet the needs of

skills of effective collaboration |~ |all

The district and schools increase Schools submit annual SWPS

knowledge and skills in — | that include SSIP

developing School Wide Plans improvement activities

(SWPs) to include specific

information on subgroups of

students The district increases the use of
Instructional Review Process to

The district and schools increase improve learning environment

knowledge and skills in conducting|=—»

data dialogues that include
performance of subgroups.

of students with disabilities
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SSIP Evaluation Worksheet 1: Outcomes by Evaluation Question and Performance Indicator

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Outcome:
Short-term, Intermediate, Long-term
FORMATIVE

Al
To what extent is the universal screening implemented
in K to 3rd grade?

(1) 100% of students in K to 3rd grade are screened to
determine early literacy or reading proficiency.

(2) Participation
100% of students with IEPs in K to 3™ grades are

SHORT-TERM:
e  Teachers increase knowledge and skills to
administer, analyze and interpret STAR data
INTERMEDIATE:
e  Teachers implement STAR screening with
fidelity and use the data to plan appropriate

To what extent do teachers perceive their knowledge and
skills on how to administer, analyze and interpret the
STAR Early Literacy and Reading Screening?

on how to administer, analyze, interpret, and use STAR
data have increased as a result of the training.

screened to determine early literacy or reading instruction
proficienc LONG-TERM:
v e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills
mastery
All (3) 100% of teachers perceive their knowledge and skills | SHORT-TERM:

e  Teachers increase knowledge and skills to

administer, analyze and interpret STAR data
INTERMEDIATE:

e  Teachers provide evidence-based reading
instruction and appropriate interventions to
meet students’ needs

e  Teachers improve instructional practices

LONG-TERM:

e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills

mastery.

A 1.2 (SOP’s)

To what extent do teachers administer STAR Early
Literacy and STAR Reading screening procedures with
fidelity?

(4)100% of the teachers assigned to administer the
screening tests, administer the test with fidelity in
accordance with the SOP.

SHORT-TERM:

e Teachers increase knowledge and skills to

administer, analyze and interpret STAR data
INTERMEDIATE:

e  Teachers implement STAR screening with
fidelity and use the data to plan appropriate
instruction

LONG-TERM:
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SSIP Evaluation Worksheet 1: Outcomes by Evaluation Question and Performance Indicator

As aresult of PD, TA and coaching, to what extent was
there increased use of screening data to improve reading
instruction?

Instructional Planning Tool to plan instruction based on
screening data.

(6) 100% PLC meetings show evidence of discussion
from all members of screening and progress monitoring
data from STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading
assessments to plan and deliver reading instruction.

Outcome:
Evaluation Question Performance Indicator Short-term, Intermediate, Long-term
FORMATIVE
e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills
mastery
Al3 (5) 100% of teachers use the STAR EL / Reading SHORT-TERM:

e  Teachers increase knowledge and skills to

administer, analyze and interpret STAR data
INTERMEDIATE:

e  Teachers implement STAR screening with
fidelity and use the data to plan appropriate
instruction

e  Teachers provide evidence-based reading
instruction and appropriate interventions to
meet students’ needs

e Teachers improve instructional practices

LONG-TERM:

e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills

mastery

A2.
To what extent is the early literacy and reading
curriculum implemented with fidelity in the schools?

(7) 100% of the classrooms-demonstrate evidence of at
least 75% of the indicators in each of the following areas
from the Core Curriculum (Journeys) Fidelity Checklist:

Classroom Environment

Whole Group Instruction
Small Group Instruction

Independent Practice

Core Curriculum (Journeys) Fidelity Checklist

ELA Coordinator will observe all ELA K-3 classrooms
(target schools) for the whole period. (target is 80% of
the classrooms)

SHORT-TERM:

e  Teachers increase knowledge and skills in the

essential foundations of reading
INTERMEDIATE:

e  Teachers provide evidence-based reading
instruction and appropriate interventions to
meet students’ needs

e  Teachers improve instructional practices

LONG-TERM:

e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills

mastery
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SSIP Evaluation Worksheet 1: Outcomes by Evaluation Question and Performance Indicator

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Outcome:
Short-term, Intermediate, Long-term
FORMATIVE

A2.1

To what extent do the teachers at the three SSIP Target
Schools demonstrate competency in teaching the
essential components of reading?

(8) 100% of teachers perceive their knowledge of the
reading components has increased in:
Teacher: I have full Knowledge

(10) 100% of teachers demonstrate improved
instructional practices in reading over time

(11) 100% of students with disabilities have access to
evidence-based core instruction

SHORT-TERM:

e  Teachers increase knowledge and skills in the

essential foundations of reading
INTERMEDIATE:

e  Teachers provide evidence-based reading
instruction and appropriate interventions to
meet students’ needs

e  Teachers improve instructional practices

LONG-TERM:

e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills

mastery

A2.2.

To what extent did\ student performance improve over
time?

(Long Term Outcome)

(12) [IEP’s] 100% of students with disabilities increased
their reading performance over time as measured by the
STAR Early Literacy and STAR Reading

(12.1) Number and percent who increased subscale score
from screening #1 to #2 to a level close to benchmark

INTERMEDIATE:

e  Teachers provide evidence-based reading
instruction and appropriate interventions to
meet students’ needs

e Teachers improve instructional practices

and improvement to benchmark and number and percent | LONG-TERM:
who maintained or exceeded benchmark performance e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills
level. mastery

A2.3.
What are the overall impacts for reading instruction for
students with or without disabilities?

(13) 100% of all students increased their reading
proficiency over time as measured by STAR Early
Literacy and STAR Reading Assessments.

(13.1) Number and percent who increased subscale score
from screening #1 to #2 to a level close to benchmark
and improvement to benchmark and number and percent
who maintained or exceeded benchmark performance
level.

INTERMEDIATE:

e  Teachers provide evidence-based reading
instruction and appropriate interventions to
meet students’ needs

e  Teachers improve instructional practices

LONG-TERM:

e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills

mastery
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SSIP Evaluation Worksheet 1: Outcomes by Evaluation Question and Performance Indicator

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Outcome:
Short-term, Intermediate, Long-term
FORMATIVE

B1.
To what extent did providers adhere to established PD
and TA Structure and Procedures?

(14) 100% of the PD provided to instructional support
staff followed the PD structure and protocol.

(15) 100% of PD Participants report that they were
satisfied with the quality and intensity of the PD and
opportunities for practice and feedback provided.

SHORT-TERM:

e District and school personnel increase
knowledge and skills in delivering effective
professional development

INTERMEDIATE:

e District and schools deliver professional
development based on effective PD and TA
Structure

LONG-TERM:

e CNMI has increased infrastructure to scale-up

implementation with fidelity

B.1.1

As a result of the TA, to what extent did the special
education teachers at the target schools increase their
knowledge and skills in developing, reviewing and
revising appropriate [EPs?

(16) 100% of special education teachers who perceive
their knowledge and skills in developing, reviewing, and
revising IEPs has increased.

SHORT-TERM:
e School level implementation team increase
knowledge and skills in developing appropriate
IEPs
INTERMEDIATE:
e  Teachers develop appropriate IEPs based on
current data
LONG-TERM:
Students demonstrate grade level reading skills mastery

B.1.2

To what extent did the special education teachers at the
Target Schools demonstrate competency in delivering
specially designed instruction to students with [EPs?

(17) 100% of special education teachers demonstrate
competency in delivering instruction that promotes
equitable, supportive, and active learning.

SHORT-TERM:
e School level implementation team increase
knowledge and skills in developing appropriate
IEPs
INTERMEDIATE:
e Teachers develop appropriate IEPs based on
current data

LONG-TERM:
e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills
mastery

April 01, 2020
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Appendix C: Evaluation Plan
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

SSIP Evaluation Worksheet 1: Outcomes by Evaluation Question and Performance Indicator

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Outcome:
Short-term, Intermediate, Long-term
FORMATIVE

B.1.3 (IEP’s)

As a result of professional development, technical
assistance and coaching support, to what extent do
students with disabilities have access to evidence-based
core instruction and supports?

(18) 100% of IEP’s include PLAAFP’s that are based on
current data. Specially designed instruction and goals
reflect the general education curriculum, and students
are provided accommodations to allow benefit in general
education classrooms.

SHORT-TERM:
e School level implementation team increase
knowledge and skills in developing appropriate
IEPs
INTERMEDIATE:
e  Teachers develop appropriate IEPs based on
current data
LONG-TERM:
e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills
mastery

B 2.
To what extent is coaching implemented in the target
schools?

(19) 100% of the target schools have literacy coaches
assigned to their schools.

SHORT-TERM:
e Literacy coaches increase their knowledge and
skills in coaching and modeling instructional

To what extent does collaboration occur at the school
level between general education and special education
teachers?

(22) 100% of the collaborative meetings occur between
general education and special education teacher.
Collaboration is defined as:

e Participation

e Level of engagement

e Topic of discussion

(20) 100% of the schools are in line with national best practices
practices for coaching ratio, 1:10.
(21) 100% of teachers in target schools report that their
instructional practices have improved overtime due to
literacy coaching they received.
C1. SHORT-TERM:

e  School implementation team (PLC) increase
knowledge and skills of effective collaboration
INTERMEDIATE:
e Implementation teams collaborate on
instructional planning to meet the needs of all

students
LONG TERM:
e Students demonstrate grade level reading skills
mastery

April 01, 2020
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Appendix C: Evaluation Plan
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

SSIP Evaluation Worksheet 1: Outcomes by Evaluation Question and Performance Indicator

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Outcome:
Short-term, Intermediate, Long-term
FORMATIVE

D1.
To what extent do SWP include resources allocated to
subgroups of K to 3™ students?

(23) 100% of SWPs attain a score of 3 or higher (include
resources dedicated to struggling learners in K to 3rd
grade based on the student STAR Early Literacy and
STAR Reading performance data of subgroups of
students such as students with IEP’s).

SHORT-TERM:
e The district and schools increase knowledge
and skills in developing School Wide Plans
(SWPs) to include specific information on
subgroups of students
INTERMEDIATE:
e  Schools submit annual SWPs that include SSIP
improvement activities
LONG TERM
e (CNMI has increased infrastructure to scale-up
implementation with fidelity

El.
To what extent does the Instructional Review Process
(IRP) impact instructional practices in the classrooms?

(24) Schools will obtain an overall ELEOT score of 3.5
or higher.

INTERMEDIATE:

e The district increases the use of Instructional
Review Process to improve learning
environment of students with disabilities

LONG TERM

e (CNMI has increased infrastructure to scale-up

implementation with fidelity

April 01, 2020
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership
SSIP Activity: Al. Implement universal screening in K to 3™ Grade

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Performance Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Question Indicator Data source/measurement | Data collection and Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
Implemented activity | How we will know tool, collection and Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
from logic model or the outcome is analysis methods, and implementation Data used to determine Data used to determine | Data used to determine | Data used to determine
action plan achieved parties responsible. score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score.
Evaluation Q) Data source/ Collection 1=0-25% Data: STAR Screening Data: STAR Screening | Data: STAR Screening Data: STAR Screening
Question # 1 100% of students in | measurement tool: schedule: All St_quen'Fs: All Students: All Students: All Students:
K to 3" grade are Screening Data Collection | After all screening | 2=26% - 50% Participation Participation Participation Participation
Al screened to and Reporting Excel Form events/test window Score: 1215/1286=94%
To what extent is the | determine early Class rosters 3=51%-75% Screening 1 Screening 1 Screening 1 Screening 1
universal screening | literacy or reading Eﬁgf gz';cgt'gg dif_‘d Analysis schedule: 11 Score: 1240/1253=99% | Score: 1212/1228=99% | Score:1134/1145= 99%
implemented in K to | proficiency Ente¥ the number of students | PTioT to submission | 4=76% - 100% 12 11 September 2018 September 2019
3 grade? screened using SEL or SR to district office L3 [12 [t (11
divide by the total number [ 4 . []3 ]2 12
Participation: All who should have been Screening 2 X4 13 []3
Students screened. Score: 1265/1297 = 98% X4 X4
Only use one score for each 1 Screening 2
child per screening.  If ]2 Score: 1488/1511=98% | Screening 2 Screening 2
student took both SR and [13 1 Score: 1199/1208 = Score: 1119/1132=99%
SEL, use score of screener X 4 2 999% December 2019
that will be used to monitor Screening 3 3 February 2019
progress. Studepts screened Score: 1283/1301 = 99% X 4 1 11
with an altematlve tool are 1 02 ]2
also counted in total number
screened. ]2 Screening 3 (May 13 (13
L]3 2018) X4 X4
Parties responsible: X 4 Score: 1259/1269 =
School Principals Screening 4 999, Screening #3
Score 1304/1308= 99% 1 Score:
L1 2 1209/1211=99.8%
]2 3 May 2019
[13 X4 1
[ 4 2
(13
X4
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix

CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership
SSIP Activity: Al. Implement universal screening in K to 3™ Grade

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Performance Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Question Indicator Data source/measurement | Data collection and Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
Implemented activity | How we will know tool, collection and Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
from logic model or the outcome is analysis methods, and implementation Data used to determine Data used to determine | Data used to determine | Data used to determine
action plan achieved parties responsible. score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score.
Evaluation (2) Data source/ measurement | Collection 1=0-25% SY 2016-17 SY 2017-18 SY 2018-19 SY 2019-20
Question # 1 Participation tool: ) schedule: After all Data: STAR Screening Data: STAR Screening | Data: STAR Screening | Data: STAR Screening
100% of students Screening Data Collection | screening events/test | 2=26% - 50% Students with I1EPs: Students with I1EPs: Students with IEPs Students with IEPs

Al

with IEPs in K to 3™

and Reporting Excel Form

window
Class roster

Participation

Participation

Participation

Participation

To what extent is the | grades are screened 3=51%-75% Screening 1
universal screening to determine early Data collection and Analysis schedule: Score: 84/90 = 93% Screening 1 Screening 1 Screening 1
implemented in K to literacy or reading analysis methods: Prior to submission | 4= 76% - 100% (11 Score: 88/90=98% Score: 102/105 =97% Score: 106/106 = 100%
3 grade? proficiency Enter the number of students | to district office ]2 []1 []1 September 2019
screening using SEL or SR 3 12 12 ]1
and divide by the total X 4 13 3 ]2
Participation: number who should have Screening 2 X 4 X 4 []3
Students with IEPs been screened. Score: 88/95 = 93% X4
Only use one score for each 11 Screening 2 Screening 2 .
child per screening. If ]2 Score: 101/101=100% | Score: 95/95 = 100% Screening 2
student took both SR and 13 11 []1 Score: 109/109 = 100%
SEL, use score of screener X 4 []2 (12 December 2019
that will be used to monitor Screening 3 13 13
progress. Score: 90/97 = 93% X 4 X 4 []1
1 X 4 ]2
NOTE: Total number 12 Screening 3 []3
includes students screened 03 Screening 3 Score: 113/117=97% | X 4
it n altematve scrcenc 4 Score: 131/137 = 96%
School Principals Screening 4 (1 L1
Score: (98/101) 97% ]2 ]2
L1 13 3
(]2 X 4 X 4
[]3
X 4
Baseline Data:
Screening 4
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4: Evaluation Plan Matrix, April 01, 2020 Page 2
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership

SSIP Activity: Al. Implement universal screening in K to 3™ Grade

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question Performance Indicator | Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity How we will know the Data Data collection and | Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved source/measurement Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan tool, collection and implementation. Data used to determine | Data used to determine Data used to Data used to determine
analysis methods, and score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, mark score, mark score.
parties responsible. score.
Evaluation Question | (3) Data source/ Collection schedule: 1=0-25% Date: October 2016 Date: Nov. 20-21, 2017 Date: March 2019 Date: March 13-18,
#2 100% of teachers measurement tool: After each PD or Score: Score: (56/63) 89% 2020
perceive their knowledge | Post Training Training 2=26% - 50% Purpose: (52/56) 93% Score: (85/96) 89% Purpose:
Al1l and skills on how to Renaissance Survey L1 Purpose of STAR Custom 11 Purpose:
To what extent do administer, analyze, on: Purpose, Analysis schedule: 3=51%-75% (12 Esslessment. (12 Score: (84/92) =91%
teachers perceive their interpret, and use STAR | Navigation, Directly after the []3 02 (13 L1
knowledge and data have increased asa | Administration training 4="76% - 100% X4 O3 X 4 012
skills on how to result of the training Analysis and Navigation: (54/56) X 4 Score: (59/63) 94% 03
administer, analyze and Interpretation 96% Score: (81/95) 85% Navigation: B 4
interpret the STAR Early Sign in sheet L1 idfntiﬁcta'tio%l of 1 Navigation:
Literacy and Reading [12 mervention: []2 S  (84/92) = 91%
screening Data collection and 3 L1 3 Dcolre' 0
analysis methods: X 4 02 X 4 02
Survey conducted Administration: (52/56) % i Score: (58/63) 92% 3
after the training. 93% Score: (81/95) 85% Administration: X 4
Four (4) items were []1 Planning for Intervention L1
pulled from survey for ]2 1 12 Administration:
scoring and submitted (13 12 (13 Score: (85/92) = 92%
to SSIP Core Team for X 4 13 X 4 1
analysis. Refer to Analysis & X 4 Score: (58/63) 92% 2
Scoring criteria Interpretation (52/56) Score: (82/96) 85% Analysis & 13
93% Asse§sment for Progress Interpretation X 4
Parties responsible: 1 l\éorlmormg: 1 _
SSIP Core Team 12 2 ]2 Analysis &
|:| 3 03 |:| 3 Interpretation
X 4 X 4 X 4 Score: (82/92) = 89%
11
12
13
X 4
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership

SSIP Activity: Al. Implement universal screening in K to 3™ Grade

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question Performance Indicator | Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity How we will know the Data Data collection and | Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved source/measurement Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan tool, collection and implementation. Data used to determine | Data used to determine Data used to Data used to
analysis methods, and score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, mark | determine score, mark
parties responsible. score. score.
Evaluation Question 4) Data source/ Collection schedule: Date: October 2016 Date: September 2017 | Date: Sept. 2018 Date: September 2019
#3 100% of the teachers measurement tool: Before, During and 1=0-25% Screening #2 Score: (31/57) 54% Screening #1: Screening #1
assigned to administer Adapted STAR EL/SR | After the Score: (30/48) 63% Screening #1 Score: 38/44=86% Score: 20/29 = 69%
A1.2 (SOP’s) the screening tests, Screening Fidelity administration of the | 2=26% - 50% []1 []1 []1 1
To what extent do administer the test with Form screener []2 []2 []2 0]2
teachers administer fidelity in accordance 3=51%-75% X3 X3 (13 D3
STAR Early Literacy and | With the SOP. Data collection and Analysis schedule: []4 (14 X 4 14
STAR Reading screening analysis methods: Within one week of 4=176% - 100% Date: December 2019

procedures with fidelity?

Teachers are observed | the observation
before, during and
after administering the
screening using the
fidelity checklist.
Average the score of
the schools to
establish a percent per
screening event
(Average of all
observation scores).

Parties responsible:
Principals, V.
Principals or their
designee

Date: Jan. 2017
Screening #3

Score: (33/48) 68%
11

12

X 3

(14

Date: March 2017
Screening #4
Score: (36/41) 88%

Date: January. 2018
Score: (56/60) 93%
Screening #2

(11

(12

(13

X 4

Date: February 2019
Screening #2:
Score:26/35=74%
(11

(12

X3

(14

Screening #1
Score:22/29 = 76%
11

2

13

X 4

Data collected from
new teachers and
teachers struggling
with administration.
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership

SSIP Activity: Al. Implement universal screening in K to 3™ Grade

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question Performance Indicator | Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria SY 16-17 Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity How we will know the Data Data collection and Criteria for Data/Score SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved source/measurement Frequency scoring/rating Data used to determine Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan tool, collection and implementation. score, mark score. Data used to determine Data used to Data used to
analysis methods, and score, mark score. determine score, mark | determine score, mark
parties responsible. score. score.
Evaluation (5) Data source/ Collection schedule: Data: Average of STAR | Data: Average of Data: Average of Data: Average of
Question # 4 100% of teachers use the | measurement tool: Quarterly 1=0-25% Classroom Instructional | STAR Classroom STAR Classroom STAR Classroom

STAR EL / Reading
Instructional Planning
Tool to plan instruction
based on screening data.

Al3

As aresult of PD, TA
and coaching, to what
extent was there
increased use of
screening data to
improve reading
instruction?

RL Instructional
Planning Tool

Data collection and
analysis methods:
Principals review the
online RL
Instructional Planning
Tools of all teachers
and determine average
of teachers use per
school

Parties responsible:
Principals

2=26% - 50%

3=51%-75%

4="76% - 100%

Planning Report
Date: February 2017

Score: (57/57) 100%

Instructional Planning
Report

Date: February 2018

Score: (63/63) 100%

WSR: 20/20=100%
SVS: 21/21=100%
GES: 22 /22=100%

Instructional Planning
Report

Date: February 2019

Score: (63/63) =100%

WSR: 22/22=100%
SVS: 21/21=100%
GES: 20/20=100%

Instructional Planning
Report

Date: February 2020

Score: (56/56) =
100%

[]1

]2

(13

X 4

WSR: 20/20=100%
SVS: 19/19=100%
GES: 17/17=100%
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership
SSIP Activity: Al. Implement universal screening in K to 3" Grade

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question Performance Indicator | Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Data/Score Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity How we will know the Data Data collection and Criteria for Data used to determine SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved source/measurement Frequency scoring/rating score, mark score. Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan tool, collection and implementation. Data used to determine | Data used to determine Data used to
analysis methods, and score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, mark
parties responsible. score.
Evaluation (6) Data source/ Collection 1=0-29% Data: PLC Observation | Data: PLC Data: PLC Data: PLC
Question #4 100% PLC measurement tool: schedule: 2=30-69% Form Observation Form Observation Form Observation Form
meetings show e PLC Observation Atleast 1 x per 3=70-90% Date: February 2017: Date: February 2018 Date: February 2019
AL.3 (Continued) evidence of discussion Form month per grade 4=91 - 100% Period: August 2019 —
As a result of PD. TA from all members of e PLC Agenda level per school. Score: Period: August 2017- Period: August 2018- March 2020
and coaching, to ;Vhat screening and progress e PLC Meeting ) Participation (9/14) February 2018 March 6, 2019
extent was there monitoring data from Minutes and Analysis schedule: 64% Data Discussion
increased use of STAR Early Literacy Attendance Sheet After every Definition of L1203 ] 4 Score: # of Data Discussion (44/44) = 100%
screening data to and STAR Reading observation, Level of observations with a (85/88) 97% (112003 X 4
improve reading assessments to plan and | Data collection and Data Discussion Engagement: rating of “3”/total #of | [J1[]2 (3 [X 4
instruction? deliver reading analysis methods: Score based on: Item J — all Level of Engagement observations;
instruction Report data for 1 PLC Observation members provided | (12/14) 86% Purpose is to capture
observation per month | Form —Item J — input during L1021 314 collaboration;
per grade level per discussion (Rating
school with a focus on of contribution)
Data Discussion. MOST: At least Data Discussion (13/14) | Data Discussion
Observer input data on 75% engaged in 93% (10/13) 77%
PLC Observation discussion O 10020030 4 Ord2 X3 4
Form: Data discussion MANY: 51% -
74%
Parties responsible: SOME: 25% - 50%
Principal or designee engaged in
discussion
FEW: Below 25%
engaged in
discussion.
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Governance: Leadership

SSIP Activity: A2. Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question Performance Indicator | Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Data/Score Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity How we will know the Data Data collection and Criteria for Data used to determine SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved source/measurement Frequency scoring/rating score, mark score. Data/Score Data/Score Data used to
action plan tool, collection and implementation. Data used to determine Data used to determine score, mark
analysis methods, and score, mark score. determine score, mark score.
parties responsible. score.
Evaluation Question (7) Data source/ Collection *Data: Journeys Data: Journeys Data: Journeys
#5 100% of the classrooms measurement tool: schedule: 1=0-25% April 2017: Common Core Common Core Common Core
demonstrate evidence of at | Journeys Core No Data to date. Observation Checklist | Observation Checklist | Observation Checklist
A2 least 75% of the indicators | Curriculum Fidelity State Level: Once 2= 26% - 50%

To what extent is the
early literacy and reading
curriculum implemented
with fidelity in the
schools?

in each of the following
areas from the Core
Curriculum (Journeys)

Fidelity Checklist:
e  (Classroom
Environment
e  Whole Group
Instruction
e  Small Group
Instruction

e  Independent Practice

e  Core Curriculum
(Journeys) Fidelity
Checklist

ELA Coordinator will

observe all ELA K-3

classrooms (target schools)

for the whole period!

(target is 80% of the

classrooms)

Checklist

Data collection and

analysis methods:

Using the Instructional

Review Process.

e Total number of
classrooms observed

e Each classroom
observation rated and
assigned score per
indicator.

e Average score per
school.

e Average all schools for
SSIP reporting tool

e Data to be analyzed
with school leadership
upon completion of the
review.

Parties responsible:

Office of Curriculum &

Instruction (OI)

per year

e SY2018-19:
80% of the K-
3 ELA

classrooms in
target schools -
observe for the
complete 120
minutes.

e  Conducted by
OCI office

School Level: To
be conducted
throughout the year
by the
administrators and
Literacy Coaches.

Analysis schedule:
With 2 weeks of
observations

3=51%-75%

4="76% - 100%

Date: SY2017-18
Score: 0/10=0%
X1

12

13

(14

Date: SY 2018-19:
# of teachers
observed= 25

Percent of teachers
observed:

GES:8 (18) =44%
SVS=7 (19) =37%
WSR=10 (20) =50%
Average: 44%

Fidelity:

GES: 0/8=0%
SVS: 0/7=0%
WSR: 2/10=20%
Average=8%

Date: SY 2018-19
Score: 2/25 =8%
X1
]2
13
[]4

Data: SY 2019-20
# of teachers = 56

Percent of teachers
observed:

GES =(6/17) =35%
SVS=(6/19) =32%
WSR= (5/20) =25%
Average: 30%

Fidelity:

GES: 5/6 =83%
SVS: 4/6 =67%
WSR: 5/5 =100%
Average=82%

Date: SY 2019-20
Score: 14/17 = 82%
1

12

3

X 4
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CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership
SSIP Activity: A2. Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Parties responsible:
SSIP Core Team

Evaluation Question Performance Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Data Score Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity Indicator Data Data collection | Criteria for Data used to determine score, mark SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or | How we will know the | source/measurement tool, and Frequency | scoring/rating score. Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan outcome is achieved collection and analysis implementation. Data used to Data used to Data used to
methods, and parties determine score, determine score, determine score,
responsible. mark score. mark score. mark score.
Evaluation (8) Data source/ Collection 1=0-25% Survey 1 Feb. 2016 Survey 2 Survey 3 Survey March 2019 Survey March 2020
i 0 measurement tool: schedule: (Baseline) Feb. 2017
Questlon #6 100 /0, of teaf:hers Pre- and Post-Percention 2=26% - 50% Big Ideas Comprehension Big Ideas Big Ideas
perceive their reep . . — 510/ _ 750 Score 16.3 Big Ideas Score: (72/96)75% Score: (31/64) 48% Score: (43/92) = 47%
knowledge of the Survey (Comparison to | Will administer the |3 =51% - 75% (8/48) Score: 43% (19/44) | O 1 X 2 E?O;e' (43/92) = 47%
. 0
A2.1 reading components self before and after ;111 rvey on tt.he first 14=76% - 100% X1 X2 02
To what extent do the | 1,5 increased in: training) administered in u;sz (cl:)lrexfpllzrtlison of Phonem Phonem; % i ihonemlc Phonemic
onemic onemic wareness Awareness
teachers at the three Teacher: I have full February 2017) JoDoCo training in Awareness Awareness Score: (42/64) 66% Sc“(;re: (58/92) =63%
SSIP Target Schools | Knowledge March Score 12.2% Score: 49% (26/44) X3 3
demonstrate Data collection and (6/49) X2 Score was based on the 4
competency 1n Analysis Methods: Analysis schedule: X1 ] ) percentage of teachers Phonlfs . Phonics
teaching the essential Comparison of responses Phonics Phonics that rated themselves Score: (43/64) 67% Score: (63/92) = 68%
R . Score 28.6% Score: 50% (22/44) i X3 X 4
components of reading for survey 1,2 & 3 Upon completion of (14/49) X2 as:
the training X2 e Ibelieve I know Fluency Fluency
" bout this well . 0
Initial Survey of all Fluency Mar 2017 a Score: (40/64) 63% Score: (58/92) = 63%
components }i,n 2/25/16 Score 10.2% Fluency enough to X 3 X 3 ( ) ?
p " | Comprehension: I (5/49) Score 33% (19/57) implement in my
. know strategies that X1 X2 classroom. Vocabulary Vocabulary
Training Schedule support my Vocabulary I fully have knowledge Score: (43/64) 67% Score: (63/92) = 68%
Feb. 2017: students’ ability to (S;/Zr;)&l% g/ocab:};/ry 25/57) about this and have s X3
Phonemic Awareness understand what is K1 |ch0;e ’ incorporated this inmy | hensi )
d Phonics read : classroom el 700 Comprehension
an : Comprehension : Score: (45/64) 70% Score: (62/92) = 67%
Mar 2017: Score 6.3% X3 X 3
Fluency and Vocab (3/48)
X1
Fall 2017:
Comprehension
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Governance: Leadership

SSIP Activity: A2. Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Sources/Methodology

Schedule

Scoring Criteria

Baseline Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Average of all schools

Parties responsible:
OCI

Score: 0/10 = 0%

Data: SY2018-19
Score: 2/25=8%

Implemented activity from How we will know the Data source/measurement Data collection Criteria for SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
logic model or action plan outcome is achieved tool, collection and analysis and Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
methods, and parties implementation Data used to determine Data used to determine Data used to determine
responsible. score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score.
Evaluation Question # 6 (10) Data source/ measurement | Collection 1=0-25% Data: Data: Data:
100% of teachers tool: schedule: Average of all schools Average of all schools Average of all schools
demonstrate improved Journeys Common Core State Level: 2=26% - 50% Date: Date: Date: March 2020
A2.1 (continued) instructional practices in Classroom Observation form | 1 x per year
To what extent do the reading over time 3=51%-75% Score Score: 0/12 =0%
teachers at the three SSIP Data collection and Score: (11 X1
Target Schools demonstrate analysis methods: 4="76% - 100% 1 ]2 (]2
competency in teaching the The IRP using the Journeys | Analysis (12 (13 (13
essential components of Observation Form. schedule: []3 []4 []4
reading. Upon Completion (14
Average all grade levels of the IRP Data: SY2017-18
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership
SSIP Activity: A2. Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Sources/Methodology

Schedule

Scoring Criteria

Baseline Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Implemented activity How we will know the Data Data collection Criteria for SY 17-18 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved source/measurement tool, | and Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan collection and analysis implementation Data used to determine Data used to determine Data used to Data used to
methods, and parties score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, mark | determine score, mark
responsible. score. score.

Evaluation Question | (1) , Data source/ Collection Data: ELEOT Data: ELEOT Data: ELEOT Data: ELEOT

100% of students with measurement tool: schedule: 1=0-25%
#6 disabiliti X i Date/Score Date/Score Date/Score Date/Score

isabilities have access to | IRP Debrief Report: 1 x per year

evidence-based core ELEOT Ratings during the IRP 2=26% - 50% SY14-15 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
A2.1 (continued) instruction Teacher Interviews Al: 85% Al: 47% Al: 67% Al: 60%
Towhatextentdothe | oo | A?]aglsis 3=51%-75% C4: 87% C4: 91% C3: 100% C3: 80%
teachers at the three SSIP or €porting, the ata collection an schedule: . . . .
Target Schools average score of the three | analysis methods: Directly after 4="76% - 100% C5:54% C3: 64% D3: 100% D3:73%
demonstrate competency | schools is reported. Three (3) indicators were | the IRP report is Average: 75% Average: 67% Average: 89%
in teaching the essential The Indicators Rated used to measure this issued to L1100 201034 L1023 4 L1120 3X4 Average: 71%
components of reading. Al Learners engage in evaluation question. For | principals SY15-16 102X 3[4

differentiated learning each school, the percent Al: 90%

opportunities and/or of classroom Parties om0

activities that meet their observations using the responsible: Cd: 87%

gefis ELEOT Tool rated as OCI C5:78%

earners are supported « . . . o

by the teacher, their peers very evident” and Average: 85%

and/or other resources to “evident” on each of the L1020 3X4

understand content and items, were calculated SY16-17

accomplish tasks and averaged for all three

D3 Learners are actively schools. Al: 94%

engaged in the learning C4: 98%

activities Parties Responsible: C5: 95%

0cl Average 96%
L1200 3K4
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4: Evaluation Plan Matrix, April 01, 2020 Page 11






CNMI State Systemic Improvement Plan: Evaluation Plan MATRIX

Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership
SSIP Activity: A2. Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Performance Sources/Methodology | Schedule Scoring Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Question Indicator Data Data Criteria SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
Implemented | How we will know | source/measurement collection | Criteria for Data/Score Data/Score (12) | Data/Score (12) Data/Score Data/Score (12.1) Data/Score
activity from the outcome is tool, collection and and scoring/rating Data used to Data used to Data used to (12.1) Data used to determine Data used to
logic model or achieved analysis methods, and | Frequenc implementation. | determine score, determine score, determine score, Data used to score, mark score. determine score,

g I q y p
action plan parties responsible. mark score. mark score. mark score. determine score, mark score.
mark score.
Evaluation (12) 1EPS Data source/ measurement Collection Data: STAR Data: STAR Data: STAR Data: STAR Data: STAR Screening Data: STAR Screening for
Question # 7 100% of students tool: schedule: 1=0-25% Screening Screening Screening Screening for for Students with IEPs- Students with IEPs-
with disabilities IS{TAdR EL ar;,d STAR After each Students with IEPs: | Students with Students with IEPs: Students with Improvement level from Ismpmv.emirit level from
A2 2 increased their cading proliciency scores screening 2=26% - 50% Proficiency IEPs: Proficiency Ps’roﬁcn_anqi Sent 2018 IEPs-Improvement | Screening #1 to Szizzxggﬁ to
2. . creening 1: Sep :
To what extent readlng performance | ¢rAR EL and STAR . e \ _ . Score: (6/102) = 6% level frpm Screening#3
did\ student over time as Reading reporting form Analysis 3=51%-75% Screening 1 Screening 1-Sept X 100 200 300 4 Screen%ng #1to SY2018-19: SCR#1 to
performance measured by the schedule: Score: (6/84) = 7% 2017 Screening#2 SY2017-18: SCR#1to SCR#3:
improve over STAR Early Data collection and analysis 4="76% - 100% X 1020314 Score: (10/88) = SCR#3 Summary Statement #1:
time? Literacy and STAR | methods: Data 11% Screening 2: Feb 2019 | Summary Summary Stateme_nt #l: Score 78/94 = 83%
’ Reading Principals transfer data from | dialogues Screening 2 X 100200314 | Score: (8/95)=9% Statement #1: (bre)/(atbretd) o 0102003 4
(Long Term STAR reports to reporting for Score: (12/88) = X 120304 (b+c)/(atb+ctd) = Score: (57/78)=73%
Outcome) N . form. . . o 01023004 Summary Statement #2:
ew Data Collection instructional 14% SY2018.19 Score 13/98 = 13%
. - - 0
for SY2017-18: Data collected after each purposes at & 1I:| 2|:| 3|:| 4 Screening 2- Screening #3: May SCOI;e: (“1/64) Summary Statement #2: X 1020034
screening event reported by | school, January 2018 2019 =64% (d+e)/(atb+ctd+e)=
12.1 Number and grade. grade, and Screening 3 Score: (8/101) = Score: 9/113=8% O 1021304 | Score: (39/99) =39% SY19-20: SCR#1 to
percent who For SSIP Reporting, last classroom Score: (8/90) = 9% 8% X 102030 01X 2003004 SCR#2
increased subscale screening results of the year | level. X 12003004 X 1d20034 ) Summary Statement #1:
score from screening | Will be used to measure this SY2019-20 Summary ggé‘;}z&w- SCR#lto Score: 40/57 = 70%
#1 to #2 to a level performance indicator Parties Screening 4 Screening 3 — May | Screening #1: Sept Statement #2: Summary Outcom 0101209 301 4
close to benchmark Total number of students responsible: Score: (14/98) 14% | 2018 2019 (d+e)/(atb+ctdte) ey o Summary Statement #2:
nd improvement to with IEPs at or above Principals ’ | llj 21304 Score: 16/131 = Score: 7/106 =7% N (S;ate)t/r(len{)#lz " Score: 6/62 =10%
a benchmark divided by total poas - 0O 102X 3004 - +e)/(atbtetd) = For SY19-20, data is from
benchmark and number of students with 12% Screening #2: Dec Score: (56/82) =68% 2 of the 3 schools.
number and percent IEPs screened. For SSIP X 1020031 2019 Score: (31/87) 0O 102K 30 4
who maintained or reporting, average of all Score: 8/109=7% =36%
exceeded benchmark | grades and school reports. X 100200300 4 LI 1XI 234 | Summary Outcome
performance level. Statement #2:
(d+e)/(atbtct+d+e) =
Score: (11/86)=13%
X 102003004
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Governance: Leadership
SSIP Activity: A2. Implement Early Literacy and Reading Curriculum

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Performance Sources/Methodology | Schedule Scoring Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Question Indicator Data Data Criteria SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
Implemented How we will know source/measurement collection | Criteria for Data/Score Data/Score (13) Data/Score (13) Data/Score (13.1) | Data/Score (13.1) Data/Score
activity from the outcome is tool, collection and and scoring/rating Data used to Data used to Data used to Data used to Data used to Data used to
logic model or achieved analysis methods, and Frequency | implementation. determine determine score, determine score, determine score, determine score, determine score,
action plan parties responsible. score, mark mark score. mark score. mark score. mark score. mark score.

score.
Evaluation (13) ALL Data source/ Collection Data: STAR Data: STAR Data: STAR Data: STAR Data: STAR Screening 13.1
Question # 8 100% of all students measurement tool: schedule: 1=0-25% Screening Screening Screening All Screening for All for Students with IEPs- SY2018-19:
increased their reading 2016-2017 260 - 500 ?H smdems; All Students: Students: Proficiency | Students’ Improvement level from Screenmg Zl to #3 "
A23 proficiency over time STAR EL and STAR Analysis =26% - 50% roliciency Proficiency Improvement level Screen%ng ;;1 to ng/lggg}i gggjmem
0. . . . . creening; - o
What are the as measpred by STAR | Reading Proficiency schedule: 3= 51% - 75% Screening 1 ‘ Screening 1 from Scrqemng #1 SY2017-18: SCRELO 07107 2K 3] 4
. Early Literacy and scores i . - Screening 1 Score: 384/1210 = to Screening#2
overall impacts for - Last Screening Score: 310/1215 SCR#3
reading i i STAR Reading results of the 4=176% - 100% 26% Score: 406/1240= | 32% Summary Outcome Summary Statement #2
g 1struction ry ry
- Assessments. STAR EL and STAR of the year 33% Summary Outcome Statement #1: 538/1117 = 48%
for students with . . .
or without Reading reporting form O 11X 200314 Screening 2 Statement #1: (b+c)/(atbtetd) = [ 1X 21 3] 4
disabilities? New Data Collection | (excel form) _ O 11X 200304 | Score: (b+c)/(a+brctd) = | Score: (606/850) =71%
: for SY2017-18: gcree?zlgggflzé - 451/1199=38% Score: (567/868) O 102K 30 4
Data collection and 333;6' 3= | Screening 2 =65% S o SY2019-20
13.1 Number and analysis methods: 0 (1)|Z| o[]3[]4 | Score:469/1488= | SY2018-19 O1d2Kk304 Sgﬁ:ﬁ;ﬂ #;tcome SCR#1 TO SCR#2
percent who increased | For SSIP Reporting, last 32% Screening 3 (d+e)/(atb+ ord+ o) =
; Summary Statement #1:
subscale score from screening results of the Screening 3 Score: Summary Outcome Score: (374/422) = 65%
screening #1 to #2 toa | year will be used to Score: 503/1283 = OO 1X2[03[04 | 544/1209=45% Statement #2: Score: (459/1173)=39% | [ 10] 2[X 301 4
level close to measure this performance 39% 01X 203004 (d+e)/(atb+ctdte) | (11X 2131 4
benchmark and indicator O 11X 20304 | Screening 3 SY2019-20 = Summary Statement #2:
improvement to Total number of students Serecning 4 Score: 565/1259 = | Screening #1: Score: (459/1173) SY2018-19: SCR#1to Score: 278/624=45%
benchmark and at or above proficiency Szf)i:nslgg 308 45% Score:374/1134=33% | =39% SCR#Z o O 11X 203 4
number and percent divided by total number 41% L1120 3004 O 11X 2034 S?Mn;ﬁaerrﬁ #;lt come
who maintained or of students. For SSIP (15 200 300 4 Screening #2 (b +c)/(a+b+cli-d) -
exceeded benchmark reporting, average of all Score: *Data for SY2019-20
g _ Score: (570/826) =69% Iv refl 2 of the 3
456/1119=41% only reflects 2 of the
performance level. grades and school reports. 010 2K 300 4 schools
Explain % of movement 01200304 )
within performance Summary Outcome
benchmarks Statement #2:
(d+e)/(atbtct+d+e) =
Score: (427/1114) =38%
O 1IxX20304
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Professional Development
SSIP Activity: B1. Establish PD and TA Structure that include components for effective PD

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question Performance Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity Indicator Data Data collection and | Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY19-20
from logic model or | How we will know the | source/measurement Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan outcome is achieved tool, collection and implementation. Data used to determine | Data used to determine | Data used to determine | Data used to determine
analysis methods, and score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score.
parties responsible.
Evaluation (14) Data source/ Collection schedule: Data: PD Protocol Data: PD Protocol Data: PD Protocol Data: PD Protocol
Question #9 100% of the PD measurement tool: PD Protocol 1=0-25% Dates: Dates: Dates: Dates:
provided to PD Protocol for 3 submitted to ARE Journeys PDs as of March 2018: | PDs as of March 2019: | PDs as of March 2020
B1 instructional support major PD events in SY | prior to PD. 2=26% - 50% Fall 2016 e Journeys 2017
To what extent did staff followed the PD | 16-17 e Renaissance e Foundations of e Impact Cycle
providers adhere to structure and protocol | ¢  Journeys 3=51%-75% Renaissance STAR STAR Reading: New e  Guided Reading
established PD and TA e Renaissance Analysis schedule: Fall 2016 2017 Teachers e Foundations for
Structure and STAR Prior to PD. 4=76% - 100% e Foundations of e  “Impact Cycle” — Reading -web
Procedures e  Foundations of Foundations of Reading 2017 Coaches & based
Reading Reading e Parent Forum Principals e Renaissance
Data collection and Spring 2017 e SPED SDI e IEP Training Platform

analysis methods:
File Review of the
protocol filled out and
submitted to Office of
ARE

L]
Parties responsible:
OCI and SSIP Core
Team

Score: 67% (2/3)
11021300 4

Score: 80% (4/5)
L1120 30X 4

e  Certification of
Coaches

Score: 25% (1/4)
X 102013004

Score: 4/4 = 100%
O] 100 2 304 4
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Professional Development
SSIP Activity: B1. Establish PD and TA Structure that include components for effective PD

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Sources/Methodology Schedule

Scoring Criteria

Baseline Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Structure and Procedures

and Feedback, Analyzing
and Reflecting
Scaffolding

Include practice-based
opportunities essentials
as part of PD and TA
Structure

Data collection and
analysis methods:

For SSIP Reporting,
average responses of all
components

(54/70) =77%

Score:

O10203K 4
Coaching & Feedback: (39/70)
=56%

Score:

O102K 3[4
Analyzing & Reflecting:
(49/70) =70%

Score:

O102K 3[4
Scaffolding: (51/70) =73%
Score

L1230 ] 4

Varied learning
opportunities: No available
data

Score:
O102034
Coaching & Feedback:
(58/73) =79%

Score:

0102003 4
Analyzing & Reflecting:
(62/73) =85%

Score:

O1020 3K 4
Scaffolding:

No data available

O 1020304

Varied learning
opportunities: (30/64) 47%
Score:

01X 20301 4

Coaching & Feedback:
(31/64) 48%
Score:

01X 20301 4

Analyzing & Reflecting:
(32/64) 50%
Score:

01X 201301 4

Scaffolding: (32/64) 50%
Score:

Implemented activity How we will know the Data Data collection | Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved source/measurement tool, | and Frequency | scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan collection and analysis implementation. Data used to determine Data used to determine Data used to Data used to
methods, and parties score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, mark | determine score, mark
responsible. score. score.
Evaluation (]_5) Data source/ Collection Data: Post PD Survey Data: Post PD Survey Data: Post PD Survey Data: Post PD Survey
Question #9 100% of PD Participants measurement tool: schedule: 1=0-25% E‘;‘;:fl";\t/l[z?shf(;ro}f;admg lgzlirelfiﬂzrrlcshf;)}llgadmg Date: March 2019 Date: March 2020
report that they were Post PD Survey Immediate after Modeling: (60/70) =86% Modeling: (49/64)=77% | Modeling: (63/92) =68%
B1 (Continued) satisfied with the quality | Include practice-based PD event 2=26% - 50% Score: Modeling: (59/73) =81% Score: Score:
To what extent did and intensity of the PD opportunity questions SI:l ll_Til %‘El/ 730|)Z| 200/ S[C|OlrE e O 1020 3K 4 0100 2K 300 4
/ .- . . —c10/ _A%0 paced: =60%
providers adhere to and opportunities for Modeling, Spaced, Analysis 3=31%-75% Score: Spaced: No available data Spaced: (21/64) 33% Spaced: (32/02) 35%
established PD and TA practice and feedback Varied Learning . schedule: 0] 10] 2[K 300 4 Score: Score: Score:
provided Opportunities, Coaching | After PD 4="76% - 100% Varied learning opportunities: O1d20304 O 11X 20304 O 11X 2034

Varied learning
opportunities: (42/92) 46%
Score:

01X 200301 4

Coaching & Feedback:
(46/92) 50%
Score:

01X 200301 4

Analyzing & Reflecting:
(50/92) 54%
Score:

010023010 4

Scaffolding: (51/92) 55%
Score:

Parties responsible: O 11X 20304 O 102K 3] 4
ARE (Lead for
Professional
Development Activity)
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Professional Development

SSIP Activity: B1. Establish PD and TA Structure that include components for effective PD

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Sources/Methodology

Schedule

Scoring Criteria

Baseline Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Implemented activity How we will know the Data Data collection | Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved source/measurement tool, | and Frequency | scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan collection and analysis implementation. Data used to determine score, Data used to Data used to Data used to
methods, and parties mark score. determine score, determine score, mark | determine score, mark
responsible. mark score. score. score.
Evaluation Question (16) Data source/ Collection Data: Data: Data: Data: Data:
#10 100% of special measurement tool: schedule: 1=0-25% Post-training | Post-training | Post-training /TA Post-training/TA Post-training/TA
education teachers who Self-Assessment Post TA | Post TA /TA Survey 1 | /TA Survey Survey: November | Survey: March 2019 Survey: March 2020
B.1.1 perceive their knowledge | Survey 2=26% - 50% May 2016 1-March 2017
As a result of the TA, to | and skills in developing, PLAAFP: 2017 PLAAFP: PLAAFP: 100% PLAAFP: 90%
what extent did the reviewing, and revising Data collection and 3=51%-75% (2/8) 25% PLAAFP: (101/116) 87% L1203 4 L1203 4
special education IEPs has increased. analysis methods: Parties X 1120 | (3/10)30% L1120 13X1 4
teachers at the target Survey on competence responsible: 4="76% - 100% 3[4 L] 1X2[]3
schools increase their level on three indicators: | Teachers and []4 Annual Goals: Annual Goals:100% Annual Goals:70%
knowledge and skills in The PLAAFP and e PLAAFP Principals Annual Annual (5/10) 50% L] 1002000 3 4 O] 12} 3] 4
developing, reviewing Annual Goal indicators e  Annual Goals Goals (1/8) | Goals: L1002} 3] 4
and revising appropriate | ¢ach had nine items for | o Specially-designed 13% (5/10) 50%
IEPs teachers to rate their level instruction X120 | O 102K 3 | Specially-designed | Specially-designed Specially-designed
of competency. For the PDs conducted for 3[4 [14 Instruction: Instruction: 63% Instruction: 70%
The SDI indicator had SY2018-19, three PDs 101/116=87% L1112 3[ ] 4 L1123 ] 4
three items. sessions were conducted for Specially- Specially- Ol 10200 3K 4
the three SSIP target designed designed
ZZE(e)gltsé rzte:ileeirrs were Instruction: Instruction:
knowledge of PLAAFP, (1/8) 13% (23/10) 30%
Annual Goals, and lZI ID ZD I:l 1|Z| 2I:|
; 3[4 3004

“specially-designed
instruction” after the
training. The score included
the percentage of teachers
that related their knowledge
level as moderate or high
after the training.
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Professional Development

SSIP Activity: B1. Establish PD and TA Structure that include components for effective PD

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

discussions, activities,
resources, technology, and
support.

C3: Learners are supported by
the teacher, their peers and/or
other resources to understand
content and accomplish tasks.
D3: Learners are actively
engaged in the learning
activities.

Evaluation Question Performance Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity Indicator Data source/measurement Data collection | Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or How we will know tool, collection and and Frequency | scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan the outcome is analysis methods, and implementation. Data used to determine | Data used to determine | Data used to determine | Data used to determine
achieved parties responsible. score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score. score, mark score.
Evaluation Question | (17) Data source/ measurement Collection Data: ELEOT: Average | Data: ELEOT: Data: ELEOT: Data: ELEOT:
#11 100% of special tool: schedule: 1=0-25% of all Schools Average of all Schools | Average of all Schools | Average of all Schools
education teachers ¢ Classroom Observation Annually 2=26% - 50% Date /Score Date /Score Date /Score Date /Score
B.1.2 demonstrate f;;m;) gELEOT Al, A2, 3=51%-75% SY 2014-15 100% SY 2017-18 73% SY 2018-19 100% SY 2019-20 0%
To what extent did the competency in . SPiED %eacher Interview Analysis schedule: | 4=76% - 100% Al: 100% Al:47%
special education delivering e Review of UBD Lesson Annually A2:100% A2:80 % Al: 100% For SY2019-2020,
teachers at the Target instruction that Plans C4:100% C4:91 % A2:100% zero ELEOT
Schools demonstrate promotes equitable, | pata collection and analysis Parties L1203 4 12X 3] 4 C3: 100% observations done on
competency in supportive, and methods: responsible: D3: 100% SPED teachers as of
delivering Specially active 1earning. Total number of teachers OCI SY 2015-16 94% I:l 1|:| 2|:| 3|Z 4 March 10, 2020.
designed instruction to observed % of teachers scoring | Al: 100%
students with IEPs? Rate each teacher observation “Very Evident” and A2: 83%
and assign score per indicator. “Evident” on ELEOT | C4: 100%
Average score for 3 schools Tool 102003 4
for reporting
Al: Learners engage in
differentiated leagmging SY 2016-17 95%
opportunities and/or activities Al: 100%
that meet their needs. A2: 86%
A2: Learners have equal C4: 100%
access to classroom 11123 4
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix

CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Professional Development
SSIP Activity: B1. Provide TA to Schools on IEP process, development and specially designed instruction

Activity to Evaluate Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question Performance Indicator Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Criteria

Baseline Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Implemented activity How we will know the Data source/measurement Data collection | Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved tool, collection and analysis and Frequency | scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan methods, and parties implementation. Data used to determine Data used to determine Data used to Data used to
responsible. score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, determine score,
mark score. mark score.
Evaluation Question | (18) Data source/ measurement Collection 1=0-25% Data: File Review Data: File Review Data: File Review Data: File Review
#12 100% of IEPs include tool: schedule: 2=26% - 50% Average of All IEPs Average of All IEPs Average of all IEPs | Average of all IEPs
PLAAFP’s that are based | Adapted IEP File review Annually by 3=51%-75% Date: March 2017 Date: March 2018 Date: February 2019 | Date: March 2020
B.1.3 (IEPs) on current data. Checklist every March 4=76% - 100% Score: Score:
As a result of Specially designed
professional instruction and goals Data collection and analysis | Analysis PLAAFP’s PLAAFP’s PLAAFPs PLAAFPs
development, technical reflect the general methods: schedule: (1227)  44% (27/27) 100% 827)  30% 16/27) 59%
assistance and coaching education curriculum, and | Review IEPs of students in | Every March 11X 20314 123K 4 C1IX20]3[ 14 12X 314
support, to what extent students are provided K to 3™ grade in Target
do students with accommodations to allow | schools developed in SY Annual Goals Annual Goals
disabilities have access benefit in general 2016-2017. Rate each IEP. (1827)  67% (727) 26% Annual Goals
to evidence-based core | education classrooms. Count the IEPs with Goals L1002 3] 4 X 2003004 | @427 15%
instruction and supports Progressing and Promising (2027)  74% X 1]2[3[]4
Practice and divide by total L1 2X 3] 4 SDI SDI
IEPs (227) 7% (1/27) 3.7% SDI
X 1] 2[]3[] 4 X 1234 (2/27) 7%
Rating Scale SDI X1 12]3[]4
1= Unacceptable (15/27) 57%
2= Emerging 12X 314

3= Progressing
4= Promising Practice

Parties responsible:
Data Manger and Data
Clerk

CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4: Evaluation Plan Matrix, April 01, 2020

Page 18






CNMI State Systemic Improvement Plan: Evaluation Plan MATRIX

Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Professional Development
SSIP Activity: B2. Implement Coaching and Modeling in K to 3™ Grade

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question Performance Sources/Methodology Schedule Scoring Baseline Data Progress Data Baseline Data Progress Data Progress Data
Implemented activity Indicator Data Data collection Criteria SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or | How we will know the source/measurement and Frequency | Criteria for Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan outcome is achieved tool, collection and scoring/rating Data used to Data used to Data used to Data used to Data used to
analysis methods, and implementation. | determine score, mark | determine score, mark | determine score, determine score, determine score,
parties responsible. score. score. mark score. mark score. mark score.
Evaluation (19) Data source/ measurement Collection Data: FTE Assignments | Data: FTE Assignments | Data: Literacy Progress Data Progress Data
Question # 13 100% of the target ;?Toll:: assienments schedule: 1=0-25% Date: As of December Date: As of December Implementation Date: As of March Date: As of March
schools have literacy | oo ponimons March 2017 2016 2017 Survey 2019 2020
B2 coaches assigned to 2= 26% - 50% Score: . Score: . Date: March 2018 _ . _ .
] . Data collection and analvsis . School 1 Ratio (1:9) | School 1  Ratio Score: Indicator 19: Indicator 19:
To what extent is their schools hogs e Y Analysis 1 X 4 (1:18): 01 X 100% 100%
N methods: . — o/ _ 0 ) : .
?OaChmg . e Review literacy coach to schedule: 3=51%-75% L2 1 Indicator 21: 1 1
1mplemented mn the (20) teacher ratio to determine I:l 3 I:l 2 Survey Question: I:l 2 I:l 2
target SChOOlS 100% Ofthe SChOOlS a]ignment with best 4= 76% - 100% Iz 4 D 3 How satisfied are D 3 D 3
are in line with practice School 2 Ratio X 4 you with the X 4 X 4
national best practices (1:19) improvement of
for coaching ratio, 1:10 Overall Score for # of coaches: (11 X1 School 2 Ratio your instructional Indicator 20: Indicator 20:
> 0 ; é)}(l);’/oolg)r rubric of 4 (3 of 3 2 (1:10): practices as a result Date: Date: March 2020
21 3 O1 X 4 of the support February/March Ratio Average: : [X]
(21) . ~
100% of teachers in Overall score for Ratio: 33% X 4 ]2 provided by the 2019 4
or rubric of 2 (1 of 3 schools) School 3  Ratio 1 3 Literacy Coach? Ratio Average: [X] 4 | GES: 1:9
target s§hpols repprt (1:20) X 4 GES: 1:10, 1:8 SVS: 1:10
that thelr instructional Indicator 21: Percent of O1 X1 School 3  Ratio Baseline Data: SVS: 1:10, 1:9 WSR: 1:10
practices have teachers thattzngic;lted tffo . 12 (1:20): Date: Feb/March WSR: 1:10, 1:10
3 d rt d were very satistied or satistiel 1 1 201 - R
(0 litoracy coaching | Yith the improvement of % 431 E 2 = S(c)ofe' 49/73=67% | Indicator 21: 1|3n dl??\txlor Zhl 2020
o1l erac}’ coaching instructional practices as a ’ ° ) ate: Marc
they received. result of the support provided . 13 L1 Date: February- Score: 59/78=76%
by the Literacy Coach on Ratio Average: [X] 2 X4 % 2 March 2019 -
Literacy Coaching 3 Score: 64/99 = 65% 1
Implementation Survey. Ratio Average: [X] 2 (14 2
SY2018-19: 01 3
Pa.rtie?s responsible: GES: 1:9 02 % 4
Principals/Office of 1-
g SVS:1:10 X3
Accountability, Research, and WSR: 1:10 [] 4
Evaluation (ARE) T

CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4: Evaluation Plan Matrix, April 01, 2020

Page 19






CNMI State Systemic Improvement Plan: Evaluation Plan MATRIX

Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Collaboration

SSIP Activity C. Implement a collaboration structure in the schools between general education and special education

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Sources/Methodology

Schedule

Scoring Criteria

Baseline Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Implemented activity How we will know the Data source/measurement Data collection | Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved tool, collection and analysis and Frequency | scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan methods, and parties implementation. Data used to determine Data used to determine Data used to Data used to
responsible. score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, determine score,
mark score. mark score.
Evaluation Question | (22) Data source/ measurement Collection Data: PLC Observation | Data: PLC Observation | Data: PLC Data: PLC
#14 100% of the collaborative tool: ’ schedule: 1=0-29% Form Form Observation Observations
meetings oceur between PLC Observation Form At least 1 x per 2=30-69% Date: February 2017: Date: January 2018: Date: February Date: March 2020
. PLC Agenda month per grade | 3=70 - 90% Score: 2019 # of observations: 44
C1 gene}ral educat’mn and PLC Meeting Minutes level per school. | 4=91 - 100% Participation (9/14) 64% | Score:
To what extent does special education teacher Attendance Sheet L1} 2] 3] 4 Participation (11/13) Participation (8/9) Score: 34/44 =77%
collaboration occur at Collaboration is defined Data collection and analysis | Analysis 85% 89% L1002 3] 4
the school level between | 25 methods: schedule: Level of Engagement L1100 2K 31 4
general education and e Participation Report data for 1 After every (12/14) 86% L1100 2K 3] 4
special education e Level of engagement | observation per month per | observation L1100 2K 301 4
teachers? ¢ Topic of discussion grade level per school. Just — Items [
Observer input data on PLC | (gen ed and sped)
Note: A new indicator Observation Form Data Discussion (13/14)
was added under # of meetings observed -# 93%
Evaluation Question #13 | of meetings with the O] 100 20 30X 4
B2. Theref()re’ the following indicators:
original Indicator 21 is
now Indicator #22. Participation:
Must include the following
participants:
e SPED Teacher
e GEN ED Teacher
Parties responsible:
Principal or designee
CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4: Evaluation Plan Matrix, April 01, 2020 Page 20
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Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Sources/Methodology

Schedule

Scoring Criteria

Baseline Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

allocated to subgroups
of K to 3" students

based on the student
STAR Early Literacy and
STAR Reading
performance data of
subgroups of students
such as students with
IEPs).

Note: A new indicator
was added under
Evaluation Question #13
B2. Therefore, the
original Indicator 22 is
now Indicator #23.

Review SWPs for clear
evidence of resources
allocated to support
struggling readers for
subgroups of students.

For SSIP reporting, average
the ratings of the 3 schools
to determine level of
evidence in SWPs.

Parties responsible:
SSIP Core Team

Annually upon
submission of the
SWP’s to district
office

Somewhat Evident

3=3.0-39
Evident

4=40
Very Evident

Implemented activity How we will know the Data source/measurement Data collection Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved tool, collection and analysis and Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan methods, and parties implementation Data used to determine Data used to determine Data used to Data used to
responsible. score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, determine score,
mark score. mark score.
Evaluation Question | (23) Data source/ measurement Collection 1=1.0-19 Data: SWP Reviews Data: SWP Reviews Data: SWP Reviews | Data: SWP Reviews
#15 100% of SWPs attain a tool: schedule: Not Evident Date: SY 16-17 SWPs | Date: SY 17-18 SWPs Date: SY 18-19 Date: SY2019-20
score of 3 or higher SWP Reviews (3) Annually Score: 2.3 Score: 2.9 SWPs SWPs
D1 (include resources Score: 4 Score: 4
To what extent do SWP | dedicated to struggling Data collection and analysis | Analysis 2=2.0-29 L1213 14 L1123 14 L1120 34 L1120 3X)4
include resources learners in K to 3™ grade | methods: schedule:
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Appendix D: Evaluation Plan Matrix

CNMI IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year 4

Monitoring

SSIP Activity: E. Improve the Instructional Review Process to include observations of learning environments of students with disabilities

Activity to Evaluate

Data Collection Plan

Evaluation of Activity Implementation

Evaluation Question

Performance Indicator

Sources/Methodology

Schedule

Scoring Criteria

Baseline Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Progress Data

Implemented activity How we will know the Data source/measurement Data collection Criteria for SY 16-17 SY 17-18 SY 18-19 SY 19-20
from logic model or outcome is achieved tool, collection and analysis and Frequency scoring/rating Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score Data/Score
action plan methods, and parties implementation Data used to determine Data used to determine Data used to Data used to
responsible. score, mark score. score, mark score. determine score, determine score,
mark score. mark score.
Evaluation Question | (24) Data source/ measurement | Collection Data: ELEOT Ratings Data: ELEOT Ratings Data: ELEOT Data: ELEOT
#16 Schools will obtain an tool: ) schedule: 1=1.0-1.9 Overall Results: Overall Results: Ratings Overall Ratings Overall
11 ELEOT f ELEOT Rating Tool. 3 Annually Not Evident Date/Score Date/Score Results: Results
E1l ;)\;_era hieh score o indicators to be used to ot Eviden Date/Score
-2 or higher. i . Y 14-15: 2. Y 17-18: 3.1 .
To what extent does the g measure' this perfmjmance GES S 5: 2.83 SY 17-18: 3 SY 18.19: 3.50 Date/Score:
Instructional Review A2: Equitable Leaming SY 14-15: 2.83 2=20-29 L1200 3004 Or 02 K3 04 SY19-20: 3.20
Process (IRP) impact . | | SY 15-16: 3.13 Somewhat Evident 01 02 ®3 04 O O2 X3 O4
. . 1 tices .as qu:la accegs tO classroom SY 16-17: 3.43
%nstructlona prac discussions, activities, resources,
in the classrooms? technology and support. SY 17-18: 3.05 3-30-39
C4: Supportive Learning SY 18-19:3.55 _' T SY 15-16: 3.12
Environment SVS Evident 010 2|Z|.3 '
Is provided support and assistance SY 14-15: 2.77 O4
to undergtand content and SY 15-16: 3.18 4=40
accomplished tasks. .
. . , SY 16-17: 3.33 Very Evident )
CS5: Supportive Learning SY 16-17: 3.33
Environment SY 17-18: 3.12 O102K34
SY 18-19:3.38
Data collection and analysis WSR
methods: .
Average of ELEOT Rating of all SY 14-15: 2.89
schools. Using the IRP process SY 15-16: 3.04
and report by school. SY 16-17: 3.23
Parties Responsible: .
Office of Curriculum & Instruction SY 17-18: 3.13
SY 18-19:3.62

Parties responsible:

OCI
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