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Introduction

Instructions
Provide sufficient detail to ensure that the Secretary and the public are informed of and understand the State’s systems designed to drive improved results for students with disabilities and to ensure that the State Educational Agency (SEA) and Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) meet the requirements of IDEA Part B. This introduction must include descriptions of the State’s General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System, Stakeholder Involvement, and Reporting to the Public.
Intro - Indicator Data

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

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16.  In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.  For each applicable SPP Indicator measure, ROP reports FFY 2018 data to determine if ROP met its FFY 2018 target, provides an explanation of slippage if ROP did not meet its target, and responds to any issue identified for the Indicator in the June 20, 2019 OSEP SPP/APR Determination letter and ROP’s FFY 2017 SPP/APR. 

As required, for Indicator 17, ROP’s Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), ROP will submit its SSIP Phase III-Year Four Report no later than April 1, 2020. Per OSEP’s guidance, ROP’s SSIP Phase III-Year Four Report will provide data and analysis, consistent with its evaluation plan, on the extent to which ROP has made progress towards or has met the State-established short-term and long-term outcomes for implementation of its SSIP and has made progress in achieving ROP’s State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) for children with disabilities. 
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
1
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

The Republic of Palau (ROP), Ministry of Education (MOE) is a unitary education system that includes 16 elementary schools for grades 1-8 and one public high school for grades 9-12. The Special Education Program is a program under the direct supervision of the Director of the Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction (BCI). The delivery of special education and related services is provided within the schools under the supervision of the school principals. The Chief of the Division of School Management serves as the direct supervisor of the school principals. 
The Head Start Program, administered through the Palau Community Action Agency, serves as the primary educational setting for preschoolers with disabilities. Consistent with Head Start Program Performance Standards on Services to Children with Disabilities, Section 1308.4, the ROP-MOE has general supervision oversight, including monitoring, of the special education and related services provided for preschoolers with disabilities within the Head Start Program. 
Demonstration of accountability measures under IDEA is seen through a system of general supervision. ROP MOE has in place policies and procedures, consistent with the IDEA Part B requirements for providing special education and related services for children with disabilities. ROP MOE also has in place the IDEA Notice of Procedural Safeguards provided to parents of children with disabilities. 

Another component of ROP’s system of general supervision is the comprehensive monitoring of the implementation of IDEA, with a focus on improving results for children and youth with disabilities. ROP MOE developed the Continuous Improvement Focused Monitoring System (CIFMS) that includes on-site and off-site monitoring activities, with written guidance for the identification and correction of noncompliance, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. 
ROP MOE has designated the Special Education Program to facilitate the implementation of the CIFMS through the Chief of School Management. For the Head Start Program, the CIFMS is facilitated through the BCI Director to the Head Start Program Director. 

The ROP-MOE Special Education Program is administered by the Special Education Coordinator. The Special Education Coordinator supervises special education personnel responsible for supporting the development and delivery of special education and related services in the schools and other appropriate educational settings.
Technical Assistance System
The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to LEAs.

The Republic of Palau (ROP), Ministry of Education (MOE) is a unitary system that provides timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to schools. The MOE Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction (BCI) is responsible for developing appropriate curricula with instructional materials for all public schools and providing training and support to school personnel for ensuring the educational programs result in successful students in Palauan society and the world. The BCI includes content, assessment, and training specialists who provide the technical assistance, training, and support to school personnel, including special education teachers. Effective June 2014, the BCI assumed administrative oversight of the Special Education Program, which changed from the Special Education Program being under the MOE Bureau of Education Administration. This change has led to more opportunities for the Special Education Program Coordinator and Specialists to collaborate with the BCI Chiefs and Specialists for improving instructional programs and services for all students, including students with disabilities. The Special Education Program provides technical assistance and support to the schools in collaboration with the content, assessment, and training specialists. The Special Education Core Team, comprised of the Special Education Coordinator, Special Education Specialist (previously known as Consulting Resource Teachers - CRTs), and Data Manager hold meetings as needed to discuss the status of all improvement activities and what can be done to support indicator cluster teams carry out specific SPP indicator activities, which include collaborating with the BCI content, assessment, and training specialists to implement training activities with parents, principals, teachers, and related service providers at different times of the year. All technical assistance and support to the schools are coordinated as a system. 

The Head Start Program, administered through the Palau Community Action Agency, serves as the primary educational setting for preschoolers with disabilities. ROP MOE has general supervision oversight, including monitoring, of the special education and related services provided for preschoolers with disabilities within the Head Start Program. ROP MOE Special Education Program collaborates with the Head Start Program to provide technical assistance and support to the Head Start Center teachers, staff, and parents. The Special Education Program also provides parent workshops focused on parent rights, state complaints, parent roles and responsibilities in the special education process, and other topical areas. The parent workshops are conducted in collaboration with the Palau Parent Empowered (PPE), ROP’s organization for parents of children with disabilities, and school administrators to identify the workshop topical focus and scheduling. The partnership with PPE has improved the relationship between school and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Program collaborates with other ROP Ministries, programs, and organizations, such as the Ministry of Cultural Affairs, Behavioral and Public Health Services, Ministry of Justice, the Work Force Innovation Opportunity Act out of the Executive Office, and PPE, to provide technical assistance and support to the schools. In addition, the Special Education Program accesses US National resources, such as OSEP-funded projects, to support ROP’s efforts to improve educational results for students with disabilities. These resources, similar to resources accessed by the BCI content, assessment, and training specialists, are incorporated into and coordinated with the MOE BCI and school-level training, technical assistance, and support activities.
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 Republic of Palau (ROP), Ministry of Education (MOE) is a unitary system that ensures service providers have the skills to effectively provide services that improve results for children with disabilities. MOE’s professional development system includes professional standards for all teachers and implementation of specific MOE and school-level professional development training plans. Individual School Improvement Plans (SIP) target improving student academic skills, which prioritize the professional development training needs at the school-level. 

The MOE Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction (BCI) facilitates the training and support to school personnel for ensuring the educational programs result in successful students in Palauan society and the world. The BCI includes content, assessment, and training specialists who provide the technical assistance, training, and support to school personnel, including special education teachers. Effective June 2014, the BCI assumed administrative oversight of the Special Education Program, which changed from the Special Education Program being under the MOE Bureau of Education Administration. This change has led to more opportunities for the Special Education Coordinator and Specialists to collaborate with the BCI Chiefs and Specialists for improving instructional programs and services for all students, including students with disabilities. Specific special education training activities for principals, teachers, related service providers, and parents are coordinated with the MOE and school-level professional development training plans. MOE sponsors an annual ROP Educational Convention in the summer that offers workshops and presentations on prioritized topical areas for all teachers and administrators. 

The Special Education Coordinator participates in the MOE quarterly forums with all school administrators, MOE Management Team, and program coordinators and specialists. The forums are designed to provide updates on all MOE programs and services, including special education, and upcoming training activities and needs in the schools. In collaboration with the BCI Chiefs and Specialists, the Special Education Coordinator and Core Team facilitate the implementation of the prioritized training needs, including parent training. In addition, the Special Education Coordinator accesses various local, regional, and national resources to support improved related service provisions for children with disabilities. For several years, ROP Special Education Program has had a contract with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS). This year's consultants and trainers through Guam CEDDERS worked with the Special Education Core Team on identified needs or on-going initiatives for the provision of special education to students with disabilities, families, stakeholders and other partner agencies or programs. 

Guam CEDDERS has also been instrumental as a liaison on occasions for the Special Education Program with US mainland and Pacific entities on related work issues. With OSEP’s Results-Driven Accountability focus, the BCI Director has endorsed ROP’s commitment to the development and implementation of ROP’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) as a MOE Initiative. In September 2014, the BCI Director appointed key MOE administrators and staff to serve on the MOE SSIP Team. ROP’s SSIP development and implementation is viewed as an overall system improvement process that serves as one of the key MOE technical assistance and professional development efforts to impact the teaching and learning dynamic for improving the educational results for ALL students. 
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

The Republic of Palau (ROP) Ministry of Education (MOE), Special Education Program (SPED) facilitates stakeholder involvement for the development of ROP’s Part B State Performance Plan (SPP), inclusive of the development and implementation of Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), and ROP's FFY 2018 Annual Performance Report (APR). The SPED Core Team, comprised of the Special Education Coordinator, Special Education Specialists (previously known as CRTs), and Data Manager, is responsible for facilitating ROP’s stakeholder involvement. 

ROP’s stakeholders include the Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), which serves as ROP’s IDEA Part B State Advisory Panel for Special Education, for input on all SPP indicator targets and discussion of its APR. In addition, stakeholders for the development and implementation of ROP’s SPP Indicator 17: SSIP include key MOE Chiefs, Coordinators, Specialists, and School Administrators serving as ROP’s SSIP Team with regular updates and communication provided to the respective MOE Directors and Chiefs. 

Highlights of MOE’s engagement with ROP stakeholders for the development of ROP’s FFY 2013-2019 SPP, FFY 2018 APR, and the development of ROP’s SPP: SSIP Indicator 17 included the following: 

Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC):

SEAC met in January 2020 to review ROP’s FFY 2018 APR performance data, trend data, reasons for slippage where applicable, and to provide input on reasons for slippage and FFY 2019 APR targets for APR results indicators.

Quarterly Updates of Special Education Program to the Ministry of Education's Management Team and all School Principals: 

As scheduled, the Special Education Coordinator presented on the importance of collaborative efforts, commitments, and involvement of key personnel from management to the school level in ensuring that IDEA requirements are met and children with disabilities get the services and supports to meet their needs. The presentations included a review of the special education child count trend data that relate to the Child Find procedures and information on some progress to acknowledge the efforts and contributions of key personnel involved.

SSIP Core Team:

The ROP SSIP Core team met at least monthly to review ROP’s SSIP implementation progress, FFY 2018 State-Identified Measurable Results (SIMR) results, and implementation of evaluation measures. The meetings included updates to the calendar of activities to ensure progress toward meeting the SIMRs. 

Other Activities Related to Stakeholders: 

Public Awareness:

To increase awareness of the special education program, the Special Education Coordinator participated in the four monthly radio talk shows sponsored by nonprofit organizations for individuals with disabilities.

Special Education Coordinator was appointed by the Ministry of Education to become a member of the Pacific Inclusive Education Framework Steering Committee for the revision of the Pacific Regional Inclusive Education Framework. 

Special Education Coordinator attended a monthly Children with Special Needs (CSN) Committee meeting sponsored by the Ministry of Health (MOH) which comprise of representatives from partner agencies including MOH, Head Start, Palau Parent Empowered (non-profit organization of parents of children with disabilities) and special education key personnel. The Coordinator was invited to clarify special education policies and procedures relating to referrals for special education services.

Special Education Coordinator and key personnel joined a meeting with the CSN Committee for planning and scheduling of technical assistance activities provided by a Speech Pathologist brought to Palau by MOH.

Special Education staff participated in a parade and Family Day Picnic to celebrate the Disability Week, as well as the training on the Convention of the Rights of Individuals with Disabilities.

SSIP Implementation:

MOE Management Team and SSIP Core Team members participated in the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI) meetings in June 2019 and December 2019. These meetings provided an opportunity for the team members to gather relevant information to further their SSIP implementation, with an emphasis on ROP’s SSIP scale-up priorities.

ROP SSIP team, which included a SEAC parent representative and a SSIP target school parent representative, participated in the Pacific SSIP Collaborative in October 2019 held on Guam. This regional engagement provided planning opportunities for the ROP SSIP team to discuss how the information and resources shared can apply to ROP’s SSIP implementation. It also provided the parent representatives an opportunity to learn about and contribute to the priorities for the ROP SSIP implementation.
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.

Republic of Palau (ROP) is a unitary system and does not have LEAs. As required, ROP reports annually to the public on the progress and/or slippage in meeting the ‘measurable and rigorous targets’ found in its SPP through posting its APR. ROP will post its SPP/APR annually within 120 days following ROP's submission of its SPP/APR, including any revisions if ROP has revised its SPP. ROP posts its complete SPP and all APRs on the following ROP MOE website: http://www.palaumoe.net/sped/.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

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

ROP’s Response to FFY 2017 APR Required Actions: Per OSEP's instruction, for Indicator 17, ROP’s Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), ROP will submit its SSIP Phase III-Year Four Report no later than April 1, 2020, which will include ROP’s FFY 2018 SSIP SiMR data and progress toward implementing its SSIP.

2019 Determination Letter: The Department determined that Palau needs intervention in implementing the requirements of Part B of IDEA. The Department identifies a State or Entity as needing intervention under IDEA Part B if its RDA Percentage is less than 60%. Palau’s RDA Percentage for its FFY 2017 APR was 52.5%.  OSEP indicated that it will continue the Specific Condition on the Palau’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part B grant award related to ensuring that policies and procedures meet the requirements governing qualifications for special education teachers in section 612(a)(14)(C) of IDEA and 34 CFR §300.156(c). The specific reporting requirements and other required actions was described in OSEP’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part B grant award documents.

ROP’s Response to 2019 Determination Letter: As required in ROP’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part B Grant Award Enclosure C: Specific Condition, on October 30, 2019, ROP provided its revised draft Teacher Certification policy to the OSEP State Lead.
Intro - OSEP Response

Republic of Palau (ROP) were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   Palau provided the required information. Palau provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, Palau must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, Palau must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, Palau 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 Palau'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
	70.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	14.00%
	30.00%
	30.00%
	40.00%
	

	Data
	14.29%
	25.00%
	33.33%
	33.33%
	70.00%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	70.10%
	70.10%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.

In FFY 2017, OSEP required ROP to change its methodology for calculating graduation rates.  Effective FFY 2017, ROP uses data from the IDEA 618 exit report for calculating graduation rates for Indicator 1.  Baseline data for Indicator 1 was therefore re-established in FFY 2017, with stakeholders providing input for the FFY 2018 Indicator 1 target.  In this FFY 2018 APR, stakeholders provided input for the FFY 2019 Indicator 1 target.
Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma
	1

	 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
	6

	 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
	16.67%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort graduating with a regular diploma
	Number of youth with IEPs in the current year’s adjusted cohort eligible to graduate
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	1
	6
	70.00%
	70.10%
	16.67%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

ROP reports a graduation rate of 16.67% (1/6) for Indicator 1 this FFY 2018. ROP reports a decrease of six students with IEPs graduating with a high school diploma when compared to the previous year. As such, ROP did not meet its target of 70.10% and reported slippage from the previous year’s graduation rate of 70.00%. Due to ROP’s small “n” size, it is important to consider that the ratio may fluctuate considerably if the numbers change by 1.

Reasons for the slippage in graduation rate for students with IEPs included exiters dropping out of school or remaining in the same grade (retention) due to required credit accruals to move on to the next grade. The high school continues to make efforts in ensuring that students are working towards achieving 27 credits of required courses and electives to graduate with a regular diploma. Secondary special education teachers and general education teachers continue to communicate periodically to monitor student’s progress and ensure success in the regular setting. Local youth programs continue to offer interventions and supports for students with or without IEPs who drop out or were suspended, expelled, or truant, with one of the outcomes being for these youth to return to school.
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: There are two options for students with disabilities to graduate: Regular high school diploma and an IEP diploma/certificate. Regular high school diploma is considered a ‘regular’ diploma for reporting performance for Indicator 1. Effective August 2010, a regular diploma is defined as completion of 27 credits and required high school courses and electives, consistent with the credit and course requirements for all high school students. An IEP diploma/certificate is a diploma/certificate awarded to students who successfully earned 27 credits and completed the requirements of their IEP. The reference to earning 27 credits for an IEP diploma/certificate is related to instructional time completed, i.e. one credit is earned for one class period per semester.
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)
ROP reports Indicator 1 graduation rates using the 618 exit data. Following the one-year data lag reporting for Indicator 1, ROP used its 2017-2018 reported 618 data for reporting FFY 2018 performance data. In 2017-2018, ROP reported seven students with IEPs who left school in the 618 exit data report: Six of the exiters were from high school and 1 exiter was from elementary school. In ROP, elementary school includes grades 1-8.  Following the measurement, the FFY 2018 data for Indicator 1 includes only those exiters from high school, which was a total of six exiters: one who graduated with a high school diploma; four who dropped out; and one who died.
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

ROP 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
	2009
	18.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	10.00%
	10.00%
	7.00%
	7.00%
	2.00%

	Data
	6.67%
	5.88%
	8.57%
	3.33%
	7.41%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	2.00%
	2.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.
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)
	1

	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)
	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 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)
	5

	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)
	1


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

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
As one of the Freely Associated States (FAS), ROP does not report drop-out data to the Department under Title 1 of ESEA.  ROP uses Option 2 for reporting drop-out rates, consistent with its FFY 2010 SPP/APR.

With stakeholder input, ROP continues to choose Option 2 to report drop-out rates for Indicator 2. ROP uses the high school enrollment and reported IDEA 618 Exit data to calculate drop out rate following the one-year lag data requirement.  In school year 2017-2018, there were five youth with an IEP who dropped out; of which, four youth with an IEP were enrolled in high
school and one was in elementary school.  FFY 2018 Indicator 2 reported data therefore included four youth with IEP who dropped out of high school in school year 2017-2018 and a total of 22 high school enrolled youth with IEPs in the same year.  The enrollment data for high school was taken from the ROP Ministry of Education Research and Evaluation Division and verified with the high school.
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
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	4
	22
	7.41%
	2.00%
	18.18%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable 
ROP reports a dropout rate of 18.18% (4/22) for Indicator 2. ROP reports an increase of two high school dropouts and a decrease of five enrolled high school students with IEPs when compared to the previous year. As such, ROP did not meet its target of 2% and reported slippage from the previous year’s dropout rate of 7.41% (2/27). Due to ROP’s small “n” size, it is important to consider that the ratio may fluctuate considerably if the numbers change by 1.

Of the four students who dropped out of high school, one student dropped out to participate in alternative education, one student dropped out because of issues with chronic absences, one student dropped out due to early parenthood, and one student dropped out due to issues with living situations pertaining to several transfers of guardianship. Various efforts were made to prevent these students from dropping out.

To prevent students from dropping out, school administrators, teachers, and parents discussed intervention strategies for students with IEPs requesting to withdrawing from school with no intention of attending another school. The schools continue to make home visits for students with IEPs who are truant. Local youth programs continued to offer interventions and supports for students with or without IEPs who drop out or were truant, with one of the outcomes being returning to school.
Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
MOE drop-out procedures, such as attendance and withdrawal requirements, are the same for students without disabilities and students with disabilities. MOE drop-out definition is consistent with the IDEA 618 drop-out definition.
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

ROP 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
	2017


	Target >=
	80.00%
	80.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%
	

	A
	Overall
	73.47%
	Actual
	85.37%
	79.49%
	96.77%
	94.29%
	73.47%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2017
	Target >=
	80.00%
	80.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%
	

	A
	Overall
	65.31%
	Actual
	82.93%
	76.92%
	96.77%
	94.29%
	65.31%


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 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.

In FFY 2017, ROP re-established its baseline for Indicator 3 because of the implementation of a new state-wide assessment.  In FFY 2017, ROP stakeholders provided input to setting ROP's FFY 2018 target for Indicator 3, and in FFY 2018, ROP stakeholders provided input to setting ROP's FFY 2019 target for Indicator 3.
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
	56
	48
	73.47%
	95.00%
	85.71%
	Did Not Meet 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
	56
	49
	65.31%
	95.00%
	87.50%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

Public Reporting Information
Provide links to the page(s) where you provide public reports of assessment results. 

As instructed, ROP is required to provide the URL (electronic link) to the location where ROP publicly reports on assessments for students with disabilities with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled students, pursuant to 34 CFR 300.160.  ROP reports that MOE does not publicly report assessment data for nondisabled students.  ROP provides participation and performance data of students with disabilities through the APR, which is posted on the MOE website under Special Education: www.palaumoe.net (Click “Ministry,” then select “Special Education”).
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
 ROP 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
	2017
	Target >=
	15.00%
	15.00%
	25.00%
	35.00%
	

	A
	Overall
	30.56%
	Actual
	17.14%
	22.58%
	26.67%
	30.30%
	30.56%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2017
	Target >=
	10.00%
	10.00%
	20.00%
	30.00%
	

	A
	Overall
	34.38%
	Actual
	11.76%
	26.67%
	26.67%
	18.18%
	34.38%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	35.00%
	35.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	35.00%
	35.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.

In FFY 2017, ROP re-established its baseline for Indicator 3 because of the implementation of a new state-wide assessment.  In FFY 2017, ROP stakeholders provided input to setting ROP's FFY 2018 target for Indicator 3, and in FFY 2018, ROP stakeholders provided input to setting ROP's FFY 2019 target for Indicator 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
	47
	8
	30.56%
	35.00%
	17.02%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	ROP reported slippage for 3C in both reading and math.  Stakeholders reviewed performance data from FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 given that Indicator 3 baseline data was re-established in FFY 2017 because of the implementation of a new state-wide assessment.  Stakeholders, including the Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), discussed several improvements and issues related to the new state-wide assessment.  With their input, reasons for slippage in ROP’s 3C performance could be attributed to:
(1) the need for additional teacher training on identifying and using appropriate accommodations in the classroom and for assessment, and using assessment results data for improving instruction.
(2) possible issue with the alignment of curriculum and instruction with assessment.
(3) the need to strengthen collaboration between general education and special education teachers and the supports provided for students with IEPs to access the general curriculum. 


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
	49
	13
	34.38%
	35.00%
	26.53%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	ROP reported slippage for 3C in both reading and math.  Stakeholders reviewed performance data from FFY 2017 and FFY 2018 given that Indicator 3 baseline data was re-established in FFY 2017 because of the implementation of a new state-wide assessment.  Stakeholders, including the Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), discussed several improvements and issues related to the new state-wide assessment.  With their input, reasons for slippage in ROP’s 3C performance could be attributed to:
(1) the need for additional teacher training on identifying and using appropriate accommodations in the classroom and for assessment, and using assessment results data for improving instruction.
(2) possible issue with the alignment of curriculum and instruction with assessment.
(3) the need to strengthen collaboration between general education and special education teachers and the supports provided for students with IEPs to access the general curriculum.


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

As instructed, ROP is required to provide the URL (electronic link) to the location where ROP publicly reports on assessments for students with disabilities with the same frequency and in the same detail as it reports on the assessment of nondisabled students, pursuant to 34 CFR 300.160. ROP reports that MOE does not publicly report assessment data for nondisabled students.  ROP provides participation and performance data of students with disabilities through the APR, which is posted on the MOE website under Special Education: www.palaumoe.net (Click “Ministry,” then select “Special Education”). 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

ROP's correct FFY 2018 performance data for reading proficiency is 18.75% (9/48). ROP has submitted a correction to its 618 Assessment data specification file for reading proficiency. The submission error was in the total number of children with IEPs in 5th grade and the total number of children who scored proficient in the alternate assessment. As required by Part 618 Assessment File Specification, children with IEPs who are counted as participating children in ROP's state-wide assessment are children who have valid scores. The total number of children with IEPs in 5th grade therefore should be 6 instead of 5, consistent with APR 3B participation data. In addition, the total number of children who scored proficient in the alternate assessment should be 2 instead of 1. 
3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
ROP provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 

OSEP notes that ROP reported it "resubmitted FS178 - Academic Achievement in Reading/Language Arts for school year 2018-2019 on April 17, 2020." The resubmission window for the assessment files closed on April 7, 2020; therefore, ROP's submission of  EDFacts data (file spec FS178; Data Group: 584,  and FS 175; Data Group 583) on December 6, 2019 are prepopulated in the reporting platform. 
3C - Required Actions
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

A. Percent of districts that have a significant discrepancy in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) that have a significant discrepancy in the rates of suspensions and expulsions for greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable))] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.
Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons:
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or

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

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

Indicator 4A: Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation (based upon districts that met the minimum n size requirement, if applicable). If significant discrepancies occurred, describe how the State educational agency reviewed and, if appropriate, revised (or required the affected local educational agency to revise) its policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards, to ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices comply with applicable requirements.

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	0.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.
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)) 
Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

ROP is a unitary system and does not include LEAs. Therefore, determination of "significant discrepancy" is based on data comparison of two groups - students without disabilities and students with disabilities.

Definition of “significant discrepancy”: Reported in the FFY 2006 APR, resubmitted in April 2008, ROP continues to define significant discrepancy as a relative difference that exceeds .5. 
 This is calculated as follows:
(a) % of suspensions > 10 days for students with disabilities equals # of students with disabilities suspended/expelled divided by # of students with disabilities enrolled in school year.
(b) % of suspensions > 10 days for students without disabilities equals # of students without disabilities suspended/expelled divided by # of students without disabilities enrolled in school year.

The difference in the rates of suspension between (a) and (b) equals (a) – (b). The relative difference in the rates of suspension/expulsion equals (a) – (b) / (b).

FFY 2018 reported data represent the one-year data lag requirement with the relative difference calculated as follows using data from 2017-2018:

0% (0/74=students with disabilities) – 0.22% (5/2225-students without disabilities) = -0.22% Relative Difference.
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
 ROP 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: 
Per OSEP's instruction, Indicator 4B is not applicable to ROP.

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 >=
	50.00%
	55.00%
	55.00%
	57.00%
	60.00%

	A
	18.00%
	Data
	61.86%
	58.00%
	58.24%
	63.95%
	59.15%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	13.00%
	12.00%
	12.00%
	12.00%
	11.00%

	B
	19.00%
	Data
	8.25%
	9.00%
	13.19%
	17.44%
	16.90%

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

	C
	3.00%
	Data
	0.00%
	1.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	62.00%
	62.00%

	Target B <=
	11.00%
	11.00%

	Target C <=
	2.00%
	2.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.
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
	80

	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
	48

	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
	11

	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
	

	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
	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

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
	48
	80
	59.15%
	62.00%
	60.00%
	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
	11
	80
	16.90%
	11.00%
	13.75%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	C. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements [c1+c2+c3]
	0
	80
	0.00%
	2.00%
	0.00%
	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
 ROP 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 >=
	80.00%
	80.00%
	83.00%
	83.00%
	86.00%

	A
	100.00%
	Data
	85.71%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	66.67%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	2.00%
	2.00%
	1.00%
	1.00%
	0.00%

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


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Target B <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.
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
	1

	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
	0

	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
	


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
	0

	1
	66.67%
	100.00%
	0.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	0
	1
	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
	Based on the IDEA 618 LRE data report for FFY 2018, ROP served one preschooler with an IEP.  The slippage reported for 6A was due to that one preschooler with an IEP receiving services in the home.  Consistent with IDEA, LRE is an individual determination made by the IEP team based on the unique needs of the preschooler with a disability.


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
 ROP 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 >=
	85.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%
	90.00%
	95.00%

	A1
	100.00%
	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	60.00%
	60.00%
	62.00%
	62.50%
	63.00%

	A2
	100.00%
	Data
	100.00%
	75.00%
	40.00%
	33.33%
	

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	70.00%
	70.00%
	72.00%
	73.00%
	74.00%

	B1
	100.00%
	Data
	75.00%
	75.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	49.00%
	50.00%
	51.00%
	52.00%
	53.00%

	B2
	100.00%
	Data
	50.00%
	50.00%
	20.00%
	33.33%
	

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	60.00%
	62.00%
	64.00%
	66.00%
	68.00%

	C1
	100.00%
	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	60.00%
	62.00%
	64.00%
	66.00%
	67.00%

	C2
	100.00%
	Data
	75.00%
	75.00%
	40.00%
	100.00%
	


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Target A2 >=
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Target B1 >=
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Target B2 >=
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Target C1 >=
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Target C2 >=
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

4
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
	0
	0.00%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	4
	100.00%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

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


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

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	4
	4
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No 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)
	0
	4
	
	100.00%
	0.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


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
	0
	0.00%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	4
	100.00%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

	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)
	4
	4
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No 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)
	0
	4
	
	100.00%
	0.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


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
	0
	0.00%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	4
	100.00%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

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


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

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	4
	4
	
	100.00%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No 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. 
	0
	4
	
	100.00%
	0.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	N/A


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.

The ROP Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) Preschool Outcome Measurement System Procedural Manual is used to guide outcome assessment and measurement practices for gathering child outcome data for the three outcome measures.  The ECSE and Head Start Program staff reviewed the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) measurement system procedures and the Child Outcomes Summary (COS) forms, which include the "bucket list" concept that provides a description of a child's functioning compared to age appropriate skills.  Multiple sources of information are used in determining a child's status relating to the three preschool outcomes. The summary information for child outcomes is expected to take into account the child's functioning across a full range of situations and settings. Therefore, information from individuals in contact with the child is considered in deciding on outcomes. Multiple sources include but are not limited to: Parent input/observation, service provider/s observation, assessment/evaluation results, and child progress reports from service providers.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
ROP 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? 
	YES

	If yes, will you be providing the data for preschool children separately?
	YES


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Preschool
	2005
	Target >=
	88.00%
	89.00%
	90.00%
	91.00%
	92.00%

	Preschool
	88.00%
	Data
	95.24%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	85.71%
	100.00%

	School age
	2005
	Target >=
	97.00%
	97.00%
	98.00%
	98.00%
	99.00%

	School age
	43.00%
	Data
	97.47%
	91.57%
	93.42%
	90.00%
	96.83%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	93.00%
	93.00%

	Target B >=
	99.00%
	99.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Preschool Children Reported Separately
	
	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

	Preschool
	5
	7
	100.00%
	93.00%
	71.43%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	School age
	73
	74
	96.83%
	99.00%
	98.65%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable
The preschool survey results reported slippage from 100% (6/6) in FFY 2017 to 71.43% (5/7) in FFY 2018. A possible reason for the slippage could be attributed to the limited time spent receiving services. The two parents who reported a low response had children with an IEP who were identified less than six months prior to their children completing preschool services.

The Early Childhood Education Specialist (also known as consulting resource teacher-CRT) continues to make efforts to reach out to parents via phone calls and home visits. In addition, the Early Childhood CRT continues to work with the Head Start Disabilities Coordinator to offer parent training to build their awareness of services. The Early Childhood CRT also collaborates with members of an inter-agency group working to serve children with disabilities.  The inter-agency group members, such as pediatricians, psychiatrist, social worker, and the parent network director, offer parents assistance in connecting with and supporting parents of children with disabilities.
The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.

85

Percentage of respondent parents

95.29%

	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.

In FFY 2018, the total number of surveys disseminated was 85; of which, seven surveys were for parents of preschoolers with an IEP and 78 surveys were for parents of school-age students with an IEP:

Preschool survey return rate = 100% (7/7)
School-Age survey return rate = 94.87% (74/78)

ROP reports that the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. All children with an IEP were accounted for in the dissemination of the parent survey. The return rate for preschoolers with an IEP was 100% (7/7); representative of all preschoolers with an IEP. 

For school-age students with an IEP, the return rate was 94.87% (74/78). Four of the 78 surveys disseminated were not returned. ROP reviewed the ethnicity and school levels for determining representation. 

Ethnicity: Overall, all 78 children with an IEP identify as Pacific islanders. For the 74 parents who completed the survey, 95.95% (71/74) indicated "Palauan" as their race/ethnic group, 2.70% (2/74) indicated "Other Pacific Islander," and 1.35% (1/74) did not indicate an ethnic group. The parent respondents were representative of the ethnicity of the children receiving special education services.

School Level: There were 60 parent surveys disseminated at the elementary schools; of which, 58 or 96.67% (58/60) were completed and returned. At the high school, 18 parent surveys were disseminated; of which,  16 or 88.87% (16/18) were completed and returned. The high percentages returned at both the elementary and high school levels indicate that the parent respondents were representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
ROP provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
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 is not applicable to ROP.

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 is not applicable to ROP.

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
	67.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	94.44%


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

	25
	25
	94.44%
	100%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

0

Account for children included in (a) but not included in (b). Indicate the range of days beyond the timeline when the evaluation was completed and any reasons for the delays.
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

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

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

Data Source: The evaluation data was taken from the database system of all children for whom a parental consent to evaluate was received for the report year July 1, 2018-June 30, 2019.  This database was established specifically for tracking the timeline requirement for Indicator 11 within the Special Education Data System (SEDS).

Procedures to Collect Data: Following the Palau Special Education Procedural Handbook that aligns with the IDEA regulatory requirements, the Special Education Specialists (also known as Consulting Resource Teachers-CRTs) are responsible for documenting the initial evaluation process in the established special education forms. These completed forms are then transmitted to the Special Education Office for data input into the SEDS. The original completed forms are securely maintained at the child’s school, while a copy of the completed forms is securely maintained in the Special Education Office.
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

	1
	1
	
	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
In FFY 2017, ROP reported 94.44% (17/18) compliance with Indicator 11, the 60-day timeline requirement for initial evaluation. The one initial evaluation that didn't meet the 60-day timeline requirement was completed five days after the due date. A written notification of findings of noncompliance for this one untimely initial evaluation was issued to the Special Education Program because this initial evaluation was related to a preschooler attending the Head Start Program. Based on the Memorandum of Understanding between the Ministry of Education (MOE) and the Palau Community Action Agency, the administrator of the Head Start Program, initial evaluations for determining eligibility of preschoolers with disabilities attending the Head Start Program is the responsibility of the MOE Special Education Program. The tracking of the completion of the assessment process by the due date is the responsibility of the MOE Special Education Program Preschool Unit Education Specialist.

In FFY 2018, the MOE Special Education Program Preschool Unit was able to demonstrate timely correction of the Indicator 11 regulatory requirements. ROP verified that the Special Education Program was correctly implementing the Indicator 11 regulatory requirements through a review of the IEP documents for the individual instance and subsequent data in the Special Education Data System (SEDS), consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02. Verified timely correction is further evidenced by the 100% (25/25) performance in FFY 2018 for Indicator 11; of which, two were initial evaluations for preschool age children.
Describe how the State verified that each individual case of noncompliance was corrected

In FFY 2017, the one initial evaluation that didn't meet the 60-day timeline requirement was verified to be completed through an individual file review of the IEP documents. As reported in FFY 2017, this one untimely initial evaluation was completed five days after the due date.
Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
11 - OSEP Response
11 - Required Actions
Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for FFY 2017), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
12 - Indicator Data
Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
YES

Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below. 
Per OSEP's instruction, Indicator 12 is not applicable to ROP.  ROP does not receive IDEA Part C funding.

12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
12 - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable.
12 - Required Actions
Indicator 13: Secondary Transition

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

Compliance indicator: Secondary transition: Percent of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority.
 (20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with an IEP that includes appropriate measurable postsecondary goals that are annually updated and based upon an age appropriate transition assessment, transition services, including courses of study, that will reasonably enable the student to meet those postsecondary goals, and annual IEP goals related to the student’s transition services needs. There also must be evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services are to be discussed and evidence that, if appropriate, a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority) divided by the (# of youth with an IEP age 16 and above)] times 100.

If a State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16, the State may, but is not required to, choose to include youth beginning at that younger age in its data for this indicator. If a State chooses to do this, it must state this clearly in its SPP/APR and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age.

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	98.00%


	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

	18
	18
	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. 

Data Source: The secondary transition data was taken from the database system of all youth with IEPs aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition for the report year July 1, 2018-June 30, 2019. This database was established specifically for tracking the timeline requirement for Indicator 13 within the Special Education Data System (SEDS).

Procedures to Collect Data: Following the Palau Special Education Procedural Handbook that aligns with the IDEA regulatory requirements, the Special Education Specialists (also known as Consulting Resource Teachers-CRTs) are responsible for assuring that the school IEP teams document the required components for secondary transition in the special education forms. These completed forms are then transmitted to the Special Education Office for data input into the SEDS. The original completed forms are securely maintained at the child’s school, while a copy of the completed forms is securely maintained in the Special Education Office.
	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

	0
	
	
	0


Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2017
	Year Findings of Noncompliance Were Identified
	Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY 2017 APR
	Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected
	Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


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 >=
	25.00%
	30.00%
	35.00%
	40.00%
	45.00%

	A
	11.00%
	Data
	33.33%
	14.29%
	16.67%
	40.00%
	40.00%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	50.00%
	51.00%
	52.00%
	53.00%
	54.00%

	B
	56.00%
	Data
	50.00%
	57.14%
	33.33%
	60.00%
	60.00%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	70.00%
	75.00%
	80.00%
	85.00%
	90.00%

	C
	100.00%
	Data
	100.00%
	85.71%
	83.33%
	100.00%
	70.00%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	50.00%
	50.00%

	Target B >=
	60.00%
	60.00%

	Target C >=
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.
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
	5

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	0

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	1

	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)
	0
	5
	40.00%
	50.00%
	0.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	1
	5
	60.00%
	60.00%
	20.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	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)
	3
	5
	70.00%
	100.00%
	60.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	In FFY 2018, ROP reported slippage in all Indicator 14 measures - 14A, 14B, and 14C.  Due to ROP’s small “n” size, it is important to consider that the ratio may fluctuate considerably if the numbers change by 1.  In FFY 2017, there was a total of 10 leavers versus five in FFY 2018.
 
According to the survey results, the five leavers included:
1 leaver in competitive employment, 
1 leaver completing a term in an education and employment training program,
1 leaver completing a term in an employment training program,
1 leaver remaining at home to care for her newborn child, and 
1 leaver “not engaged” due to challenges that made it difficult for the student to engage in post-secondary activities.

Possible reasons for the slippage could be attributed to the interest of the leavers toward employment and personal circumstances and support needs.

	B
	In FFY 2018, ROP reported slippage in all Indicator 14 measures - 14A, 14B, and 14C.  Due to ROP’s small “n” size, it is important to consider that the ratio may fluctuate considerably if the numbers change by 1.  In FFY 2017, there was a total of 10 leavers versus five in FFY 2018.
 
According to the survey results, the five leavers included:
1 leaver in competitive employment, 
1 leaver completing a term in an education and employment training program,
1 leaver completing a term in an employment training program,
1 leaver remaining at home to care for her newborn child, and 
1 leaver “not engaged” due to challenges that made it difficult for the student to engage in post-secondary activities.

Possible reasons for the slippage could be attributed to the interest of the leavers toward employment and personal circumstances and support needs.

	C
	In FFY 2018, ROP reported slippage in all Indicator 14 measures - 14A, 14B, and 14C.  Due to ROP’s small “n” size, it is important to consider that the ratio may fluctuate considerably if the numbers change by 1.  In FFY 2017, there was a total of 10 leavers versus five in FFY 2018.
 
According to the survey results, the five leavers included:
1 leaver in competitive employment, 
1 leaver completing a term in an education and employment training program,
1 leaver completing a term in an employment training program,
1 leaver remaining at home to care for her newborn child, and 
1 leaver “not engaged” due to challenges that made it difficult for the student to engage in post-secondary activities.

Possible reasons for the slippage could be attributed to the interest of the leavers toward employment and personal circumstances and support needs.


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.
ROP reports that the FFY 2018 leaver 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. ROP reported 100% (5/5) leaver response rate for FFY 2018.

The ROP 2017-2018 IDEA 618 exit report included a total of seven exiters: one graduate with a high school diploma; five who dropped out; and one who died. The five exiters who dropped out included one exiter who dropped out from elementary school. For reporting FFY 2018 Indicator 14 leaver data, the total number of 2017-2018 exiters considered leavers from high school was five: one graduate with a high school diploma and four who dropped out of high school.
	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
 ROP 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 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.

Per OSEP, ROP is not required to provide targets for Indicator 15 until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held.
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
ROP reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2018.  ROP 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 

ROP stakeholders include the Ministry of Education Management Team, school administrators, teachers, and parents of children with disabilities. The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC), comprised of representatives of ROP stakeholders, serves as the key stakeholder group in the review and development of ROP's SPP and APR, including setting ROP-determined indicator targets.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, ROP identified targets for the Results Indicators through FFY 2018. This FFY 2018 APR includes current performance data on 13 of the 16 Indicator measures: Indicators 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 14, 15, and 16. In addition, with input from stakeholders, this FFY 2018 APR includes ROP identified targets for the FFY 2019 results indicators. As per OSEP’s instructions, SPP Indicators 4B, 9, 10, and 12 do not apply to ROP.

Per OSEP, ROP is not required to provide targets for Indicator 16 until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held.
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
ROP reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2018.  ROP 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: 

Nora Renguul
Title: 
Special Education Program Coordinator
Email: 
norarenguul@palaumoe.net
Phone:
(680) 488-2568
Submitted on:
04/30/20  3:08:04 AM 
ED Attachments
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INTRODUCTION 
In 2020, the U.S. Department of Education (Department) is continuing to use both results and 
compliance data in making our determination for each freely associated State, outlying area, and the 
Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) (Entities) under section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act (IDEA). We considered the totality of the information we have about an Entity, including 
information related to the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide 
assessments; exiting data on CWD who dropped out and CWD who graduated with a regular high school 
diploma1; the Entity’s Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report 
(SPP/APR); information from monitoring and other public information, such as Department-imposed 
Specific Conditions on the Entity’s grant award under Part B; and other issues related to the Entity’s 
compliance with the IDEA. Below is a detailed description of how the Office of Special Education 
Programs (OSEP) evaluated the Entities’ data using the Results Driven Accountability (RDA) Matrix.  


The RDA Matrix consists of:  


1. a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on SPP/APR Compliance Indicators and other 
compliance factors; 


2. a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


3. a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


5. the Entity’s Determination.  


The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections: 


A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 


B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix 


C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination 


 
1  When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, Entities are required to report on the number of students with 


disabilities who exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma. These students meet the 
same standards for graduation as those for students without disabilities. As explained  in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in 
effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the 
preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular 
high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E) 
of the ESEA.  A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a diploma, such as a general 
equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.” 
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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 Indicators2 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 
(including whether the Entity reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether 
the Entity demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017 
under such indicators;  


2. The timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the Entity under sections 616 and 618 of the 
IDEA;  


3. The Entity’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State 
complaint and due process hearing decisions; 


4. Longstanding Noncompliance:  


The Department considered: 


a. Whether the Department imposed Specific Conditions on the Entity’s FFY 2019 IDEA Part 
B grant award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination, and the number of years for which the Entity’s Part B grant award has 
been subject to Special or Specific Conditions; and 


b. Whether there are any findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2016 or earlier by 
either the Department or the Entity that the Entity has not yet corrected.  


Scoring of the Compliance Matrix 
The Compliance Matrix indicates a score of 0, 1, or 2, for each of the compliance indicators in item one 
above and for each of the additional factors listed in items two through four above. Using the 
cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the actual points 
the Entity received in its scoring under these factors, the Compliance Matrix reflects a Compliance Score, 
which is combined with the Results Score to calculate the Entity’s RDA Percentage and Determination.  


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


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


• Two points, if either: 


o The Entity’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
95%  compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 5% 
compliance) ; or 


o The Entity’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at least 
90% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 10% 
compliance); and the Entity identified one or more findings of noncompliance in FFY 
2017 for the indicator, and has demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance 
identified in FFY 2017 for the indicator. Such full correction is indicated in the matrix 
with a “Yes”) in the “Full Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 
2017” column.


• One point, if the Entity’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator were valid and reliable, and reflect at 
least 75% compliance (or, for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect no greater than 25% compliance), 
and the Entity did not meet either of the criteria above for two points.  


• Zero points, under any of the following circumstances: 


o The Entity’s FFY 2018 data for the indicator reflect less than 75% compliance (or, for 
Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, reflect greater than 25% compliance); or 


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


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


 
3  A notation of “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in the “Performance” column for an indicator denotes that the indicator is not applicable to that 


particular Entity. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.  
4  In determining whether an Entity has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from 


94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether an Entity has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department 
will round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether an Entity has met the 75% compliance criterion for 
these indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether an Entity has met the 
5% compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining 
whether an Entity has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher) 
to 10%. In addition, in determining whether an Entity has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round 
down from 25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for:  


(1.) the timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the Entity under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and  
(2.) the Entity’s FFY 2018 data, reported under section 618 of the IDEA, for the timeliness of State complaint and due process hearing 


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


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


7  If an Entity’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with 
a corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the Entity’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the 
Entity’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool. 


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


• Two points, if the OSEP-calculated percentage reflects at least 95% compliance.  


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


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


Scoring of the Matrix for Timely State Complaint Decisions and  
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions 
In the attached Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for 
timely State complaint decisions and for timely due process hearing decisions, as reported by the Entity 
under section 618 of the IDEA:  


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


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


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


• Not Applicable (N/A), if the Entity’s data reflect less than 100% compliance, and there were 
fewer than ten State complaint decisions or ten due process hearing decisions.  


Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance  
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific 
Conditions) 
In the attached Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for the 
Long-Standing Noncompliance component:  


• Two points, if the Entity has: 


o No remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the Entity, in FFY 2016 or 
earlier; and  


o No Specific Conditions on its FFY 2019 grant award that are in effect at the time of the 
2020 determination. 


 
9  OSEP used the Part B Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data Rubric to award points to Entities based on the timeliness and accuracy of 


their sections 616 and 618 data. A copy of the rubric is contained in the OSEP Response to the Entity’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool. On page two of the rubric, entitled “APR and 618-Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data,” Entities are given one 
point for each indicator with valid and reliable data and five points for SPP/APRs that were submitted timely. The total points for valid and 
reliable SPP/APR data and timely SPP/APR submission are added together to form the APR Grand Total. On page three of the rubric, the 
Entity’s section 618 data is scored based on information provided to OSEP on section 618 data timeliness, completeness, and edit checks 
from EDFacts. The percentage of Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data is calculated by adding the 618 Data Grand Total to the APR 
Grand Total and dividing this sum by the total number of points available for the entire rubric. This percentage is inserted into the 
Compliance Matrix.  
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• One point, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The Entity has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the Entity, in 
FFY 2016, FFY 2015, and/or FFY 2014, for which the Entity has not yet demonstrated 
correction (see the OSEP Response to the Entity’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS 
SPP/APR reporting tool; for specific information regarding these remaining findings of 
noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Specific Conditions on the Entity’s FFY 2019 Part B grant 
award and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.  


• Zero points, if either or both of the following occurred: 


o The Entity has remaining findings of noncompliance identified, by OSEP or the Entity, in 
FFY 2013 or earlier, for which the Entity has not yet demonstrated correction (see the 
OSEP Response to the Entity’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool 
for specific information regarding these remaining findings of noncompliance); and/or 


o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the Entity’s last three 
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are 
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX  
In making each Entity’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the 
following data:  


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


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


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


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


Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments  


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


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by dropping out. 
The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 14 through 21 served under 
IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category dropped out for SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-
2016, by the total number of students ages 14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six 
exit-from-both-special education-and-school categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, 
graduated with an alternate diploma, received a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for 
services, and died) for SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016, then multiplying the result by 10010. 
(Data source: EDFacts SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016; data extracted 5/29/19, 5/30/18, 
5/31/17) 


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


has chosen to suppress calculations made with small cell counts in the public document.  







HOW THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS 


8 


Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma  


This is a calculation of the percentage of CWD, ages 14 through 21, who exited school by graduating with 
a regular high school diploma. The percentage was calculated by dividing the number of students ages 
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the exit reason category graduated with a regular 
high school diploma for SYs 2017-2018, 2016-2017, and 2015-2016, by the total number of students ages 
14 through 21 served under IDEA Part B, reported in the six exit-from-both-special education-and-school 
categories (graduated with a regular high school diploma, graduated with an alternate diploma, received 
a certificate, dropped out, reached maximum age for services, and died), exiting school in SYs 2017-2018, 
2016-2017,and 2015-2016, then multiplying the result by 100. (Data source: EDFacts SYs 2017-2018, 
2016-2017, and 2015-2016; data extracted 5/29/19, 5/30/18, 5/31/17)  


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


• An Entity’s participation rates on regular Statewide assessments were assigned scores of ‘2’, ‘1’ or 
‘0’ based on an analysis of the participation rates across all States and entities. The participation 
rates for the Entities were calculated based on an average of participation rates across all available 
grade levels (3 through 8) in which the assessment was administered. The calculation is done 
separately by subject (math and reading). A score of ‘2’ was assigned if at least 90% of CWD in the 
Entity participated in the regular Statewide assessment; a score of ‘1’ if the participation rate for 
CWD was 80% to 89%; and a score of ‘0’ if the participation rate for CWD was less than 80%.  


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


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


 
11  The tertiles of a data set divide it into three equal parts.  
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The following table identifies how each of the Results Elements was scored: 


Results Elements 


RDA 
Score= 


0 


RDA 
Score=  


1 


RDA 
Score=  


2 
Participation Rate of CWD on Regular Statewide Assessments  
(reading and math, separately) based on an average of participation 
rates across all available grade levels (3 through 8) in which the 
assessment was administered. 


<80 80-89 >=90 


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


<70 70-78 >=79 


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


>21 21-14 <=13 


Using the cumulative possible number of points as the denominator, and using as the numerator the 
actual points the Entity received in its scoring under the Results Elements, the Results Matrix reflects a 
Results Score, which is combined with the Compliance Score to calculate the Entity’s RDA Percentage 
and Determination.  


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


Meets Requirements An Entity’s 2020 RDA Determination is Meets 
Requirements if the RDA Percentage is at least 80%,12 
unless the Department has imposed Special or Specific 
Conditions on the Entity’s last three (FFYs 2017, 2018, 
and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific 
Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination. 


 
12  In determining whether an Entity has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up 


from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether an Entity has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance 
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.  
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Needs Assistance  An Entity’s 20 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if 
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%. 
An Entity’s determination would also be Needs 
Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is 80% 
or above, but the Department has imposed Special or 
Specific Conditions on the Entity’s last three (FFYs 2016, 
2017, and 2018) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those 
Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020 
determination.  


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


Needs Substantial Intervention  The Department did not make a determination of Needs 
Substantial Intervention for any State or Entity in 2020.  
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES 


June 25, 2020 


Honorable Sinton Soalablai 


Minister of Education 


Republic of Palau 


P.O. Box 189 


Koror, Palau 96940 


Dear Minister Soalablai: 


I am writing to advise you of the U. S. Department of Education’s (Department) 2020 


determination under section 616 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The 


Department has determined that the Republic of Palau (ROP) needs intervention in implementing 


the requirements of Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality of the ROP’s 


data and information, including the Federal fiscal year (FFY) 2018 State Performance 


Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR), other State-reported data, and other publicly 


available information. 


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 2019.1 The 


ROP’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the ROP’s “2020 Part B Results-


Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is individualized for each State 


and consists of:  


(1) a Compliance Matrix that includes scoring on Compliance Indicators and other 


compliance factors;  


(2) a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements; 


(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score; 


(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and 


(5) The ROP’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). 
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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 Palau. In making Part B determinations in 2020, OSEP 


continued to use 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 ROP’s 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 ROP’s RDA Matrix;  


(2) the HTDMD document;  


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


ROP’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the Compliance Matrix; and  


(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section 


618 data that OSEP used to calculate Palau’s “Timely State Complaint Decisions” and 


“Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the Compliance Matrix. 


As noted above, and as further explained in enclosures to this letter, the Department has 


determined that the ROP needs intervention in implementing the requirements of Part B of 


IDEA. The Department identifies a State or Entity as needing intervention under IDEA Part B if 


its RDA Percentage is less than 60%. The ROP’s RDA Percentage is 45%, primarily due to its 


very low results score (0%). Specifically, the ROP received a score of ‘0’ on the following results 


elements: the average percentage of third through eighth grade children with disabilities 


participating in regular Statewide assessments, the percentage of children with disabilities exiting 


school by dropping out over the previous three years, and the percentage of children with 


disabilities exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma over the previous 


three years. In addition, the ROP received a score of ‘0’ for longstanding noncompliance because 
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the Department has imposed a Specific Condition on the ROP’s last three IDEA Part B grant 


awards and the Specific Condition is in effect at the time of the 2020 determination. 


We note here that OSEP will continue the Specific Condition on the ROP’s FFY 2020 IDEA Part 


B grant award related to ensuring that its policies and procedures meet the requirements 


governing qualifications for special education teachers in section 612(a)(14)(C) of IDEA and 34 


C.F.R. § 300.156(c). The specific reporting requirements and other required actions will be 


described in OSEP’s FFY 2020 IDEA Part B grant award documents. 


Pursuant to section 616(d)(2)(B) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.603(b)(2), an Entity that is 


determined to be “needs intervention” or “need substantial intervention” and does not agree with 


this determination, may request an opportunity to meet with the Assistant Secretary to 


demonstrate why the Department should change the Entity’s determination. To request a hearing, 


submit a letter to Mark Schultz, Delegated the authority to perform the functions and duties of 


the Assistant Secretary for Special Education and Rehabilitative Services, U.S. Department of 


Education, 400 Maryland Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20202 within 15 days of the date of 


this letter. The letter must include the basis for your request for a change in your Entity’s 


determination. 


As required by IDEA section 616(e)(7) and 34 C.F.R. § 300.606, your Entity must notify the 


public that the Secretary of Education has taken the above enforcement actions, including, at a 


minimum, by posting a public notice on the Entity’s website and distributing the notice to the 


media and through public agencies. 


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


OSEP appreciates the ROP’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts to improve results for 


students with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to your submission and will 


provide additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally, OSEP will continue to work 


with the ROP as it implements the fifth year of Phase III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 


2021.  


As a reminder, the ROP must make its SPP/APR available to the public by posting it on your 


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. 
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OSEP appreciates the ROP’s efforts to improve results for children and youth with disabilities 


and looks forward to working with the ROP over the next year as we continue our important 


work of improving the lives of children with disabilities and their families. Please contact you 


OSEP State Lead if you have any questions, would like to discuss this further, or want to request 


technical assistance. 


Sincerely, 


 


Laurie VanderPloeg 


Director 


Office of Special Education Programs 


cc: Palau Director of Special Education  
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Republic of Palau
IDEA Part B - Dispute Resolution
School Year:  2018-19


Section A: Written, Signed Complaints


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


Section B: Mediation Requests


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


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


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


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


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


Section C: Due Process Complaints


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


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


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


(4) Total number of expedited due process complaints
filed. 0


(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings. 0
(4.1) (a) Expedited written settlement agreements. 0
(4.2) Expedited hearings fully adjudicated. 0
(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered. 0
(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending. 0
(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed. 0


Comment:    Palau did not have any written signed complaint, mediation request or due process complaints in 2018-2019.
Additional Comment:   


This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Republic of Palau. These data were generated on 10/18/2019 6:31 AM EDT.
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data 


DATE: February 2020 Submission 


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


SPP/APR  Data  


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


Part  B  
618 Data  


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


618 Data Collection EDFacts Files/ EMAPS 
Survey Due Date 


Part B Child Count and 
Educational Environments C002 & C089 1st Wednesday in April 


Part B Personnel C070, C099, C112 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Exiting C009 1st Wednesday in November 


Part B Discipline C005, C006, C007, C088, 
C143, C144 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B Dispute Resolution Part B Dispute Resolution 
Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in November 


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


Part B MOE Reduction and 
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1st Wednesday in May 


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


3) Passed Edit Check – A State will receive one point if it submits data that meets all the edit checks related 
to the specific data collection by the initial due date. The counts included in 618 data submissions are internally 
consistent within a data collection. 
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FFY 2018 APR  


Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data 


APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total 


1 
2 


3B 
3C 
4A 
4B 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 


Subtotal 


APR Score Calculation 


Timely Submission Points - If the 
FFY 2018 APR was submitted 
on-time, place the number 5 in the 
cell on the right. 


Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 
Timely Submission Points) = 
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618 Data  


Table Timely Complete Data Passed Edit 
Check Total 


Child Count/LRE 
Due Date: 4/3/19 


Personnel 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Exiting 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


Discipline 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


State Assessment 
Due Date: 12/11/19 


Dispute Resolution 
Due Date: 11/6/19 


MOE/CEIS Due Date: 
5/1/19 


Subtotal 


618 Score Calculation 


Grand Total 
(Subtotal X 
1.14285714) = 


Indicator  Calculation  


A. 618 Grand Total 
B. APR Grand Total 
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 


Total N/A in 618 Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 
Total N/A in APR 


Base 
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 


* Note any cell marked as N/A will decrease the denominator by 1 for APR and 1.14285714 for 618. 
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		Total1: 1

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: N/A

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: N/A

		Total10: N/A

		Total11: 1

		Total12: N/A

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 15

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 2

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 20

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [Palau]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable10: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 20

		B618GrandTotal: 22.857143

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 42.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 4

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9740259772727273

		IndicatorScore0: 97.40259772727273

		BASE0: 44

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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Republic of Palau  
2020 Part B Results Driven Accountability Matrix 


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


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


45 Needs Intervention 


Results and Compliance Overall Scoring 


 Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%) 


Results 8 0 0 


Compliance 8 6 75 


2020 Part B Results Matrix 


Reading Assessment Elements 


Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


Not Valid and Reliable 0 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


Math Assessment Elements 


Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


79 0 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A 


 
1 For a detailed explanation of how the Results Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination were calculated, review "How the 


Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Freely Associated 
States, Outlying Areas, and the Bureau of Indian Education Part B". 
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Exiting Data Elements 


Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score 


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


44 0 


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


*2 0 


2020 Part B Compliance Matrix 


Part B Compliance Indicator3 Performance 
(%) 


Full Correction of 
Findings of 


Noncompliance 
Identified in 


FFY 2017 


Score 


Indicator 4B: Significant discrepancy, by race and 
ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and 
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to 
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with 
specified requirements. 


N/A N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A N/A 


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


N/A N/A N/A 


Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 100 Yes 2 


Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third 
birthday 


N/A N/A N/A 


Indicator 13: Secondary transition 100 N/A 2 


Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 97.4  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 Due to privacy concerns the Department has chosen to suppress this calculation. 
3 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at: 


https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303 



https://osep.grads360.org/#communities/pdc/documents/18303
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Republic of Palau, Ministry of Education 
IDEA Part B SPP Indicator 17 


State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III, Year Four 
 
 


April 1, 2020; 1 


INTRODUCTION 
 
The Republic of Palau (ROP), Ministry of Education (MOE) is a unitary education 
system that includes 16 elementary schools for grades 1-8 and one public high school 
for grades 9-12.  ROP-MOE is responsible for administering the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Part B funds for the delivery of special education and 
related services.  The Special Education Program is a program under the direct 
supervision of the Director of the Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction (BCI).  The 
delivery of special education and related services is provided within the schools under 
the supervision of the school principals.  The Chief of the Division of School 
Management serves as the direct supervisor of the school principals.  
 
The Head Start Program, administered through the Palau Community Action Agency, 
serves as the primary educational setting for preschoolers with disabilities.  Consistent 
with Head Start Program Performance Standards on Services to Children with 
Disabilities, Section 1308.4, ROP-MOE has general supervision oversight, including 
monitoring, of the special education and related services provided for preschoolers with 
disabilities within the Head Start Program.  
 
On behalf of the children and youth with disabilities and their families, MOE submits this 
ROP IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) Indicator 17: State Systemic 
Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III, Year Four report.  ROP’s SSIP is a comprehensive, 
multi-year, ambitious yet achievable, accessible, and equitable plan for improving 
educational results for all students.  ROP’s SSIP Phase III, Year Four provides the data 
and analysis, consistent with its evaluation plan, on the extent to which ROP has made 
progress toward or has met the ROP-established short-term and long-term outcomes 
for implementation of the SSIP and has made progress in achieving ROP’s State-
Identified Measurable Result (SIMR) for children with disabilities.   
   
 
SIMR PROGRESS DATA 
 
ROP reports valid and reliable FFY 2018 performance data for its State-Identified 
Measurable Results (SIMR).   
 
In ROP’s SSIP Phase I, ROP prioritized a cluster of measures as its SIMR.  Based on 
its focused data analysis, ROP felt strongly about ensuring improvement in the following 
areas, which will support increased English reading achievement of students with and 
without disabilities in ROP’s state-wide assessment annually reported under SPP 
Indicator 3C: 
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SIMR #1:  Increase percentage of students with and without disabilities in 
grades 1-3 in the target school performing at the proficient level in 
the Post-PERA for reading comprehension. 


 
SIMR #2:  Increase proficiency percentage from Pre to Post PERA in reading 


comprehension for grades 1-3 for students with and without 
disabilities in the target school. 


 
SIMR #3:  Decrease the percentage of 1st-3rd grade repeaters in the target 


school. 
 
The reading comprehension proficiency measurement is based on the Palau English 
Reading Assessment (PERA) and the grade repeaters or retention data are based on 
MOE-collected data for grades 1-3 at Koror Elementary School (KES), the target school.  
The data quality review in ROP’s SSIP Phase I and Phase II indicated that the PERA 
forms, administration, and reporting represented consistent measures across the forms 
and revisions.  ROP reviewed all parts of the PERA revisions implemented in FFY 2015 
and determined that the PERA revisions implemented did not change the measurement 
for reading comprehension.  The FFY 2018 performance data reported in this ROP 
SSIP Phase III, Year Four report therefore represent the fifth year of progress data 
reported for each SIMR. 
 
ROP’s SSIP FFY 2013 baseline data, FFY 2014-2018 targets, and FFY 2018 
performance data for each SIMR are provided in Table 1.  A response to whether the 
FFY 2018 performance for each SIMR met the FFY 2018 target is also provided in 
Table 1.  As indicated in Phase I and Phase II, it should be noted that the “n” size for 
students with disabilities is small, which raised concerns for reporting data in 
subsequent years.  This small “n” size consideration is the reason for reporting the 
average proficiency percentages of all three grades instead of each grade for SIMRs #1 
and #2.  In addition, per the required reporting instructions by the Office of Special 
Education Programs (OSEP), ROP identified its FFY 2019 targets, as reflected in Table 
1. 
 
Table 1: FFY 2013 Baseline Data, FFY 2014-2019 Targets, & FFY 2018 Performance 
 


SIMR 
Average % of Grades 1-3 


Baseline Target Target Target Target Target Target 
2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 


 
#1: KES ALL:  
% increase of proficient 
in English reading 
comprehension in Post 
PERA 
  


 
32% 


 


 
32% 


 
42% 


 
52% 


 
67% 


 
82% 


 
82% 


#1K-ALL: Performance: 57.67% 51.67% 72.33% 63.33% 69%  
#1K-ALL FFY 2018 Met Target? No  
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SIMR 
Average % of Grades 1-3 


Baseline Target Target Target Target Target Target 
2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 


 
#1: KES SpEd: % 
increase of proficient in 
English reading 
comprehension in Post 
PERA 
 


 
0% 


Based on 3 
students with 


disabilities 
who took 


PERA 


 
32% 


 


 
42% 


 


 
52% 


 
67% 


 
82% 


 
82% 


#1K-SpEd: Performance: 0% 25% 100% 61% 83.33%  
#1K-SpEd FFY 2018 Met Target? Yes  


 
#2: KES ALL: 
% increase of proficient 
in English reading 
comprehension from 
Pre to Post PERA 


 
9% 


Avg Pre=23% 
to Avg 


Post=32%.   
9% is 


difference 
between Pre 


and Post. 


 
23% 


 
23% 


 
23% 


 
28% 


 
33% 


 
33% 


#2K-ALL: Performance: 41.33% 30.33% 45.67% 36.33% 40.67%  
#2K-ALL FFY 2018 Met Target? Yes  


 
#2: KES SpEd: 
% increase of proficient 
in English reading 
comprehension from 
Pre to Post PERA 
 


 
0% 


 


 
23% 


 


 
23% 


 


 
23% 


 
28% 


 
33% 


 
33% 


#2K-SpEd: Performance: 0% 25% 75% 61% 66.67%  
#2K-SpEd FFY 2018 Met Target? Yes  


 
#3: KES ALL:  
% decrease in grades 
1-3 repeaters 


 
Grade(G)1= 
12.3% (11/89) 
G2= 15.1%  
(13/86) 
G3= 11.5%  
(11/96) 


 
2%  


decrease 
each 
grade 


 
4%  


decrease 
each 
grade 


 
6%  


decrease 
each 
grade 


 
8%  


decrease 
each 
grade 


 
10%  


decrease 
each 
grade 


 
12%  


decrease 
each 
grade 


#3K-ALL: Performance: 


 
G1=17.92% 
(19/106) 
G2=7.59% 
(6/79) 
G3=8.79% 
(8/91) 


 
G1=13.22% 
(16/121) 
G2=5.49% 
(5/91) 
G3=9.88% 
(8/81) 


 
G1=12.22% 
(11/90) 
G2=11.01% 
(12/109) 
G3=4.65% 
(4/86) 


 
G1= 
11.24% 
(10/80) 
G2= 9.38% 
(9/96) 
G3= 2.91% 
(3/103) 


 
G1= 9.38% 
(9/96) 
G2= 3.61% 
(3/83) 
G3= 3.41% 
(3/88) 


 


#3K-ALL FFY 2018 Met Targets? 
G1= No 
G2= Yes 
G3= No 


 


 
 
The overall number of KES students in grades 1-3 who took the FFY 2018 Pre-PERA 
and Post-PERA was 267.  For students with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) 
receiving special education (SpEd) services, the overall number participating in the FFY 
2018 Pre-PERA and Post-PERA was the same number as the school enrollment for 
students with an IEP in grades 1-3 for both measures.  Due to the “n” size, the overall 
number of KES-SpEd students who took the Pre-PERA and Post-PERA will not be 
identified. 
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As indicated in Table 1, ROP met four of its seven FFY 2018 targets.  The FFY 2018 
targets met were #1 KES-SpEd: Post PERA; #2: KES-ALL: Pre to Post PERA; #2: KES-
SpEd: Pre to Post PERA; and #3: Grade 2 Repeaters.  The #1 KES-SpEd performance 
exceeded its target by 1.33%.  Both #2 KES-ALL and #2 KES-SpEd performance 
exceeded their Pre to Post PERA targets by 7.67% for KES-ALL and 33.67% for KES-
SpEd.  The #3: Grade 2 Repeaters performance of 3.61% did better than its target of 
5.1% by 1.49%, which represented a significant decrease in repeaters from a baseline 
of 13 Grade 2 repeaters in FFY 2013 to three Grade 2 repeaters in FFY 2018. 
 
ROP did not meet its targets for SIMR #1: KES-ALL: Post PERA; and #3: Grades 1 and 
3 Repeaters.  The #1: KES-ALL group did not meet its FFY 2018 Post PERA target of 
82% by 13% with a performance of 69%.  However, it should be noted that the #1: KES-
ALL group performed better by 5.67% at 69% in FFY 2018 compared to the previous 
year’s performance of 63.33%. 
 
In FFY 2018, the KES grade that reported the highest Post PERA proficient percentage 
reported under SIMR #1 was Grade 3, which was the same grade reporting the highest 
Post PERA proficient percentage in FFY 2017 and FFY 2016.   
 
In FFY 2018, the KES grade that reported the highest proficient percentage increase 
from Pre to Post PERA reported under SIMR #2 was Grade 1; whereas in the previous 
year, Grade 2 demonstrated the highest proficient percentage increase from Pre to Post 
PERA.   
 
The two other FFY 2018 ROP performance that didn’t meet targets were SIMR #3: 
Grade 1 and Grade 3 Repeaters.  Grade 1 did not meet its “10%” decrease in FFY 2018 
from baseline but reported improved performance from 11.24% (10/89) in FFY 2017 to 
9.38% (9/96) in FFY 2018, representing a decrease in the number of repeaters by one 
from 10 in FFY 2017 to 9 in FFY 2018.  Grade 3 did not meet its “10%” decrease in FFY 
2018 from baseline and reported a slight increase in percentage by 0.5% from 2.91% 
(3/103) in FFY 2017 to 3.41% (3/88) in FFY 2018, which represented the same number 
of three repeaters each year. 
 
Figure 1 displays SIMR #3: Grades 1, 2, and 3 percentage of repeaters from FFY 2013 
– FFY 2018.  As reported in ROP’s SSIP Phase I, progress data for these measures 
indicate that the likelihood of grade retention is dependent upon the ability of students to 
read at grade-level proficiency.  Compared to the previous year, Grade 1 improved its 
repeaters performance, Grade 2 exceeded its repeaters target, and Grade 3 maintained 
its number of repeaters.  Overall by numbers, a total of 35 repeaters in FFY 2013 
compared to a total of 15 repeaters in FFY 2018 represents a 57% decrease in the total 
number of repeaters from baseline.   
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Figure 1: SIMR #3: Grades 1-3 Repeaters Performance 
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A. ROP’S SSIP PHASE III YEAR FOUR SUMMARY 
 
1. Theory of Action/Logic Model for the SSIP, including the SIMR  
 
As described in ROP’s SSIP Phase II, the SSIP Core Team started with the 
development of short-term, intermediate, and long-term outcomes to develop ROP’s 
SSIP Implementation Plan – starting with the end in mind.  The outcomes were 
developed based on the Phase I Theory of Action and coherent improvement strategies.  
The ROP SSIP Logic Model, included as Appendix A, identified the inputs (also 
included as “resources” in the implementation plan) and outputs (activities and 
quantifiable measures) to meet the short-term, intermediate, and long-term outcomes.  
The logic model served as a visual representation of the relationship between the 
investments/resources, activities, and anticipated results.   
 
The ROP SSIP Logic Model incorporated ROP’s Theory of Action “if-then” statements.  
If ROP implemented the coherent improvement strategies, then there will be short-term, 
intermediate, and long-term outcomes.  The evaluation questions developed followed 
the same “if-then” process.  For example, if ROP implemented professional 
development on evidence-based practices (EBPs) in reading, then the result will be 
increased teacher knowledge and skills in EBPs in reading.   
 
In addition, the short-term, intermediate, and long-term outcomes also included 
anticipated results for students to ensure that ROP is working towards meeting its seven 
SIMR targets. 
 
As reviewed earlier in the SIMR Progress Data Section, ROP met four of its seven 
SIMR targets in FFY 2018: #1 SIMR for proficiency in Post PERA for KES SpEd; #2 
SIMR for proficiency increase from Pre to Post PERA for KES ALL and KES SpEd; and 
#3 SIMR for percentage decrease of Grade 2 repeaters. 
 
As reported in ROP’s SSIP Phase I, progress data for repeater measures indicate that 
the likelihood of grade retention is dependent upon the ability of students to read at 
grade-level proficiency.  Although Grade 1 and 3 did not meet their repeaters target, 
their PERA performance could have contributed to their continued improvement in 
maintaining a low percentage of repeaters.  Grade 1 demonstrated the highest proficient 
percentage increase from Pre to Post PERA and Grade 3 demonstrated the highest 
Post-PERA proficient performance in FFY 2018, which was also seen in FFY 2017 and 
FFY 2016. 
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2. Coherent Improvement Strategies employed during the year, including 
Infrastructure Improvement Strategies. 


 
The ROP SSIP Core Team updated the Overall Timeline of Activities: SSIP Flow of 
Communication & Responsibilities, included as Appendix B, to operationalize the SSIP 
Implementation Plan submitted in Phase III.  It identifies the critical features of the plan, 
including the coherent improvement strategies, activities, and schedule for the activities.  
It also incorporates the lead division or person responsible for activities and the roles 
and responsibilities of the communication flow amongst team members to carry out the 
activities.  
 
The infrastructure improvements identified in Phase II focused on the systems for 
implementing the SSIP Implementation Plan: Governance, data, quality standards, 
professional development, technical assistance, and accountability systems.  As 
described in Phase III Year One, the planned activities raised systemic questions 
regarding the supports needed for effective implementation at the target school, with 
implications for system-wide implementation.  This required ROP to re-organize its SSIP 
Core Team in Phase III Year Two to ensure that the supports are provided timely to the 
target school.  For this reporting period, Phase III Year Four, it was determined that the 
SSIP Core Team, comprised of the Advisory and Work Teams, needed to meet more 
often to ensure timely implementation of prioritized SSIP activities.  
 
3. Evidence-Based Practices that have been implemented to date. 
 
ROP utilized implementation science research for identifying and implementing 
evidence-based practices (EBP) beginning with developing and implementing a multi-
tiered system of supports framework, identifying and implementing a universal English 
reading screener, and facilitating the use of direct and explicit instructional strategies for 
the five reading elements: Phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, fluency, and 
comprehension.   
 
As described in Phase III, ROP utilized the February 2009 Institute of Education 
Science (IES) Practice Guide:  Assisting Students Struggling with Reading: Response 
to Intervention (RtI) and Multi-Tier Intervention in the Primary Grades to guide the EBP 
development and implementation.  ROP’s SSIP framework incorporated the five 
recommendations: Screen, differentiate instruction, intensive systematic instruction, 
monitor progress, and intensive instruction. 
 
The National Implementation Research Network (NIRN) Hexagon Discussion and 
Analysis Tool was utilized to identify two English screeners: Reading Success Network 
(RSN) and easy CBM.  Facilitating the use of direct and explicit instruction for how 
instructional time is organized for the reading period started with the development of 
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appropriate lesson plans.  The MOE Lesson Plan form was adapted to include an 
accommodations/adaptions section for planning.  The reading materials accessed 
include the core materials, such as the Harcourt Trophies, and supplemental materials, 
such as SRA Reading Laboratory and software programs on the individual student 
tablets. 
 
4. Brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes. 


 
As shown in Appendix B, evaluation measures were incorporated into the activities as 
the point in time, depending on the implementation of the activities, where the 
evaluation measures will be analyzed to determine if ROP is working towards meeting 
its short-term, intermediate, and long-term outcomes, as well as to what extent the 
implementation of the activities are impacting the level of “increase” identified within 
each outcome. 
 
Appendix C: Evaluation Plan – Implementation Matrix describes the evaluation 
activities and measures, with the scoring rubric for determining the level of 
implementation.  The evaluation outcomes, reported under Section C of this Phase III 
Year Four report, were determined through the use of the National Center for Systemic 
Improvement (NCSI) Implementation Evaluation Matrix State Action Planning Tool. 
 
5. Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies. 
 
As discussed in Section F, ROP does not anticipate changes in the implementation 
strategies and activities at this time.  The ROP SSIP Core Team discussed the need to 
adjust the supports provided and timeline for completion depending upon the needs of 
the target school.  Additional support on the use of skills obtained from training, such as 
lesson planning, have brought attention to the continued need for additional time for 
coaching and mentoring teachers on learned skills, especially with the new teachers, 
through job-embedded supports. 
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B. PROGRESS IN IMPLEMENTING THE SSIP 
 
1. Description of the ROP’s SSIP implementation progress 


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


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


 
The SSIP Work Team utilized the February 2009 Institute of Education Science (IES) 
Practice Guide:  Assisting Students Struggling with Reading: Response to Intervention 
(RtI) and Multi-Tier Intervention in the Primary Grades to guide the EBP development 
and implementation.  ROP’s SSIP framework incorporated the five recommendations in 
developing activities for each coherent improvement strategy, as outlined in the ROP 
SSIP Implementation Plan submitted as part of ROP’s SSIP Phase II.  The five 
recommendations in relation to ROP’s SSIP Coherent Improvement Strategies is shown 
below in Table 2: 
 
Table 2: IES Recommendations incorporated into ROP’s SSIP 


IES Practice Guide Recommendation ROP’s SSIP Coherent Improvement Strategy 
1. Screen all students for potential reading 


problems at the beginning of the year and 
again in the middle of the year. Regularly 
monitor the progress of students at risk for 
developing reading disabilities.  


#2: Selection and Implementation of a Universal 
Screening and Assessment of Early Literacy Skills 
and Development. 


2. Provide time for differentiated reading 
instruction for all students based on 
assessments of students’ current reading 
level. 


#1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of 
Academic Supports: Professional development on 
reading foundations, EBP, and coaching supports. 


3. Provide intensive, systematic instruction on 
up to three foundational reading skills in small 
groups to students who score below the 
benchmark score on universal screening. 
Typically, these groups meet between three 
and five times a week, for 20 to 40 minutes. 


#1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of 
Academic Supports: Professional development on 
reading foundations, EBP, and coaching supports. 


 


4. Monitor the progress of tier 2 students at least 
once a month. Use these data to determine 
whether students still require intervention. For 
those students still making insufficient 
progress, school-wide teams should design a 
tier 3 intervention plan. 


#3: Progress Monitoring & Collaboration: 
Standard of Practice (SOP) for a systematic 
student data review process. 


5. Provide intensive instruction on a daily basis 
that promotes the development of the various 
components of reading proficiency to students 
who show minimal progress after reasonable 
time in tier 2 small group instruction (tier 3). 


#1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of 
Academic Supports: Professional development on 
reading foundations, EBP, and coaching supports. 


#3: Progress Monitoring & Collaboration: 
Standard of Practice (SOP) for a systematic 
student data review process. 
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ROP’s Coherent Improvement Strategy #4 focused on strengthening the collaborative 
partnership between MOE and Head Start on early literacy training activities to support 
children transitioning from Head Start to 1st grade, as well as the early identification of 
preschoolers with disabilities.  The majority of entering first graders come from the Head 
Start Program.  This shared focus on early literacy and early identification will assist 
with addressing the high percentage of first grade repeaters.  
 
ROP carried out its planned activities with checks along the way to ensure 
implementation fidelity.  Appendix B: Overall Timeline of Activities: SSIP Flow of 
Communication & Responsibilities, organized by coherent improvement strategies, 
provided the timeline of when the activities were implemented.  Although milestones 
have been met for most of the activities, the timeline for implementation was adjusted to 
meet the needs of the target school.  For each coherent improvement strategy, the 
milestones and outputs accomplished included the following: 
 
 
Coherent Improvement Strategy (CIS) #1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of 
Academic Supports. 
 
CIS #1 activities included an annual pre/post assessment of teacher knowledge and 
skills regarding the implementation of English reading instruction and intervention.  This 
teacher assessment gauged the confidence in teachers regarding their knowledge and 
skills.  The data helped develop and implement user-designed training and support on 
Evidence-Based Practices in reading.  Revisions to existing MOE tools and programs, 
such as the Lesson Plan template, Training Evaluation, Observation Tool, and the 
Mentor-Mentee program, assisted MOE in determining their usefulness and 
sustainability as supports in other schools.   
 
CIS #1 Major Accomplishments/Milestones by Activity 
 
1.1 A self-assessment tool (teacher survey) was developed and implemented to 


assess teacher knowledge and skills in English reading instruction. 
 
As in previous years, ROP implemented the teacher self-assessment survey, entitled 
“How do I feel?,” to gather teacher perceptions of their knowledge and skills in reading 
instruction.  The survey results supported the development and implementation of 
professional development activities. 
 
The teacher self-assessment survey required the teachers to individually rate their level 
of knowledge and skills from “not so clear” to “full knowledge and incorporation into the 
classroom” in the following areas: 


• Instructional strategies to support English reading in the classroom. 
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• Techniques and strategies that support the reading elements of: 
o Alphabet Recognition 
o Concept About Print 
o phonemic awareness 
o phonics 
o fluency  
o oral language  
o vocabulary  
o comprehension 


• The use of the Palau English Reading Assessment (PERA) results for classroom 
instruction. 


• The use of the English curriculum framework and objectives for classroom 
instruction. 


 
In addition, the survey included two open-ended questions related to the teacher’s 
strengths for supporting English reading instruction and an area for development in 
English reading instruction to support students in their classroom. 
 
The survey was designed to be collected anonymously but required the teachers to 
provide the following demographic data: General education teacher or special education 
teacher; grade; and number of years teaching experience. 
 
Similar to last year’s reporting period, the survey was administered two times this 
reporting period: November 2019 and March 2020.  Table 3 displays the number of 
teachers by role and teaching grade that completed the survey for each administration.   
 
Table 3: # of Teachers who completed the “How do I feel?” Survey 


Role/Grade # of Teachers 
 Nov 2019 March 2020 


Grade 1 4 4 
Grade 2 4 4 
Grade 3 4 4 


Special Education Teacher 3 3 
Did Not Indicate 0 0 


Total 15 15 
 
Activity 1.1 Intended Outputs: 
The output identified for Activity 1.1 was annual implementation of the teacher survey 
with pre- and post- implementation.  This was met with the results reported as one of 
the evaluation measures described in Section C of this Phase III Year Four report. 
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1.2 Professional development activities were conducted on the foundational 
skills, elements of reading, multi-tiered system of supports framework, and 
universal design for learning. 


 
As listed in Appendix B, professional development activities included after school 
training sessions and classroom observations and consultations.  The training sessions 
were designed based on the teacher self-assessment survey results and classroom 
observations.  Table 4 lists the content area focus and trainers for the after school 
training sessions conducted. 
 
Table 4: Training Session Schedule & Content Area  
Dates Content Area 
November 18-21, 2019 SSIP Training: Using Data, Differentiated Lesson Plans, 


Reading Strategies, MOE BCI/SSIP Work Team 


February 18-21, 2020 SSIP Training: Using Data, Differentiated Lesson Plans, 
Reading Strategies, MOE BCI/SSIP Work Team 


 
In between the training sessions, follow-up activities were conducted as part of the 
coaching support described for Activities 1.3 and 1.4.  This included support to teachers 
in organizing their daily reading time through the use of the revised MOE Lesson Plan to 
cover the core reading foundational skills that align to the English curriculum framework 
and objectives.   
 
MOE Lesson Plan 
 
The MOE Lesson Plan is designed to guide teachers in delivering instruction on a day 
to day basis to ensure that teachers’ instructions are aligned to the lesson objectives, 
address students’ learning needs, and produce expected learning outcomes.  The 
lesson plans are submitted to the school principal each week.  The revisions to the 
lesson plan template included a specific section on planning for struggling learners, 
including students with an Individualized Education Program (IEP) by including present 
levels of academic performance and goals.  Descriptions of differentiated activities and 
supports were also embedded into the lesson plan template. 
 
The revisions to the MOE Lesson Plan was done with input from the teachers, one of 
the key stakeholders of the SSIP implementation. As designed, the lesson plan is 
intended to provide the teachers with a means for structuring their reading period to 
ensure that differentiated instruction and individualized supports are incorporated into 
their daily routine, consistent with the February 2009 IES Practice Guide 
Recommendation #2 discussed earlier.   
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As listed in Table 4, there were two training sessions devoted to the use of the lesson 
plan. This reporting year, the observation results revealed improved performance in 
teachers developing lesson plans using the revised form. However, the teachers 
continued to report having difficulties identifying instructional goals for struggling 
learners.  Results of the lesson plan implementation is discussed in Section C of this 
SSIP Phase III Year Four Report. 
 
MOE Training Evaluation 
 
In school year 2017-2018, the MOE Training Evaluation was revised to gather content-
specific information of the training.  The revised MOE Training Evaluation includes a 
section for specific content related descriptors in reading and instructional practices.  
The revisions included gathering participant feedback on the usefulness and relevancy 
of the training.  The rating scale used for items related to the usefulness and relevancy 
of the training was a five-point scale range from “very poor to very good.” In addition, 
the training evaluation was adjusted to assess the knowledge and skills of the 
participants prior to and after the training session.  The rating scale included a pre- and 
post-rating using a four-point range from “none to high” for each specific content related 
objective of the training.  This pre/post format for gathering feedback assisted with 
determining the participant perceptions of their knowledge and skills related to the 
content prior to the training to gauge their increase in knowledge and skills at the end of 
the training. 
 
Activity 1.2 Intended Outputs: 
The output identified for Activity 1.2 was the development of a professional development 
series on the use of data, differentiating lesson plan development, and reading 
strategies.  The intended outputs met were the number of training sessions held, the 
number of teachers participating in the training sessions, and the percent of teacher 
increased knowledge and skills in evidence-based practices (EBPs).  In addition, the 
revisions to the MOE Lesson Plan and Training Evaluation were completed and 
implemented to determine usability with the teachers and trainers.  Results of the 
professional development activities is discussed in Section C of this SSIP Phase III 
Year Four Report. 
 
1.3 Monitor support provided to the teachers through the Mentor/Mentee program 


(coaching support). 
 
ROP is committed to providing supports to teachers in improving instruction.  The 
evidence-based practice of coaching support is viewed as critical for transferring 
knowledge and skills into effective practices.  In sports, a coach guides the players to 
learn and apply strategies and techniques for improving the likelihood of the team 
winning the game.  Similarly, in teaching, coaching support is the guidance from theory 
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to practice through observation, modeling, and performance feedback that if done with 
enough frequency and meaningful intensity, will result in improved learning outcomes 
for students – winning the game.  In a recent analysis of 60 studies in the Hechinger 
Report (hechingerreport.org/every-teacher-need-coach/), the benefits of coaching 
programs appear to go away as the programs try to reach more teachers.  This is not to 
say that it is not effective.  It means that maybe the “expert” coaching model needs to 
be limited to certain teachers.  But, the report did find that a possible solution to issues 
in implementing an “expert” coaching model is to use a “peer” coaching model.  The 
approach of providing supports to teachers through an in-school mentor-mentee model.  
This is ROP’s approach to providing coaching support to teachers in the schools. 
 
The Mentor/Mentee Program is a program that the Ministry adapted to help assist 
teachers in need of additional teaching experience.  This is a year-long program in 
which a mentee is expected to complete all program requirements.  The principal of the 
school is the leader of the program within its school and therefore, gets to decide who 
will participate as a mentor and mentee.  The mentor’s responsibility is to guide, monitor 
and assist the mentee in fulfilling the general requirements as specified within the 
program’s seven performance standards.  The mentee is the one who will benefit the 
most out of the program because, he/she will be learning how to become an effective 
teacher through the many activities required to complete the program.  The program 
also has a committee that is comprised of MOE Bureau of Curriculum and Instruction 
(BCI) specialists who are there to visit, observe and assist both the mentor and mentee 
so that they can complete their required obligations regarding the program. 
 
Selection Process: All new hired teachers and those that are identified by the principal 
who needs additional support based on classroom observations and students’ data are 
selected. There are those who remain in the program if they did not meet the criteria or 
the resource team and school team felt that they need additional and continuous 
support. 
 
Scheduling: Mentor/Mentee program creates a committee within the school that meets 
once a month to review the status for each mentee and identify challenges. As a school 
team, they create a plan to address the challenges and draft a schedule of follow up 
meetings. Mentors and Mentees are required to meet on a weekly basis to plan on how 
to address program requirements, including scheduling Mentor observations. 
 
Each Mentee maintains a portfolio of evidence that the program requirements are being 
met.  These include: Written philosophy of education, lesson plans, classroom 
observation and feedback, written reflections, and portfolio feedback from Mentor. The 
Mentee portfolio is reviewed by the Mentor & Mentee Resource Team comprised of 
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specialists from the BCI. The resource team for each school and the school principal will 
make the final decision for exiting the Mentee from the program.  
 
Mentor/Mentee Program at the Target School 
 
This school year 2019-2020, there are nine mentees; of which, two are 1st grade 
teachers, three are 2nd grade teachers, three are 3rd grade teacher, and one is a special 
education teacher.  Seven of the mentees were from 2018-2019 who continued as 
mentees in 2019-2020 due to issues with scheduling activities to complete the 
Mentor/Mentee program requirements. Two of the mentees are new. This year, all nine 
mentees in the program targeted reading which is in line with ROP’s SIMR for 
increasing student reading proficiency. 
  
The revised MOE Observation Tool was implemented as part of the Mentor-Mentee 
Program.  The tool incorporated a section to indicate whether the teacher applied 
strategies, knowledge and skills gained from the training and supported the struggling 
learners.  Observations were conducted by the school principal and education 
specialists, the SSIP Core Team members, in November 2019 and February 2020.  
 
Activity 1.3 Intended Outputs: 
The integration of the MOE Mentor/Mentee Program as the coaching component of the 
SSIP is well on its way with the inclusion of the revised MOE Lesson Plan and 
Observation Tools in the program.  Results of the Mentor/Mentee activities, including 
the Observation results, are discussed in Section C of this SSIP Phase III Year Four 
Report. 
 
1.4 Follow-up technical assistance sessions were conducted with the teachers. 
 
In October 2017, the MOE began implementing a program known as Professional 
Learning Community (PLC) in all public schools. The PLC program is based on three 
“big ideas” – ensuring that students learn, collaborative culture, and focusing on results. 
Attributes of the program include supportive and shared leadership, collective creativity, 
shared values and vision, supportive conditions, and shared personal practice. School 
principals organize their PLC groups according to the needs of their schools. At the 
SSIP target school, there are eight PLC groups, each made up by same grade-level 
teachers. They can be regrouped to address school needs if necessary. For example, 
all target grade-level teachers at the target school met as one group for about a quarter 
of the school year to address needs related to SSIP then they regrouped back to their 
grade-level groups. Under the guidance of the school principal, teachers meet on a 
weekly basis to share experiences, strengths, and challenges, and support each other 
on improving teacher instruction, ensuring student learning, and improving student 
performance.  
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Activity 1.4 Intended Outputs: 
The intended output for Activity 1.4 related to the Activities 1.1-1.3 was that support was 
provided to the teachers, as prioritized based on the feedback from teachers from the 
Teacher Survey results and training evaluation results.  The implementation of MOE’s 
PLC is a process of support to provide ongoing technical assistance to the teachers. 
Evaluation measures to assess the effectiveness of PLC meetings have been discussed 
and is in the process of being developed for implementation in School Year 2020-2021. 
The PLC meetings will also be a prioritized activity in CIS #3. 


 
 
Coherent Improvement Strategy (CIS) #2: Selection and Implementation of a 
Universal Screening and Assessment of Early Literacy Skills and Development 
 
In Phase II, ROP reviewed resources related to universal screening and discussed what 
was currently being used to screen for Reading skills.  Feedback from the target school 
teachers indicated that consistent and uniformed screening was not done with grade-
levels as well as across grade-levels.  The SSIP Team therefore identified specific 
activities to identify, procure, and train on the selected screening tool.  Through an 
informal review of the Center on Response to Intervention (RTI) Screening Tools Chart, 
the SSIP Team reviewed three screening tools for selection using the National 
Implementation Research Network (NIRN) Hexagon Tool for evaluating EBPs.  The 
review was completed in May 2016 with training and administration of the screening tool 
beginning school year 2016-2017. 
 
CIS #2 Major Accomplishments/Milestones by Activity: 
 
2.1 Identify screening tool. 
2.2 Procure screening tool. 
 
ROP has in place the English Reading screening tools for implementation at the SSIP 
target school.  This was done through the use of the NIRN Hexagon Tool for identifying 
ROP’s SSIP English reading screening tool.  The Reading Success Network (RSN) 
English reading screening tool was identified as the English Reading screening tool, 
which was implemented in ROP in 2000 and was one of the resources utilized for the 
development of the Palau English Reading Assessment (PERA), the assessment tool 
for two of ROP’s SIMRs. 
 
In addition to the RSN, the ROP also identified the easyCBM, one of the screening tools 
reviewed by the Center on RTI.  The easyCBM was to be piloted in February 2017 after 
completing three RSN screenings.  However, due to the timeline adjustments made for 
the RSN schedule, the easyCBM was implemented beginning school year 2017-2018. 
The SSIP Core Team reviewed student results from school year 2017-2018 and 
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considered teacher feedback on the easyCBM screener. Due to possible cultural 
implications the easyCBM component may have on the performance of ROP’s target 
school students, the team reviewed other screening options and identified the CBM, 
which is also one of the screening tools reviewed by the Center on RTI. The CBM 
component was piloted in December 2018. 
   
Activities 2.1 & 2.2 Intended Outputs: 
The selection of the universal screening tool for English reading was completed.  Timely 
administration of the screener was held this reporting year. Results of the screening 
implementation is discussed in Section C of this SSIP Phase III Year Four Report. 
 
2.3 Training Target School 1-3 grade teachers on the screening tool. 


 
For this reporting period, the screening procedures were implemented with fidelity.  The 
issues faced in Phase III, Year One regarding the need for additional screening proctors 
was addressed by having each teacher conduct the screening for their students.  The 
teachers were familiar with the screening implementation because they supported the 
screening administration in school year 2016-2017. The teachers continued to be the 
main screening administrators in school years 2017-2018, 2018-2019, and 2019-2020. 
As outlined in Appendix B, the three screenings, including the CORE Reading/CBM 
component, were conducted as follows: 


• 1st Screening: August 2, 19-23, 2019 
• 2nd Screening: December 2-6, 2019 
• 3rd Screening: March 9-13, 2020 


 
Prior to each administration, a refresher training session was conducted with the 
teachers.  Training was conducted by the MOE education specialist prior to the actual 
assessment day in which teachers were informed of the Do’s and Don’ts of 
administering the assessments as well as any other issues that the teachers might have 
faced from the previous screening.  It was stressed that during the assessment, 
teachers should be sure to follow the administration rules on time for each subtest.  The 
timing is essential in following because this is a clear indication of the attention span 
and capability of the student.  Also discussed during the training was how to record and 
score the assessments during and after the screening so that the results can be 
inputted and analyzed properly and quickly.  This would be for both the student review 
process (CIS #3) and for the results to be submitted to the Division of Research and 
Evaluation team for overall analysis. 
 
In August 2018, the SSIP Core Team developed an observation tool to measure 
screening fidelity. The observation tool entitled, “Screening Administration Observation 
Checklist,” reviews six areas of the screening process including materials, time, set up, 
administration, scoring, and accommodations for students with IEPs. The SSIP Work 
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Team began administering the observation checklist in August 2018 and continued to 
administer the observation checklist every screening period thereafter. Observations 
using the checklist revealed positive results in the administration process. Results of the 
observation checklist allowed trainers to provide effective sessions targeting specific 
proctor needs. For this reporting period, the teachers continued to demonstrate 
improved performance in administering the screener as confirmed through the 
Screening Administration Observation Checklist.  
 
Activity 2.3 Intended Outputs: 
The intended output was met through the implementation of the RSN and CBM, ROP’s 
universal screenings for English reading, in school year 2018-2019, which required 
training for the teachers on the administration of the screening procedures.  As 
discussed earlier, training was conducted before each administration, with follow-up 
observation of the administration to ensure fidelity of implementation using the 
observation checklist. 


 
2.4 Develop a support system for screening administration and use of the 


screening results for improving English reading instruction, including 
differentiated instruction. 


 
The support system developed for the screening administration and use of the 
screening results was through the development of a standard operating procedures 
(SOP) to account for the dates of the training and screening, collection of the test, 
compilation of the test responses, and reporting of the screening results to be used for 
improving Reading instruction.  To ensure fidelity of administration, the school principal, 
vice principal, or assigned school staff observed and supported teachers during the 
screening.   
 
The homeroom teacher continued to administer the screening test in order to know 
each student’s strengths and weaknesses. By doing so, the homeroom teacher is able 
to ensure that lesson plans are modified to meet students’ needs. The assessment tools 
were conducted in series where two or more assessment tools were used and 
administered in the first three hours of the morning schedule. In addition, follow up 
discussions made with teachers on the screening continue to indicate that teachers 
liked the screening as it provided them information on their students’ reading skills 
which helped them design instructions.  
 
Activity 2.4 Intended Outputs: 
The system of supports for the screening administration and use of the results was 
outlined in the SOP for implementation.  Because the teachers conducted the 
screenings, the data were immediately available to them to review, which was part of 
the student data review process (CIS #3). 
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Coherent Improvement Strategy (CIS) #3: Progress Monitoring and Collaboration 
 
A systematic process for improving instruction is through using data to inform how 
teachers can modify and/or adjust teaching and learning in the classroom to improve 
reading comprehension instruction.  Data collection, analysis, interpretation, and 
application are a cyclical process.  The CIS #3 activities established written Standard of 
Practice (SOP) for a systematic student data review process, also known as progress 
monitoring.   
 
CIS #3 Major Accomplishments/Milestones by Activity: 
 
3.1 Develop a Standard of Practice (SOP) for a systematic student data review 


process for improving instruction. 
3.2 Develop a professional development series for the KES 1st – 3rd grade and 


special education teachers on the use of the student data review process. 
3.4 Implement the Student Data Review Process. 


 
The Standard of Practice (SOP) was developed in school year 2016-2017 for 
implementing a systematic student data review process for improving reading 
instruction.  A Student Reading Profile, with a process to include updated reading data, 
including the screening results, was developed as part of the SOP.  As noted in 
Activities 2.3 and 2.4, the screening results were immediately available to the teacher 
since they were the screening administrators.  In March 2019, the SSIP Core Team 
finalized the scoring rubric for the Student Reading Profile. The teachers began using 
the Student Reading Profile this school year 2019-2020. The tool helped teachers 
identify student needs for interventions and monitor progress. 
 
The professional development activities on the student data review process was 
included in the November 2019 and February 2020 training on lesson planning.  The 
training incorporated the review of the screening results for determining intervention 
needs of the students.  As discussed earlier, the PLCs implemented also provided an 
opportunity for the teachers to review the screening results and dialogue with their 
colleagues of appropriate interventions. 
  
In addition, ROP’s Focus of Concern (FOC) process, which is a simplified version of the 
Response to Intervention (RTI) framework, is being implemented throughout the school 
year.  During this reporting period, struggling learners are identified through periodic 
reviews of student grades and performance.  Training and technical support were 
provided by the school principal and vice principal. In addition, Professional Learning 
Community meetings offered teachers supports through the intervention process. 
Teachers provided interventions for a time period and progress was reviewed again.  
The Child Study Team which may consist of the child’s teachers, counselor, principal, 
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and other school staff are included in the review process.  The Child Study Team 
determines whether a referral to the special education program for further evaluation is 
needed based on student result after interventions have been provided. Appendix B 
highlights the FOC review every quarter. 
 
Activities 3.1, 3.2 & 3.4 Intended Outputs: 
The SOP was developed and implemented, but based on the lesson planning and 
observations conducted, the teachers need additional support with making the 
connection between understanding the student data and determining appropriate 
evidence-based interventions.  In March 2019, the SSIP Core Team finalized the 
scoring rubric for the Student Reading Profile and began its implementation in school 
year 2019-2020. In February 2020, the SSIP Core Team finalized the scoring rubric for 
the Oral Reading Fluency subtest of the screener and will begin implementation in 
school year 2020-2021. For this report, the FOC forms were reviewed and results of this 
measure is described in Section C of this report.   
  
3.3 Develop a professional development series for the KES 1st – 3rd grade and 


special education teachers on the IEP process for students with an IEP. 
 
Similar to what was reported in Phase III Year Two, with the target school input, the 
SSIP Core Team agreed that the professional development series for this fourth year 
related to students with IEP will continue to focus on the training and support provided 
under CIS #1 and #2.  Students with an IEP accessing the general education curriculum 
meant ensuring that all teachers, including special education teachers, understand the 
reading foundation and elements, screening process, and use of data.  The MOE 
revised Lesson Plan includes a section for identifying the instructional needs of 
struggling learners, inclusive of students with an IEP.   
 
Activity 3.3 Intended Outputs: 
This activity is being scheduled for school year 2020-2021. 
 
 
Coherent Improvement Strategy (CIS) #4: Collaboration. 
 
Starting with 1st grade will be important.  Starting with preschool will be even more 
critical.  MOE has two Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) with the Head Start 
Program: One for special education child find and the other for MOE as an educational 
system.  As collaborative efforts are developed within the target school between general 
education and special education teachers, the collaboration focus for CIS #4 has 
focused on the collaborative partnership between MOE and Head Start to address the 
grade retention rate of 1st graders.  As noted in ROP’s Phase I and Phase II reports, the 
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majority of entering MOE first grade students attended the Head Start Program and the 
majority of 1st grade repeaters attended the Head Start Program. 
 
CIS #4 Major Accomplishments/Milestones by Activity: 
 
4.1 Review and revised MOU between MOE Special Education and Head Start 


Program to support Child Find activities. 
 
The revised Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between the MOE Special 
Education Program and the Belau Head Start Program was effective December 2016 
with all signatures in place.  The purpose for the agreement was to establish working 
procedures between the programs for the provision of services to preschool children 
eligible for special education and related services, consistent with the Individuals with 
Disabilities Education Improvement Act, Head Start Program Performance Standards, 
and the ROP – RPPL 3-9 for all eligible children with disabilities. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the Head Start Program, administered through the Palau 
Community Action Agency, serves as the primary educational setting for preschoolers 
with disabilities.  Consistent with Head Start Program Performance Standards on 
Services to Children with Disabilities, Section 1308.4, ROP-MOE has general 
supervision oversight, including monitoring, of the special education and related 
services provided for preschoolers with disabilities within the Head Start Program.  
 
With technical support from Guam CEDDERS, the development of the revised MOU 
began in May 2016 with key Special Education Program and Head Start Program 
personnel discussing the requirements for early identification and supports for 
preschoolers with disabilities.  The revised MOU delineates the responsibilities of the 
programs for the following components: 


• Purpose of MOU 
• Child Find and Public Awareness 
• Early Childhood Child Study Team and Referral Procedures 
• Referral for Children in Head Start 
• Comprehensive Evaluation 
• Individualized Education Program (IEP) Process 
• Specific Program Service Delivery 
• Early Childhood Transition Guidelines 
• Confidentiality 
• Training and Technical Assistance 
• Parent Involvement Activities 
• Child Count 
• Collection and Sharing of Data 
• Condition for Reimbursement and Financial Responsibilities 
• Dispute Resolution 
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• General Supervision 
 
The implementation of the MOU included meetings with key Special Education and 
Head Start program personnel responsible for the case management for the 
identification and service delivery of preschoolers with disabilities, as well as training for 
all Head Start Teachers on the MOU procedures and instructional strategies for early 
literacy development. 


 
Activity 4.1 Intended Outputs: 
The intended output has been met through the revised MOU in place in December 
2016, and technical support provided in October and November 2018.  An update to the 
evaluation measure for this activity will include assessing the level of implementation of 
the MOU activities.  This will be targeted for school year 2020-2021. 


 
4.2 Review and revised MOE MOU with Head Start to include early literacy 


activities and collection of student data for the MOE Student Information 
System (SIS). 


 
The MOE MOU with Head Start Program specific to early literacy activities and the 
MOE SIS has been reviewed and a plan has been made to request student data.  The 
Head Start Program provide student information (i.e., whole child report, physical exam, 
and development and learning report) when students from the program enroll into first 
grade.  These data will be used by 1st grade teachers to prepare and plan upon 
receiving their incoming first graders from the Head Start Program.  The information 
shared will also assist both agencies in planning for joint training activities related to 
early literacy development in young children. 
 
In School Year 2018-2019, through the MOE MOU with the Head Start Program, MOE 
shared resources (e.g., big books, math manipulative, and kindergarten-level 
curriculum, thematic lesson plans, and workbooks). MOE Bureau of Curriculum and 
Instruction Specialists provided Head Start teachers trainings on the use of the 
resources provided.  
 
Activity 4.2 Intended Outputs: 
The intended output was a revision to the MOU; however, discussions between MOE 
and Head Start Program indicated that the existing MOU has provisions for 
collaboration on early literacy activities and data sharing and should be reviewed to 
determine what is needed and how the relationship through the existing MOU can be 
accomplished.  The intended outcomes have been met through the March 2018 letter 
from the MOE Director to the Head Start Program Director documenting the specific 
data needed for review for all transitioning preschoolers.  Collaborative activities 
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between MOE and the Head Start Program will continue to be reported as part of the 
SSIP addressing the need to reduce the number of 1st grade repeaters. 
 
2. Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation  


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


regarding the ongoing implementation of the SSIP 
 


ROP’s stakeholders have been informed and involved in the decision-making regarding 
the ongoing implementation of the SSIP.  As designed in ROP’s SSIP Phase II, 
communication strategies were facilitated through the roles and responsibilities of the 
SSIP teams: the Management Team, Core Team, and School Team.  In Phase III, Year 
One, ROP reported that they needed to reorganize team membership and clarify and 
roles and responsibilities of the teams.  In June 2017, the SSIP Core Team met with the 
MOE Management Team and presented the reorganization of the SSIP teams.  The 
MOE Management Team endorsed the changes effective school year 2017-2018.  
 
As displayed in Appendix B, Figure 2 is the visual representing the ROP SSIP 
organizational structure with the communication flow between each team and council, 
and is followed by a description of the roles and responsibilities and meeting schedule 
for each team and council.  The meetings that occurred during this reporting period is 
reflected in Appendix B. 
 
MOE Management Team (at least 3 times a year through the MOE Quarterly) 


• The Management Team is the MOE Leadership Team comprised of MOE 
Minister, Directors, and Chiefs.  The Management Team overseas all initiatives 
and operations of MOE.  The Management Team provides oversight of the SSIP 
development, implementation, and evaluation.  During ROP’s Phase I 
development, the Management Team reviewed the SSIP and made 
recommendations for the SIMR and improvement strategies.  Four Chiefs on the 
Management Team are also members of the Core Team, which allows for 
regular reviews of the SSIP progress. (Coordinator will share reporting data with 
MOE Management Team) 
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Figure 2: ROP SSIP Organizational Structure 
	


	


	


	


	


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Special Education Advisory Council (at least Quarterly) 


§ The Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC) is the main stakeholder 
group for the Special Education program.  The Special Education coordinator 
provides updates and gather input from the members on at least a quarterly 
basis. Four of the SSIP Core Team members are members of the SEAC, 
including the Chief of Research and Evaluation, so sharing of SSIP progress and 
gathering feedback on improving implementation is done on a regular basis.  


 
The SSIP Core Team was created in September 2014 through the MOE BCI Director 
appointing the following members: The three Division of Chiefs: Curriculum and 
Instructional Material Development, Instruction Implementation and Teacher Training, 
and Research and Evaluation; Education Specialists, school principals, including the 
targeted school principal; and the Special Education Coordinator, and data manager.   
The Core Team was responsible for designing and facilitating the implementation and 
evaluation plans.   


 
In June of 2017, the Core Team met and discussed some of the issues and challenges 
that prevented the team from achieving its goal due to the delay of data reporting, 
implementation of activities and miscommunication among the team members. As a 
result, Core Team established two groups: 
 
Advisory Team (At least 3 times per year) 


§ The Advisory Team is comprised of four Division Chiefs: Curriculum and 
Instructional Materials Development, Instruction Implementation and Teacher 
Training, Research and Evaluation, School Management. Its main goal is to 
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Team


SEAC


Core	Team


Advisory	&	
Work	Teams


Work	Team


School	
Team
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support the responsibilities of the work team as well as advise the team of their 
plans. 


 
Work Team (At least on a monthly basis – meet every 15th of each month) 
 The Work Team is comprised of Education Specialists, school principals, 


including the targeted school principal and vice principal; and the special 
education coordinator, and data manager. The role of the Work Team are as 
follows:  
 Plan – The Work Team plans the implementation of the SSIP and 


incorporates input from the advisory team and school team. The Work 
Team also determines who will take the lead for the development and 
implementation of each activity with the support of the entire work team. 


 
 Training – In collaboration with Instruction Implementation and Teacher 


Training (DIITT), Curriculum and Instructional Materials Development 
(DCIMD), Research and Evaluation (DRE) and School Management 
(DSM) the Work Team is responsible for reviewing the data and/or plan 
any trainings needed based on the results of the data.  Training will also 
be based on the needs and/or request of School Team. 


 
 Implement – The Work Team implements the plan and supports the 


School Team in areas of observations, trainings, administering of the RSN 
assessment tool, gathering and analysis of teacher and students data. 


 
 Support – The Work Team is responsible in supporting all the aspects of 


the program within the designated school as well as the teachers. 
 
 Evaluation - The Work Team is responsible to collect, analyze and review 


data such as How DO I Feel Survey (HDIF), observation tool, lesson plans 
and its implementation within the classroom, RSN screening tools, PERA, 
and training evaluation as well as plan for next step.  


 
In the beginning of School Year 2018-2019, the SSIP Core Team, which is comprised of 
the Advisory Team and the Work Team, began meeting more often to accommodate 
new personnel on the SSIP Core Team. Meeting as a SSIP Core Team was also critical 
in addressing data and implementation challenges and ensuring that planned activities 
for School Year 2018-2019 would be conducted in a timely manner. In School Year 
2019-2020, the SSIP Core Team agreed that meeting monthly was still needed in order 
to address data and implementation challenges.  
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School Team  
 The School Team is comprised of the target school, Koror Elementary School 


(KES), administrators, grades 1-3 teachers, and special education teachers.  The 
School Team is committed to the SSIP implementation and evaluation to address 
ROP’s State-Identified Measurable Results (SIMR).  The School Team is 
responsible for identifying specific training and technical assistance priorities for 
improving English reading comprehension skills of students in grades 1-3, with 
particular attention to the specific instructional and support needs of students 
with disabilities.  The School Team is the direct implementers of the changes for 
improving English reading instruction, intervention (FOC) and decreasing the 
number of repeaters in the early grades.  The School Team meets to discuss the 
next steps for implementation, including: 
 
 incorporating inputs and feedbacks of the Work Team to improve 


classroom instruction; 
 


 meeting a week after each screening to review and discuss the results of 
the screening; and 


 
 providing the Principal/Vice Principal feedbacks, inputs, and other 


teachers’ concerns and comments to report to the Work Team. 
 
In addition to the communication flow within the MOE outlined in Figure 2, the Special 
Education Program communicates at least quarterly with the Special Education 
Advisory Council (SEAC), the main stakeholder group for the special education 
program.  Four of the SSIP Core Team members are members of SEAC, including the 
Chief of Research and Evaluation, so sharing of SSIP progress and gathering feedback 
on improving implementation is done on a regular basis. 
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C. DATA ON IMPLEMENTATION AND OUTCOMES 
 


1. How ROP monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness of the 
implementation plan 
a. How evaluation measures align with the theory of action 
b. Data sources for each key measure 
c. Description of baseline data for key measures 
d. Data collection procedures and associated timelines 
e. How data management and data analysis procedures allow for assessment of 


progress toward achieving intended improvements 
 
The ROP SSIP Core Team used the National Center on Systemic Improvement (NCSI) 
Implementation Evaluation Matrix to assess the effectiveness of ROP’s implementation 
plan.  As detailed in ROP’s SSIP Evaluation Plan, submitted as part of ROP’s SSIP 
Phase II, there are a number of formative and summative evaluation questions 
designed to evaluate implementation, continuous improvement, and overall impact of 
the SSIP in meeting the SIMR. The evaluation questions are designed to gather 
information from teachers who participate in the professional development, learning and 
outcomes related to the implementation of evidence-based practices in reading and 
intervention programs.  In addition, appropriate data collection and analysis methods 
were identified.  Appendix C: Evaluation Plan – Implementation Matrix describes the 
evaluation measures and scoring rubric for determining the level of implementation. 
 
As indicated in Appendix B: Overall Timeline of Activities, the evaluation measures were 
indicated in the schedule as points in time to review the outputs and effectiveness of the 
implementation activities.  For this reporting period, it was determined that the 
evaluation measures would continue for CIS #1 and #2.  In addition, as discussed in 
Phase III Year Three, certain evaluation questions for CIS #3 will be address in this 
report, as shown in Appendix C.   
 
As described in Section B of this Phase III Year Four report, several of the other 
activities have not been fully implemented or in need of developing evaluation measures 
in CIS #3 and #4.  Activities have been implemented during this reporting period, but 
specific measures for determining effectiveness have not been developed.  The ROP 
SSIP Core Team will review the ROP Evaluation Plan, submitted in Phase II, to identify 
the measures for data collection and analysis in school years 2019-2020 and 2020-
2021 to be reported in SSIP Phase III Year Five. 
 
As displayed in Appendix C, Evaluation Plan – Implementation Matrix, for each 
measure, the SSIP Core Team developed a scoring rubric to evaluate the 
implementation level of each activity: 


• 0 = Little to no implementation 
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• 1 = Some implementation 
• 2 = Moderate implementation 
• 3 = Strong implementation 


 
By Coherent Improvement Strategies (CIS) for the identified evaluation measures 
aligned to the Logic Model/Theory of Action, the data source/activity reference, scoring 
criteria for determining implementation level, baseline or progress data, and procedures 
and associated timelines are described below. 
 
 
Coherent Improvement Strategy (CIS) #1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of 
Academic Supports. 
 
CIS #1a. Short-Term Outcomes 


• Teachers have increased knowledge and skills on evidence-based practices 
(EBP) for the elements of English reading. 


• Teachers have increased knowledge and skills on EBP for instructional 
strategies and targeted interventions. 


 
CIS #1a. Evaluation Questions 


• To what extent does the teachers’ knowledge of implementing EBP related to 
reading increase over time? 


• To what extent does the teacher implement evidence-based English reading 
instruction and intervention? 


 
For CIS #1a, there were three data sources identified to address the evaluation 
questions: 


1. Knowledge of EBP in reading instruction – “How do I Feel” (HDIF) Self-
Assessment Survey 


2. Lesson Plan Development – Based on observation results for Section 1 of the 
Observation Tool 


3. EBP Implementation – Based on the observation results for Sections 2 & 3 of the 
Observation Tool 


 
The following is a review of the results for each data source: 
 
1. Knowledge of EBP in reading instruction – HDIF Self-Assessment Survey. 
 
Data Source 
The "How Do I Feel" Teacher Self-Assessment Survey was developed to determine 
how well the teachers (1st, 2nd, 3rd & Special Education) know the five elements of 
reading and their knowledge and use of appropriate instructional strategies to support 
English reading in the classroom.  The results of the survey were used to guide the 
planning and to identify the focus of training activities that support and improve teacher 
skills in teaching English reading in the classroom. 
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The survey responses for each item included a rating of 1-5 with the following 
descriptors: 


1. I am not so clear about this. 
2. I believe I know about this a little bit. 
3. I believe that I know about this well. 
4. I believe I know about this well enough to implement in my classroom. 
5. I fully have knowledge about this and have incorporated this in my classroom. 


        
Scoring Criteria 
In Phase III, Year One, the scoring criteria used was the movement of the number of 
teachers rather than the percentage of teachers because of the small “n” size of the 
teacher groups.  However, the SSIP Core Team determined that the percentage of the 
total number of responses could be used to determine level of implementation.  Using 
the NCSI Implementation Evaluation Matrix guidance, the SSIP Core Team created the 
following scoring rubric for determining the level of implementation for CIS #1a: 


• 0 = 0-29% of teachers rated 4 or 5 
• 1 = 30-69% of teachers rated 4 or 5 
• 2 = 70-90% of teachers rated 4 or 5 
• 3 = 91=100% of teachers rated 4 or 5 


 
Progress Data: Implementation Level = 2 
The Teacher HDIF Self-Assessment Survey was conducted two times in school year 
2019-2020: November 2019 and March 2020.  The purpose for conducting the survey 
was to monitor teachers’ perceptions of increased skills and to guide supports for 
teachers to improve instruction in the classroom.  The surveys were completed by 
Grades 1-3 teachers and special education teachers: 15 teachers in November 2019 
and 15 teachers in March 2020. 
 
To respond to the evaluation questions specific to the implementation of evidence-
based practices, the ratings for the first statement in the survey was used: I know about 
instructional strategies to support English Reading in my classroom.  The results of the 
responses were as follows:  


• November 2019 = 66.67% (10/15) 
• March 2020 = 80% (12/15) 


 
Based on the scoring criteria for this activity, the level of implementation is a 2, with an 
overall rating of 73.33% (22/30).  A score of 2 indicates a “moderate” level of 
implementation.  This means that an adequate number of teachers felt that they were 
applying instructional strategies to support English Reading in their classroom.   
 
In analyzing the survey results data, overall, there was a change in perception between 
the two points of measures, November 2019 and March 2020.  The implementation 
level however changed from a “strong” level score of 3 in Phase III Year Two to a 
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“moderate” level score of 2 last reporting period and this reporting period.  The SSIP 
Core Team discussed possible factors contributing to this change in implementation 
level, such as teacher changes, training focus, and training schedule.  School Year 
2018-2019 and 2019-2020 included three new teachers in the target grades each year.  
These new teachers included new hires as well as teachers who taught in the upper 
grades.  It was also discussed that there has been an increased knowledge and 
expectations of the content, which could have contributed to their response to the 
survey item.  The training focus for this period targeted analyzing student data for 
improving reading instruction with limited time on reading strategies and interventions.  
The training schedule, including frequency, also might have been a factor for the lower 
implementation level for this reporting period. 
 
The SSIP Core Team continues to take a closer look at the responses for the other 
survey items to see if there are similar responses.  In addition, the SSIP Core Team 
discussed the relationship between the implementation level of this teacher perception 
survey results and the observations conducted during the reporting period.  
Observations conducted showed “some” level of implementation of evidence-based 
practices in the classroom compared to the “moderate” implementation level for how 
teachers perceived their knowledge and skills in instructional strategies for reading 
instruction, which was the same as the previous year. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The data management and data analysis procedures included collecting the data and 
submitting the completed forms to the Assessment Specialist from the Division of 
Research and Evaluation (DRE), as indicated in the Communication Flow 
Responsibilities in Appendix B.   
 
2. Lesson Plan Development – Based on Section 1 of the Observation Tool. 
 
Data Source 
The revised MOE Observation Tool was used to determine the use of the revised MOE 
Lesson Plan.  The tool includes five sections for the observation: 1. Lesson Plan; 2. 
Lesson Presentation; 3. Lesson Activities; 4. Assessment and Evaluation; and 5. 
Classroom Climate.  Each section includes three to five items for observation.  The 
observer rates each item on a scale of 1 = not observed to 5 = exceeds standard.   
 
The SSIP Core Team determined that using the four items from Section 1: Lesson Plan 
of the Observation Tool will provide information on how the lesson plan is being used in 
the classroom.  The items cover a review of the lesson plan that includes unpacking 
standards and objectives that match the learning targets and strategies and activities 
that meet student learning needs.   
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The observations were conducted by the SSIP Core Team members, which included 
the target school principal, vice-principal, training chief, and education specialists, who 
assisted with the revisions to the MOE Observation Tool. 
 
Scoring Criteria 
The SSIP Core Team determined that an average score of 4 (meets standard) for each 
observation would be used for the scoring rubric to determine the level of 
implementation of the Lesson Plan.  The scoring rubric is as follows: 


• 0 = 0-29% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Section 1) 
• 1 = 30-69% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Section 1) 
• 2 = 70-90% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Section 1) 
• 3 = 91=100% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Section 1) 


 
Progress Data: Implementation Level = 1 
The observations were conducted two periods in school year 2019-2020: November 
2019 and February 2020.  For the purpose of determining the level of implementation 
on the use of the Lesson Plan, the average score was taken for Section 1.  Table 5 
provides the breakdown of the percentage by observation period and overall: 
 
 Table 5: % of Observations with Average Score of 4 


Observation Period # of Teacher 
Observations 


% of Observations 
with an Average Score 


of 4 for Section 1 


November 12, 2019 16 40% (6/16) 


February 13, 2020 12 41.67% (5/12) 


Overall 28 39.29% (11/28) 


 
Based on the scoring criteria for this activity, the level of implementation is a 1, the 
same level of implementation as the previous reporting year.  An implementation score 
of 1 indicates “some” level of implementation.  This means that the teachers need 
additional support in how lesson planning is used for designing and implementing 
classroom activities to meet the needs of all learners. 
 
Year Four data showed a decrease in the overall performance by 13.09% from 52.38% 
(22/42) in Year Three to 39.29% (11/28) in Year Four.  This decrease also represents 
an overall 50% decrease in the number of teachers who met the scoring criteria from 22 
in Year Three to 11 in Year Four.   
 
For this reporting year, two observers conducted the observation for each teacher.  This 
was to determine inter-rater reliability of the ratings and tool.  The results indicated that 
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there were minor discrepancies in the ratings for the observers to reconcile their ratings.  
The SSIP Core Team discussed how there continues to be a need to have a clear 
understanding of the rating rubrics for each item to ensure that the observation ratings 
are consistent across observers.   
 
In reviewing Section 1: Lesson Plan of the observation data, the SSIP Core Team found 
that the teachers received low ratings in the use of technology/manipulatives to address 
the objectives of the lesson during the observation, but that the week’s lesson plan 
included other days that technology/manipulatives would be utilized.  Teachers continue 
to express a need for additional support in lesson plan development with sample lesson 
plans, demonstration and modeling, and follow-up.   
   
The SSIP Core Team did agree that the teachers continued to have difficulty identifying 
the strengths and weaknesses of their individual students. They were able to generalize 
in identifying their struggling students, but had difficulty specifying their needs, which is 
the reason the training focus for this year continued the data review and analysis focus. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The data management and data analysis procedures included the target school 
principal collecting the data and submitting the completed forms to the DIITT staff to 
enter the data and submit the compiled data to the Assessment Specialist from DRE, as 
indicated in the Communication Flow Responsibilities in Appendix B.  This was not done 
timely but was an improvement from the previous year’s process.  In addition, for the 
purposes of teacher feedback, after conducting the observations, the observers met 
with the teachers individually to provide feedback for improving their lesson planning 
process.   
 
3. EBP Implementation – Based on the observation results for Sections 2 & 3. 
 
Data Source 
The revised MOE Observation Tool was used to determine the use of the revised MOE 
Lesson Plan.  The tool includes five sections for the observation: 1. Lesson Plan; 2. 
Lesson Presentation; 3. Lesson Activities; 4. Assessment and Evaluation; and 5. 
Classroom Climate.  Each section includes three to five items for observation.  The 
observer rates each item on a scale of 1 = not observed to 5 = exceeds standard.   
 
The SSIP Core Team determined that using the eight items from Section 2: Lesson 
Presentation and Section 3: Lesson Activities of the Observation Tool will provide 
information on how the teacher is implementing evidence-based practices (EBP), with 
considerations for struggling learners.  The items cover various classroom instructional 
practices, such as the use of activities to meet individual learning styles of students, use 
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of appropriate hands-on activities to address learning targets, and classroom 
management. 
 
The observations were conducted by the SSIP Core Team members, which included 
the target school principal, vice-principal, training chief, and education specialists, who 
assisted with the revisions to the MOE Observation Tool. 
 
Scoring Criteria 
The SSIP Core Team determined that an average score of 4 (meets standard) for each 
observation would be used for the scoring rubric to determine the level of 
implementation of the EBP.  The scoring rubric is as follows: 


• 0 = 0-29% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Sections 2 & 3) 
• 1 = 30-69% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Sections 2 & 3) 
• 2 = 70-90% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Sections 2 & 3) 
• 3 = 91=100% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Sections 2 & 3) 


 
Progress Data: Implementation Level = 1 
The observations were conducted two periods in school year 2019-2020: November 
2019 and February 2020.  For the purpose of determining the level of implementation 
on the use of EBP, the average score was taken for those observations that had ratings 
for Sections 2 and 3.  Table 6 provides the breakdown of the percentage by observation 
period and overall: 
 
 Table 6: % of Observations with Average Score of 4 


Observation Period # of Teacher 
Observations 


% of Observations 
with an Average Score 
of 4 for Sections 2 & 3 


November 12, 2019 15 33.33% (5/15) 


February 13, 2020 12 33.33% (4/12) 


Overall 27 33.33% (9/27) 


 
Based on the scoring criteria for this activity, the level of implementation is a 1, which is 
the same implementation level as last reporting period.  A score of 1 indicates “some” 
level of implementation.  This means that the teachers need additional support in 
implementing EBP to meet the needs of all learners.   
 
Year Four data showed a decrease in the overall performance by 19.05% from 52.38% 
(22/42) in Year Three to 33.33% (9/27) in Year Four.  This decrease also represents an 
overall decrease of more than 50% in the number of teachers who met the scoring 
criteria from 22 in Year Three to nine in Year Four.   
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For this reporting year, two observers conducted the observation for each teacher.  This 
was to determine inter-rater reliability of the ratings and tool.  The results indicated that 
there were minor discrepancies in the ratings for the observers to reconcile their ratings.  
The SSIP Core Team discussed how there continues to be a need to have a clear 
understanding of the rating rubric for each item to ensure that the observation ratings 
are consistent across observers, including indicating the EBP observed in the “notes” 
section of the Observation Tool. 
 
The SSIP Core Team review of the observation summaries found that there were 
improvements in strategies being implemented in the classroom, such as choral 
reading, flash cards, using context clues, applying language rules, using 
peer/cooperative learning, using pictures/graphics to understand abstract ideas or 
unknown words, and integration core subject strategies.  Consistent with the “How Do I 
Feel” Teacher Self-Assessment survey results, teachers continued to need support in 
the use of EBP for English reading instruction and intervention.  
 
The SSIP Core Team also discussed the need for consistency in supports provided to 
the teachers, with individualized supports to the teachers depending on their needs.  
There also needs to be increased visibility regarding the connection between the SSIP 
Core Team and the School Team for the supports to be implemented. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The data management and data analysis procedures included the target school 
principal collecting the data and submitting the completed forms to the DIITT staff to 
enter the data and submit the compiled data to the Assessment Specialist from DRE, as 
indicated in the Communication Flow Responsibilities in Appendix B.  This was not done 
timely but was an improvement from the previous year’s process.  In addition, for the 
purposes of teacher feedback, after conducting the observations, the observers met 
with the teachers individually to provide feedback for improving the implementation of 
EBPs. 
 
CIS #1b. Short-Term Outcomes 


• Teachers have increased knowledge and skills on evidence-based practices for 
the elements of English reading, instructional strategies, and targeted 
interventions. 


 
CIS #1b. Evaluation Questions 


• To what extent did the program provide training and mentor/coaching assistance 
in order to increase teachers’ knowledge and skills in teaching English reading? 
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For CIS #1b, there were four data sources identified to address the evaluation question: 
1. PD delivered increased teacher knowledge and skills on EBPs 
2. Mentor/Mentee Program supports teachers implement EBPs – Interviews 
3. New: Mentor/Mentee Program supports teachers implement EBPs – Lesson Plan 
4. New: Mentor/Mentee Program supports teachers implement EBPs – EBP 


Implementation 
 
The following is a review of the results for each data source: 
 
1. PD delivered increased teacher knowledge and skills on EBPs. 
 
Data Source 
The data source for addressing the evaluation question is the teacher responses to the 
training evaluations for the training sessions.  In Phase III Year Two, the training 
evaluation revisions included gathering participants’ feedback on the usefulness and 
relevancy of the training.  The rating scale used for items related to the usefulness and 
relevancy of the training was a five-point scale range from “very poor to very good.”   
In addition, the training evaluation was adjusted to assess the knowledge and skills of 
the participants prior to and after the training session.  The rating scale included a pre- 
and post-rating using a four-point range from “none to high” for each specific content 
related objective of the training.  This pre/post format for gathering feedback assisted 
with determining the participant perceptions of their knowledge and skills related to the 
content prior to the training to gauge their increase in knowledge and skills at the end of 
the training. 
 
Scoring Criteria 
The SSIP Core Team determined that the overall response of at least one step increase 
from pre to post (before and after) or a post rating of 3 would serve as the scoring rubric 
to assess the implementation level of the training for increasing knowledge in reading 
skills & strategies: 


• 0= 0-29% of teachers increased at least one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
• 1= 30-69% of teachers increased at least one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
• 2= 70-90% of teachers increased at least one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
• 3= 91-100% of teachers increased at least one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 


 
Progress Data: Level of Implementation = 3 
For this reporting year, there were two training sessions conducted related to the use of 
data for developing lesson plans for struggling learners.  Table 7 reports the percentage 
of teachers who reported at least a one-step increase from pre-to post or a post rating 
of 3, which indicates having basic knowledge with more to learn. 
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Table 7: % of Teachers Reporting Increased Knowledge from Training 


Dates Content Area 


% of Teacher 
who rated an 
increase of at 
least one step 


from pre to post 
or a rating of 3 in 


the post 


November 18-21, 2019 SSIP Training: Using Data, Differentiated 
Lesson Plans, Reading Strategies 


93.33% (14/15) 


February 18-21, 2020 SSIP Training: Using Data, Differentiated 
Lesson Plans, Reading Strategies 


100% (15/15) 


Overall 96.67% (29/30) 


 
The training sessions included the following four content items for the teachers to rate 
their level of knowledge before and at the end of the training: 


• Utilizing screening and other relevant data to identify current performance for 
struggling learners. 


• Identifying learning goals for struggling learners. 
• Identifying various supports and intervention strategies for struggling learners. 
• Developing activities to accommodate struggling learners within the lesson 


planning process. 
 
Based on the training evaluation results, all teachers showed increased ratings from the 
pre (before) to post (after) evaluations.  Most of the teachers increased by one from a 
rating of 3 to a 4.  A few rated their knowledge of the content at 3 for both the pre and 
post measures. 
 
Based on the results of the observations discussed under CIS #1a, there does not 
appear to be a direct connection between teacher perception and observed teacher 
behavior.  The teacher perceptions from the training evaluations and the HDIF Self-
Assessment indicate a high level of knowledge and skills for implementing EBPs, yet 
the observations conducted report “some” implementation.  The SSIP Core Team 
discussed how the application of new knowledge and skills takes continued support 
where the skills need to be implemented, in the classroom.  As noted under CIS #1a.2, 
there needs to be more job-embedded training with lesson plan development, 
demonstration/modeling, and follow-up. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The data management and data analysis procedures included collecting the data and 
submitting the completed forms to the Assessment Specialist from DRE, as indicated in 
the Communication Flow Responsibilities in Appendix B.  To improve the process, the 
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SSIP Core Team discussed that DIITT will be responsible for working with the trainer/s 
on identifying the training outcomes and measures, and the distribution and collection of 
the training evaluation forms. 
 
2. Mentor/Mentee Program supports teachers implement EBPs: Interviews 
 
Data Source 
The data source was based on an interview of the 2019-2020 mentees to address the 
evaluation question of whether support to the teachers increased teacher knowledge 
and skills in teaching English reading.  As discussed in Section B, the Mentor/Mentee 
Program is a program that the Ministry adapted to help assist teachers in need of 
additional teaching experience.  For this school year 2019-2020, there were nine 
mentees; of which, six participated in the previous year’s program.  There were two 1st 
grade teachers, three 2nd grade teachers, three 3rd grade teachers, and one special 
education teacher.  The interviews were conducted by a SSIP Core Team member with 
all nine mentees.   
 
The interview asked the mentees what worked well and what did not work well related 
to scheduling, observations, and feedback provided by Mentors.  Three questions were 
asked specific to the content, the quality and usefulness of the program, and 
satisfaction with the quantity and intensity of the program for supporting their needs to 
improve their instructional practices. 
 
Scoring Criteria 
The SSIP Core Team determined the scoring related to the mentee’s response to the 
following three areas based on a 4-point rating scale from “Strongly Agree to Strongly 
Disagree.   
 


• Mentees targeting reading: 
0= 0-29% targeted reading 
1= 30-69% targeted reading 
2= 70-90% targeted reading 
3= 91-100% targeted reading  


 
• Mentees reported program is of quality & usefulness:  


0= 0-29% of teachers rated  
1= 30-69% of teachers 
2= 70-90% of teachers 
3= 91-100% of teachers  


 
• Mentees reported satisfaction with quantity & intensity: 


0= 0-29% of teachers  
1= 30-69% of teachers 
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2= 70-90% of teachers 
3= 91-100% of teachers 


 
Progress Data: Level of Implementation = 3, 3, & 2 
Results from the interviews for the three questions revealed: 


• Mentees targeting reading: All nine mentees reported that they prioritized 
English reading for the program, similar to last year’s reported content.  An 
implementation level of 3 was assigned this year, which was the same level as 
last year’s implementation level. 


• Mentees reported program is of quality & usefulness: All nine mentees 
responded with a strongly agree or agree rating for this area which was an 
improvement from last year’s 85.71% (6/7) performance.  This year’s 
performance represents an implementation level of 3, an improvement from last 
year’s implementation level of 2.   


• Mentees reported satisfaction with quantity & intensity: Eight of the nine 
mentees or 88.87% responded with a strongly agree or agree rating for this area, 
compared to last year’s performance of 57.14% (4/7).  This year’s performance 
represents an implementation level of 2, an improvement from last year’s 
implementation level of 1. 


 
Overall, the mentee interviews reported positively about the program.  They indicated 
that the Mentors observe them teach and are available to guide them through the 
planning and teaching process.  They reported that their mentor conducts observations 
between one to three times per quarter and they meet after each observation to review 
what the mentor observed and recommendations for improvement. 
 
Mentee comments about how the program helped them included: 


• It has helped me develop strategies to use in the class. 
• Improve teaching skills. 
• It has helped me tremendously in delivering a lesson. 
• Helped me understand learning targets. 
• Helped in understanding lesson plan making and to learn as a new teacher. 
• Helped me understand lesson planning and building my career in teaching. 
• It has helped me a lot in how to teach and become a better teacher than 


yesterday. 
• The program is really good.  It has helped me a lot. 


 
Mentee comments about how to improve the program included: 


• It should be conducted when a teacher is doing internship. 
• I wish those who have retired would pass down their skills and knowledge to us. 
• Find sub teachers who can help while mentor observes. 
• Need sub-teachers who can help teach while mentor observes. 
• Find sub teachers who can help teach while mentor observes. 
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In reviewing the effectiveness of the mentor/mentee program for teachers, the SSIP 
Core Team administered the survey for teacher mentees to provide their perspectives. 
This information was helpful in getting the SSIP Core Team to understand how the 
program was able to help the mentees and to identify what the program needed to 
improve on in order to better address the needs of the teachers. The survey also 
allowed the SSIP Core Team to see the program’s usefulness in the implementation of 
the activities to ensure supports were given to the mentees. 
 
The SSIP Core Team discussed the survey results and feedback from the mentees on 
the issues with timing, scheduling, and the need for substitute teachers.  The Mentee 
suggestions will be considered for improving the program. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The interview process conducted with the mentees was developed by the SSIP Core 
Team.  The data were compiled and reported by the SSIP Core Team for this SSIP 
Phase III Year Four report.  A system needs to be developed for gathering the data on 
an annual basis, including providing feedback to the Mentee/Mentor Program committee 
for consideration in addressing areas for improvement, if any. 
 
3. Mentor/Mentee Program supports teachers implement EBPs: Lesson Plans 
 
Data Source 
For the second year, Phase III Year Four utilized the observations conducted of the 
Mentees as a data source for addressing the evaluation question of whether support to 
the teachers increase teacher knowledge and skills in teaching English reading.  This 
review was intended to determine if the support to the mentees improved English 
reading instruction.  As reported by the mentees, the program has helped them to 
improve their instruction.   
 
As discussed in Section B of this Report, the Mentor/Mentee Program is a program that 
the Ministry adapted to help assist teachers in need of additional teaching experience.  
For this school year 2019-2020, there were nine mentees; of which, six participated in 
the previous year’s program.  There were two 1st grade teachers, three 2nd grade 
teachers, three 3rd grade teachers, and one special education teacher.   
 
The revised MOE Observation Tool was used to determine the use of the revised MOE 
Lesson Plan.  The tool includes five sections for the observation: 1. Lesson Plan; 2. 
Lesson Presentation; 3. Lesson Activities; 4. Assessment and Evaluation; and 5. 
Classroom Climate.  Each section includes three to five items for observation.  The 
observer rates each item on a scale of 1 = not observed to 5 = exceeds standard.   
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The SSIP Core Team determined that using the four items from Section 1: Lesson Plan 
of the Observation Tool will provide information on how the lesson plan is being used in 
the classroom.  The items cover a review of the lesson plan that includes unpacking 
standards and objectives that match the learning targets and strategies and activities 
that meet student learning needs.   
 
The observations were conducted by the SSIP Core Team members, which included 
the target school principal, vice-principal, training chief, and education specialists, who 
assisted with the revisions to the MOE Observation Tool.   
 
Scoring Criteria 
Following the scoring rubric established for CS #1a.2, the SSIP Core Team determined 
that an average score of 4 (meets standard) for each observation would be used for the 
scoring rubric to determine the level of implementation of the Lesson Plan by the 
Mentees.  The scoring rubric is as follows: 


• 0 = 0-29% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Section 1) 
• 1 = 30-69% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Section 1) 
• 2 = 70-90% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Section 1) 
• 3 = 91=100% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Section 1) 


 
Progress Data: Implementation Level = 1 
The observations of the Mentees used as the data source were the observations 
reported under CS #1a.2, which were conducted two periods in school year 2019-2020: 
November 2019 and February 2020.  For the purpose of determining the level of 
implementation on the use of the Lesson Plan, the average score was taken for Section 
1.  Table 8 provides the breakdown of the percentage by observation period and overall 
for the observations conducted of the Mentees. 
 


Table 8: % of Mentee Observations with Average Score of 4 


Observation Period # of Mentee 
Observations 


% of Mentee 
Observations with an 
Average Score of 4 for 


Section 1 


November 12, 2019 9 55.56% (5/9) 


February 13, 2020 8 37.50% (3/8) 


Overall 17 47.06% (8/17) 


 
Based on the scoring criteria for this activity, the level of implementation is a 1.  A score 
of 1 indicates “some” level of implementation.  This means that the Mentees need 
additional support in how lesson planning is used for designing and implementing 
classroom activities to meet the needs of all learners.   
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Year Four data showed a decrease in the overall performance by 6.79% from 53.85% 
(14/26) in Year Three to 47.06% (8/17) in Year Four.  This decrease also represents an 
overall decrease in the number of teachers who met the scoring criteria from 14 in Year 
Three to eight in Year Four.  In addition, the SSIP Core Team noted that the three new 
teachers did not meet the standard and only one teacher met the standard for both 
observation periods.  As noted earlier under CS #1b.2, the mentees expressed the need 
for substitute teachers so that the mentors can conduct the observations.  It was 
reported that mentors conduct observations from a range of one to three times each 
quarter, depending on their availability. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The data management and data analysis procedures included the target school 
principal collecting the data and submitting the completed forms to the DIITT staff to 
enter the data and submit the compiled data to the Assessment Specialist from DRE, as 
indicated in the Communication Flow Responsibilities in Appendix B.  This was not done 
timely but was an improvement from the previous year’s process.  In addition, for the 
purposes of teacher feedback, after conducting the observations, the observers met 
with the teachers individually to provide feedback for improving their lesson planning 
process.   
 
4. Mentor/Mentee Program supports teachers implement EBPs: Evidence-Based 


Practices (EBP) Implementation 
 
Data Source 
For the second year, Phase III Year Four utilized the observations conducted of the 
Mentees as a data source for addressing the evaluation question of whether support to 
the teachers increase teacher knowledge and skills in teaching English reading.  This 
review was intended to determine if the support to the mentees improved English 
reading instruction.  As reported by the mentees, the program has helped them to 
improve their instruction.   
 
As discussed in Section B of this Report, the Mentor/Mentee Program is a program that 
the Ministry adapted to help assist teachers in need of additional teaching experience.  
For this school year 2019-2020, there were nine mentees; of which, six participated in 
the previous year’s program.  There were two 1st grade teachers, three 2nd grade 
teachers, three 3rd grade teachers, and one special education teacher.   
 
The revised MOE Observation Tool was used to determine the use of the revised MOE 
Lesson Plan.  The tool includes five sections for the observation: 1. Lesson Plan; 2. 
Lesson Presentation; 3. Lesson Activities; 4. Assessment and Evaluation; and 5. 
Classroom Climate.  Each section includes three to five items for observation.  The 
observer rates each item on a scale of 1 = not observed to 5 = exceeds standard.   
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The SSIP Core Team determined that using the eight items from Section 2: Lesson 
Presentation and Section 3: Lesson Activities of the Observation Tool will provide 
information on how the teacher is implementing evidence-based practices (EBP), with 
considerations for struggling learners.  The items cover various classroom instructional 
practices, such as the use of activities to meet individual learning styles of students, use 
of appropriate hands-on activities to address learning targets, and classroom 
management. 
 
The observations were conducted by the SSIP Core Team members, which included 
the target school principal, vice-principal, training chief, and education specialists, who 
assisted with the revisions to the MOE Observation Tool.   
 
Scoring Criteria 
Following the scoring rubric established for CS #1a.3, the SSIP Core Team determined 
that an average score of 4 (meets standard) for each observation would be used for the 
scoring rubric to determine the level of implementation of the EBP.  The scoring rubric is 
as follows: 


• 0 = 0-29% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Sections 2 & 3) 
• 1 = 30-69% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Sections 2 & 3) 
• 2 = 70-90% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Sections 2 & 3) 
• 3 = 91=100% of teachers with an average score of 4 (Sections 2 & 3) 


 
Progress Data: Implementation Level = 1 
The observations of the Mentees used as the data source were the observations 
reported under CS #1a.3, which were conducted two periods in school year 2019-2020: 
November 2019 and February 2020.  For the purpose of determining the level of 
implementation on the use of EBP, the average score was taken for Sections 2 and 3.  
Table 9 provides the breakdown of the percentage by observation period and overall for 
the observations conducted of the Mentees. 
 


Table 9: % of Mentee Observations with Average Score of 4 


Observation Period # of Mentee 
Observations 


% of Mentee 
Observations with an 
Average Score of 4 for 


Sections 2 & 3 


November 12, 2019 9 44.44% (4/9) 


February 13, 2020 8 25% (2/8) 


Overall 17 35.29% (6/17) 


*Observation conducted by Mentor. 
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Based on the scoring criteria for this activity, the level of implementation is a 1, the 
same implementation score as last year.  A score of 1 indicates “some” level of 
implementation.  This means that the Mentees need additional support in how lesson 
planning is used for designing and implementing classroom activities to meet the needs 
of all learners.   
 
Year Four data showed a decrease in the overall performance by 7.02% from 42.31% 
(11/26) in Year Three to 35.29% (6/17) in Year Four.  This decrease also represents an 
overall decrease in the number of teachers who met the scoring criteria from 11 in Year 
Three to six in Year Four.  In addition, the SSIP Core Team noted that the three new 
teachers did not meet the standard and the two teachers who met the standard in 
February 2020 also met the standard in November 2019.  As noted earlier under CS 
#1b.2, the mentees expressed the need for substitute teachers so that the mentors can 
conduct the observations.  It was reported that mentors conduct observations from a 
range of one to three times each quarter, depending on their availability.  The SSIP 
Core Team discussed developing a plan to provide more support to the mentees in the 
implementation of EBPs. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The data management and data analysis procedures included the target school 
principal collecting the data and submitting the completed forms to the DIITT staff to 
enter the data and submit the compiled data to the Assessment Specialist from DRE, as 
indicated in the Communication Flow Responsibilities in Appendix B.  This was not done 
timely but was an improvement from the previous year’s process.  In addition, for the 
purposes of teacher feedback, after conducting the observations, the observers met 
with the teachers individually to provide feedback for improving the implementation of 
EBPs. 
 
 
Coherent Improvement Strategy (CIS) #2: Selection and Implementation of a 
Universal Screening and Assessment of Early Literacy Skills and Development 
 
CIS #2. Short-Term/Intermediate Outcomes 


• Teachers have increased knowledge and skills on the implementation of the 
English reading screening tool. 


• Teachers implement the English reading screening tool at least 3x/year. 
 
CIS #2. Evaluation Questions 


• To what extent did the school support the implementation of English Reading 
screening tool? 


• To what extent did the teachers understand how to use the English Reading 
screening tool? 
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• To what extent was there increased fidelity of implementation in utilizing the 
English reading screening tool? 
 


For CIS #2, there were three data sources identified to address the evaluation 
questions: 


1. Screening administered with fidelity 
2. Screening Results: Increased percentage from screening to screening 


(intermediate outcome) 
3. Screening refresher sessions 


 
The following is a review of the results for each data source: 
 
1. Screening administered with fidelity. 
 
Data Source 
For the second year, the data source to determine fidelity of the screening 
administration was through the use of the screener observation checklist implemented 
by the SSIP Core Team members.  The checklist consists of 10 items related to the 
procedures for administering the screener.  Led by the education specialist on the SSIP 
Core Team, the observations of each homeroom teacher administering the screening 
was conducted to ensure the procedures for administration was implemented 
accordingly.  As discussed in Section B, the SSIP Core Team debriefed after each 
administration to discuss any issues related to administration.   
 
Scoring Criteria 
The scoring rubric for determining the implementation level remains the same as the 
previous year’s rubric.  Using the screener observation checklist, at least nine of the 10 
items need to be observed to be administered correctly demonstrating fidelity of 
administration.   


• 0= 0-29% of teachers 
• 1= 30-69% of teachers 
• 2= 70-90% of teachers 
• 3= 91-100% of teachers  


 
Progress Data: Level of Implementation = 3 
The screener observation checklist provides a more structured approach to determine 
fidelity of implementation.   
 
For the purpose of determining the level of implementation for administering the 
screener with fidelity, the percentage of teachers observed to have correctly 
administered the steps in the screener observation checklist will be used.  Table 10 
provides the breakdown of the percentage by the screening observations conducted by 
the SSIP Core Team for administering the screener with fidelity. 
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Table 10: % of Teachers Administering Screener with Fidelity  


Observation Period 


# of Teacher 
Observations 


Using the 
Screener 


Observation 
Checklist 


% of Teacher 
Observations with at 
least 9 out of the 10 
Steps Conducted 


Correctly 


August 20, 2019 12 91.67% (11/12) 
December 3, 2019 12 100% (12/12) 
March 9-10, 2020 12 91.67% (11/12) 


Overall 36 94.44% (34/36) 
 
Based on the scoring criteria for this activity, the level of implementation is a 3, with an 
overall rating of 94.44% (34/36).  A score of 3 indicates a “strong” level of 
implementation.  This means that most of the teachers were observed to administer the 
screener with fidelity.  The percentage of teachers demonstrating fidelity of 
implementation increased from the previous year from 78.95% (30/38) in Year Three to 
94.44% (34/36) in Year Four.  This could be attributed to the refresher sessions 
conducted (CS #2.3).  The SSIP Core Team discussed needing to provide one-to-one 
support for individual teachers who do not meet fidelity. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
As planned, the SSIP Work Team developed and implemented the screener 
observation checklist last reporting period.  The use of the checklist will continue each 
year to ensure that the screener is administered with fidelity to yield valid and reliable 
student screening data.  The data collection system needs to be developed and 
implemented for review by the SSIP Core Team for planning training and technical 
assistance activities as needed.   
 
2. Screening Results: Increased percentage from screening to screening. 
 
Screening Data 
One of the performance measures under CS #2 related to the percent of students with 
increased reading proficiency, which is one of the intermediate outcomes identified in 
the ROP SSIP Logic Model, included as Appendix A.  ROP has been reporting 
screening data for 1st graders.  In Phase III Year One, the three screening results were 
reported for most of the sub-screening reading elements for 1st graders.  In Phase III 
Year Two, the first and second screening results were reported for 1st graders.  Like 
Phase III Year Three, this Year Four report includes the following: 


• School Year 2018-2019 1st Grade screening results for all three screenings. 
• School Year 2019-2020 1st – 3rd Grade screening results for the first two 


screenings. 
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As indicated in Appendix C, Evaluation Plan – Implementation Matrix, there is no 
implementation level assigned for the screening results.  The purpose for reviewing the 
screening data is to review student performance for informing and prioritizing training 
and technical assistance activities. 
 
Table 11 displays the three screening results for 1st graders in school year 2018-2019.  
The data reported include the percentage of 1st graders screened who scored within the 
proficient range for each of the following sub-screening reading element: 
 


• AR = Alphabet Recognition 
• BPST = Beginning Phonics Skills Test 
• CAP = Concept About Print 
• COMP = Comprehension 
• HFW = High Frequency Words 
• NW = Nonsense Words 
• PHA = Phoneme Awareness 


 
Table 11: SY 2018-2019 Screening Results for 1st Graders 


2018-2019 RSN Screening 


Grade # 
Students 


Reading 
Elements 


Screen 1 
Aug18 


Screen 2 
Dec18 


Screen 3 
March19 


1 103 AR 59.4% 79.5% 90.5% 
1 103 BPST 25.2% 53.9% 60.5% 
1 103 CAP 34.3% 61.0% 75.0% 


1 103 COMP 
 Not 


Administered 22.7% 61.4% 
1 103 HFW 25.9% 65.1% 65.2% 
1 103 NW 27.9% 63.1% 65.1% 
1 103 PHA 45.2% 64.1% 75.6% 


 
As shown in Table 11, the sub-screening results reported increased proficiency 
percentages from screening to screening. 
 
Tables 12-14 display the two screening results for 1st – 3rd graders in school year 2019-
2020.  The data reported include the percentage screened who scored within the 
proficient range for each of the following sub-screening reading element item: 
 


• AR: UC = Alphabet Recognition: Upper Case 
• CAP = Concept About Print 
• PHA = Phoneme Awareness 
• BPST = Beginning Phonics Skills Test 
• NW = Nonsense Words 
• HFW = High Frequency Words 
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• COMP = Comprehension 
 


Table 12: SY 2019-2020 Screening Results for 1st Graders 
2020 RSN Screening Test 


Grade #Tested Elements Screen 1 Screen 2 % Gain 
1 86 AR: UC 68.9% 74.6% 5.8% 
1 86 CAP 40.7% 43.6% 3.0% 
1 86 PHA 38.4% 49.3% 10.9% 
1 86 BPST 27.5% 35.3% 7.8% 
1 86 NW 24.3% 31.3% 7.0% 
1 86 HFW 25.5% 32.6% 7.1% 
1 86 Comp 30.5% 33.5% 3.0% 


 
Table 13: SY 2019-2020 Screening Results for 2nd Graders 


2020 RSN Screening Test 
Grade #Tested Elements Screen 1 Screen 2 % Gain 


2 92 AR: UC 83.7% 86.4% 2.7% 
2 92 CAP 67.1% 71.3% 4.2% 
2 92 PHA 84.0% 80% -4% 
2 92 BPST 60.3% 66.1% 5.8% 
2 92 NW 53.2% 56.2% 3.0% 
2 92 HFW 49.3% 56.6% 7.3% 
2 92 COMP 36.9% 45.3% 8.4% 


 
Table 14: SY 2019-2020 Screening Results for 3rd Graders 


2020 RSN Screening Test 
Grade #Tested Elements Screen 1 Screen 2 % Gain 


3 79 AR: UC 95.5% 96.6% 1.1% 
3 79 CAP 81.9% 82.1% 0.2% 
3 79 PHA 86.9% 87.2% 0.3% 
3 79 BPST 84.6% 85.7% 1.1% 
3 79 NW 70.3% 68.9% -1.5% 
3 79 HFW 81.2% 83.1% 1.9% 
3 79 COMP 69.3% 72.0% 2.7% 


 
In comparing the 1st grade screening results from year to year, 1st graders in school 
year 2019-2020 reported higher percentages in most of the first screening elements 
compared to last school year’s 1st grade screening percentages.  However, with the 
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exception of the Comprehension Element, the second screening element percentages 
were higher last school year compared to this school year.   
 
In 2019-2020, 2nd graders, who as a group could be considered the 1st graders from 
school year 2018-2019, demonstrated gains from screening to screening in all elements 
except for Phonemic Awareness (PHA) which showed a decrease of 4% from 84% in 
the first screening to 80% in the second screening.  As a grade from year to year, the 
2019-2020 2nd graders performance ranged from 45.3% in Comprehension to 86.4% for 
Alphabetic Recognition: Upper Case (AR:UC), which was lower than the performance of 
2nd graders in 2018-2019 with a performance range from 65.9% in Comprehension to 
94.9% for AR:UC.   
 
In 2019-2020, 3rd graders reported increased percentages across the reading elements 
in the second screening conducted in December 2019, with the exception of a 1.5% 
decrease from 70.3% in the first screening to 68.9% in the second screening for 
Nonsense Words (NW).  From year to year, 3rd Graders performed lower across the 
elements compared to the performance of 3rd Graders last school year. 
 
It should be noted that the Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) reading element was 
administered in the 2018-2019 Screening 2 for the first time.  It was not one of the 
reading elements reported in the Tables above. The SSIP Core Team established the 
scoring rubric for reporting and the DRE is working on setting up the data system for 
collecting and reporting the data. 
 
Screening 3 for school year 2019-2020 was just completed in March 2020.  Data 
analysis is currently being completed for review by the SSIP Core Team. 
 
The SSIP Core Team discussed how screening results from screening to screening and 
year to year will help to determine the common skill areas that need to be addressed for 
each grade-level.  Individual student reviews will help to target specific interventions.   
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The data system developed for the RSN screening was completed in March 2017.  The 
data collection has improved, but the timeliness of the SSIP Core Team review of the 
student results continue to be an issue.  The SSIP Core Team discussed timely review 
of the screening results from screening to screening will help to determine common 
skills areas that need to be addressed for each grade-level, with individual student 
reviews for targeting specific interventions.  
 
  







ROP IDEA Part B SPP Indicator 17: SSIP, Phase III, Year Four, April 1, 2020 49 


3. Screening refresher sessions. 
 
Data Source 
The data source for addressing the evaluation question related to the support provided 
to implement the English reading screening is the teacher responses to the training 
evaluations compiled for the screening refresher sessions.  In Phase III Year Two, the 
training evaluation revisions included gathering participant feedback on the usefulness 
and relevancy of the training.  The rating scale used for items related to the usefulness 
and relevancy of the training was a five-point scale range from “very poor to very good.”   
In addition, the training evaluation was adjusted to assess the knowledge and skills of 
the participants prior to and after the training session.  The rating scale included a pre- 
and post-rating using a four-point range from “none to high” for each specific content 
related objective of the training.  This pre/post format for gathering feedback assisted 
with determining the participant perceptions of their knowledge and skills related to the 
content prior to the training to gauge their increase in knowledge and skills at the end of 
the training. 
 
Scoring Criteria 
The SSIP Core Team determined that the implementation of the screening refresher 
sessions would use the same scoring criteria as the professional development (PD) 
under CS #1b.1. 
 
The scoring criteria include the overall response of at least one step increase from pre 
to post (before and after) or a post rating of 3 would serve as the scoring rubric to 
assess the implementation level of the training for increasing knowledge and skills in 
administering the screener: 


• 0= 0-29% of teachers increased at least one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
• 1= 30-69% of teachers increased at least one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
• 2= 70-90% of teachers increased at least one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
• 3= 91-100% of teachers increased at least one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 


 
Progress Data: Level of Implementation = 3 
Table 15 displays the percent of teachers who indicated that the screening refresher 
sessions increased their knowledge and skills for administering the screener.  As 
reported, all teacher respondents indicated that the session increased their knowledge 
and skills for administering the screener. 
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Table 15: % of Teachers Reporting Increased Knowledge  
Screening  


Refresher Session 


% of Teacher who rated an increase of 
at least one step from pre to post or a 


rating of 3 in the post 


November 26, 2019 100% (15/15) 
March 5, 2020 100% (15/15) 


Overall 100% (30/30) 
 
Based on the scoring criteria for this activity, the level of implementation is a 3, with an 
overall rating of 100% (30/30), which remains the same level as last year’s reporting.  A 
score of 3 indicates a “strong” level of implementation.  This means that the teachers 
expressed that the session increased their knowledge and skills for administering the 
screener.  This perception and the implementation of the screener observation checklist 
indicate that the student results data are valid and reliable. 
 
Procedures and Timelines 
The data management and data analysis procedures included collecting the data and 
submitting the completed forms to the Assessment Specialist from DRE, as indicated in 
the Communication Flow Responsibilities in Appendix B.  To improve the process, the 
SSIP Core Team discussed that DIITT will be responsible for working with the trainer/s 
on identifying the training outcomes and measures, and the distribution and collection of 
the training evaluation forms. 
 
 
 


Coherent Improvement Strategy (CIS) #3: Progress Monitoring & Collaboration. 
Coherent Improvement Strategy (CIS) #4: Collaboration. 
 
As discussed earlier, the evaluation measures for CIS #3 & #4 continue to be in the 
development process.  In Year Four, baseline data were gathered for addressing the 
first evaluation measure for CIS #3, as reflected in Appendix C. 
 
CIS #3. Short-Term/Intermediate Outcomes 


• Teachers have increased knowledge and skills on evidence-based practices for 
instructional strategies and targeted interventions. 


• Teachers teach all five elements of reading and incorporate identifying and 
implementing specific content focused and strategies with fidelity. 


• Teachers have increased knowledge and skills on developing appropriate IEP 
goals aligned to the general curriculum and specially designed instruction for 
students with IEPs. 
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CIS #3. Evaluation Questions 
• To what extent do teachers support the implementation of the standard of 


practice (SOP)? 
• To what extent do teachers understand how to use the SOP for student data 


review? 
• To what extent was there an increase of fidelity of implementation of evidence-


based practices in reading? 
• To what extent did teachers utilize data for decision-making? 


 
For CIS #3, the data sources identified to address the evaluation questions: 


1. Focus of Concern (FOC) procedures. 
2. Completed FOC forms. 


 
The following is a review of the results for each data source: 
 
3. Develop and implement a systematic process for improving instruction 


through using data to inform how teachers can modify and/or adjust teaching 
and learning in the classroom to improve reading comprehension instruction. 


 
Data Source 
As reported in Phase II and Phase III Year One, the Standard of Practice (SOP) was 
developed in school year 2016-2017 for implementing a systematic student data review 
process for improving reading instruction.  A Student Reading Profile, with a process to 
include updated reading data, including the screening results, was developed as part of 
the SOP.  The struggle at that time was the availability of screening data for updating 
the Student Reading Profile.  In Phase III Year Two, with the change of the screening 
administration to the teachers, the data began to be immediately available to the 
teachers.  The SSIP Core Team then started to and continues to provide training related 
to data analysis for how to use the data for improving instruction. 
 
As described in Section B of this report, the Ministry established the Focus of Concern 
(FOC) procedures to address struggling learners.  These procedures were designed to 
address the learning needs as part of the Response to Intervention (RTI) framework for 
identifying students with disabilities.  The SSIP Core Team reviewed these procedures 
as a means of supporting the SOP and use of the Student Reading Profile.  It was 
agreed that the FOC is an established Ministry process that could be strengthened to 
support struggling learners.  The weekly Professional Learning Community (PLC) 
grade-level meetings is another established Ministry mechanism to be considered for 
ensuring the development and implementation of the FOC procedures. 
 
For the purpose of this year’s evaluation measure, the completed FOC forms were 
reviewed to determine if there was evidence of the use of data, including the screening 
data, for identifying the intervention priorities. 
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Scoring Criteria 
As outlined in Appendix C, the scoring criteria for this reporting year to determine the 
level of implementation will be the number of teachers who implement the FOC SOP 
components, inclusive of the use of reading screening data. 
 


• 0= 0-29% of teachers  
• 1= 30-69% of teachers 
• 2= 70-90% of teachers  
• 3= 91-100% of teachers  


 
Baseline Data: Level of Implementation = 0 
At the beginning of school year 2019-2020, there were three teachers who utilized the 
FOC process for four struggling learners.  The SSIP Core Team members reviewed the 
completed forms to determine if the intervention identified was through a review of 
relevant data including screening data.  The FOC forms reviewed showed that the 
teachers did not incorporate the screening data for identifying interventions. 
 
Based on the scoring criteria for this activity, the level of implementation is a 0.  A score 
of 0 indicates “little to no” level of implementation.  This means that the teachers need 
additional support in how to incorporate the use of data, including the screening data, in 
the determination and implementation of the selected intervention.   
 
Although sessions have been conducted to review the FOC SOP, teachers have 
expressed a need for continued support, including examples of how to complete the 
process.  
 
In relation to CIS #4, the Head Start Program collaboration, collaborative sessions have 
been held with MOE and the Head Start Program staff and teachers.  The SSIP Core 
Team will identify the evaluation points in time in school year 2020-2021 to determine 
the extent of its implementation. 
 
2. How ROP has demonstrated progress and made modifications to the SSIP as 


necessary  
a. How ROP has reviewed key data that provide evidence regarding progress 


toward achieving intended improvements to infrastructure and the SIMR 
b. Evidence of change to baseline data for key measures 
c. How data support changes that have been made to implementation and 


improvement strategies 
d. How data are informing next steps in the SSIP implementation 
e. How data support planned modifications to intended outcomes (including the 


SIMR)—rationale or justification for the changes or how data support that the 
SSIP is on the right path 
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The ROP SSIP Core Team meets regularly to review the SSIP implementation 
progress.  Appendix B: Overall Timeline of Activities: SSIP Flow of Communication & 
Responsibilities, lists the dates of the meetings for the SSIP Core Team, School Team, 
MOE Quarterly (Management Team and School Principals), and the Special Education 
Advisory Council (SEAC).  Incorporating input from the other teams of stakeholders, the 
SSIP Core Team adjusts timelines and supports needed at the target school.  As 
described in Sections B and C of this Report, there have been activities that needed to 
be adjusted based on the needs of the target school.  This fourth year continued the 
implementation of the revised MOE Training Evaluation, Lesson Plan, and Observation 
Tool, which included their use in determining the extent of support provided by the 
Mentor/Mentee Program.  In addition, measures to determine fidelity of the screening 
administration continued in this fourth year to ensure that the student data are valid and 
reliable.  The SSIP Core Team will be reviewing the CIS #3 and CIS #4 activities to 
determine the evaluation measures needed for reporting implementation levels for all 
areas beginning school year 2020-2021. 
 
3. Stakeholder involvement in the SSIP evaluation 


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


regarding the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP 
 
As described in Section B of this Report, stakeholders have been informed and involved 
in the ongoing evaluation of the SSIP.  Beginning school year 2018-2019, the SSIP 
Core Team meetings have occurred more often to review all activities conducted and to 
plan for upcoming activities.  Also, one of the SSIP Core Team’s responsibilities is to 
implement the evaluation component of the SSIP.  The School Team feedback from the 
target school principal, vice-principal, and teachers serves as a means for the SSIP 
Core Team to re-assess the activities to meet the needs of the target school.  The MOE 
Management Team and the Special Education Advisory Council (SEAC) are informed of 
the SSIP progress and have provided recommendations for improving the evaluation of 
the SSIP.   
 
The SSIP Core Team continues to utilize the Leading by Convening Engagement 
Rubric to assess their level of engagement as a Team.  As mentioned earlier, at the 
beginning of school year 2018-2019, the SSIP Core Team agreed to meet more often to 
support the operational decisions for implementing and evaluating the SSIP priorities, 
especially as the SSIP activities have implications for system implementation.  As 
mentioned throughout Section C of this Report, the SSIP Core Team was the key 
stakeholder group that reviewed the evaluation measures, data sources, and results for 
determining progress made for improving implementation. 
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In March 2020, the SSIP Core Team re-assessed their level of engagement using the 
Leading by Convening Engagement Rubric.  The tool was used to gather each 
member’s perception of how the SSIP Core Team has engaged stakeholder within the 
team and outside the team before, during, and after implementing the five prioritized 
SSIP Coherent Improvement Strategies: Screening, Training, Observation 
Mentor/Mentee, and Data Analysis.  The Engagement Rubric included four areas 
related to ensuring relevant participation: 


 
 Ensuring diversity among relevant stakeholder representatives. 
 Creating opportunities for engagement on the issue. 
 Working together to facilitate understanding of the issue and diverse 


perspectives. 
 Evolving leadership roles. 


 
Each SSIP Core Team member identified the “depth of interaction” level for each of the 
four relevant participation areas from Informing to Networking to Collaborating to 
Transforming for the five prioritized SSIP Coherent Improvement Strategies.  
 
Fourteen (14) SSIP Core Team members completed the individual survey.  Results 
from the individual member perspectives for the five prioritized SSIP Coherent 
Improvement Strategies revealed that the majority of the respondents indicated that the 
Screening, Observation, and Data Analysis Coherent Improvement Strategies were at 
the Networking level or Collaborating level for engaging stakeholders.  The SSIP Core 
Team discussed that these three strategies have been the focus of the SSIP for several 
years which require involvement by all members and the school team.  Fidelity checks 
through observations of the screening administration and classroom instruction have 
provided opportunities to work closely amongst the Core Team members and with the 
School Team.  For the Training and Mentor/Mentee SSIP Coherent Improvement 
Strategies, the majority of responses were at the Informing level or Networking level for 
engaging stakeholders.  The SSIP Core Team acknowledged needing to strengthen 
both areas, which has resulted in identifying additional activities for next school year in 
Section F of this report. 
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D. DATA QUALITY ISSUES 
 


1. Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP 
and achieving the SIMR due to quality of the evaluation data 
a. Concern or limitations related to the quality or quantity of the data used to report 


progress or results 
b. Implications for assessing progress or results 
c. Plans for improving data quality 


 
Improvements from Phase III Year Three to Year Four: 


Some of the improvements on the data process include: 
• The ROP SSIP Core Team continues to address improving data quality by 


reviewing the communication flow and responsibilities (Appendix B) established 
to ensure: 
o Accountability amongst team members, including the target school personnel. 
o Communication flow is strengthened with support amongst SSIP Core Team 


members. 
• Developed template and process for inputting student screening data for 


consistency in collecting the data to minimize the data errors when submitted for 
analysis.  The template/form was created for teachers to insert their student 
screening results data.  The completed template/form is then submitted to the 
school principal for input into the excel file.  This has made it easier for inputting 
because the form has all the data in one place for each teacher instead of having 
to go through each data recording sheet for each student. 


• Timeline for collecting and submitting data for analysis has improved.  This could 
be attributed to a better understanding of roles and responsibilities. 


• Rubrics for the Student Reading Profile (CIS#3) were finalized for screening 
assessment tools in March 2020. 


Challenges in Phase III Year Four: 


Some of the issues on the data process were related to:  
• Challenges continue for data reporting to the SSIP Core Team on a timely 


manner. 
• The SSIP Core Team needs to receive the data analysis timely so that planning 


for training activities could be based on the data, such as previous training 
results, student screening results, survey results, and other relevant information. 
 


Plans for Next Year Phase III Year Five: 


• Continue training for school personnel on student screening data entry. 







ROP IDEA Part B SPP Indicator 17: SSIP, Phase III, Year Four, April 1, 2020 56 


• Plan and implement measures to evaluate activities for CIS#3 and #4.  Year Four 
included baseline data for one CIS#3 measure. 


• Student Reading Profile (CIS#3): Rubrics for Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 
screening tool have been established.  The data system is in process of being 
updated to include the ORF rubrics for reporting. 


• DIITT will work with trainers to identify the training outcomes and measures, and 
the dissemination and collection of the training evaluations. 


• Data reporting schedules will be developed to ensure the SSIP Core Team will 
have time for planning training activities.   
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E. PROGRESS TOWARD ACHIEVING INTENDED IMPROVEMENTS 
 


1. Assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvements 
 
Infrastructure changes that support SSIP initiatives, including how system changes 
support achievement of the SIMR, sustainability, and scale-up. 


 
The infrastructure improvements identified in Phase II focused on the systems for 
implementing the SSIP Implementation Plan: Governance, data, quality standards, 
professional development, technical assistance, and accountability systems. 
 
There has been progress toward achieving the intended improvements.  ROP’s SSIP 
has provided an opportunity for the MOE system to collectively assess and plan for the 
system implications of working with one elementary school.  Infrastructure 
improvements include: 
 
Governance 
The Ministry of Education (MOE) engaged in a review of its 10-Year Education Master 
Plan that was put into effect since 2006.  The plan is intended as a reform planning for 
improving the educational system.  This review of the plan has been an opportunity to 
ensure that the focus on early English reading instruction continues within the 
improvement of school curriculum, classroom instruction, and student assessment.   
 
The MOE finalized its new 10-Year Education Master Plan that was put into effect in 
2016. The focus of the new Education Master Plan includes student-centered learning, 
allowing students to attend Kindergarten, providing differentiated instruction for 
students, and addressing learning needs of children with disabilities. 
 
Beginning August 2018, the Ministry of Education began implementing 90-Minute 
Literacy and 90-Minute Numeracy classes for all grades in all schools nationwide once 
a week. The ministry implemented another initiative the same year, having students in 
grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 write journal essays in response to given prompts three times a 
year.  
 
In January 2019, the Minister of Education declared the year 2019 as the “Year of 
Reading.” Under this declaration, one initiative that was put in place was the “Drop 
Everything And Read” program to be implemented in all schools nationwide. Every 
Friday from 9:20 a.m. to 9:30 a.m., all students, school employees, and ministry staff 
drop everything and read. This initiative continued to be implemented this year 2019-
2020. Another initiative under the declaration is a reading program in collaboration with 
the Ministry of Health to educate pregnant mothers and mothers of children age 0 to 3 
on how to read, speak, and sing to their children. This initiative encourages healthy 
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brain development and building a strong foundation for learning in young children. This 
initiative also continued to be implemented this year 2019-2020.  
 
As reported, the majority of first graders are from the Head Start Program, and specific 
to the target school, the majority of first grade repeaters are those students who entered 
from the Head Start Program.  Stronger partnership between MOE and the Head Start 
Program will address the English foundational skills for students entering first grade and 
the grade retention issues. Activities held in school year 2018-2019 included training for 
first grade teachers, kindergarten teachers, and Head Start teachers on the transition 
process which included exchanging student records and the use and interpretation of 
student records. As reported in Section B of this report, MOE shared educational 
resources and training supports with teachers from the Head Start Program. As a result 
of this collaboration, there was a decrease in the number of first grade repeaters at the 
end of school year 2018-2019 as reported in Table 1 of the Introduction Section. 
 
Data 
In July 2015, the Palau National Assessment Policy Framework (PNAPF) was 
developed to set standards of policies and procedures around data collection and 
reporting.  The framework is intended to support streamlining the dissemination of data 
to schools for capacity building of teachers in teaching English reading, as well as other 
contents, evaluation activities of both teacher and student performance, and on-going 
monitor and provision of supports needed by schools.  The PNAPF incorporated the 
SSIP priorities for improvement in teaching English reading skills and the instructional 
supports needed for students with disabilities.   
 
In February 2018, the PNAPF was reviewed and approved by the MOE Management 
Team.  MOE’s Student Information System (SIS) continues to be upgraded to the 
Education Management and Information Systems (EMIS).  Activities are underway to 
strengthen the collection, analysis, and dissemination of assessment data for all 
schools.  As reported in Phase III Year Two, the data collection, analysis, and 
dissemination were issues in the first year of the SSIP implementation.  
 
In April 2018, the MOE began implementing the Iowa Assessment for grades 3-11 as a 
result of the PNAPF. The Palau Achievement Test (PAT) is now considered as a 
placement test for 8th graders and an exit test for 12th graders and will only be 
administered to those grades. The 8th grade PAT Math test is the Math placement test 
for 9th grade at Palau High School. The Palau English Reading Assessment (PERA) is 
administered to grades 1-8.  
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Quality Standards 
The quality standards for students, teachers, and schools will strengthen the teaching 
and learning dynamics for improving student reading performance.  The opportunities 
for improvement identified in Phase I that have been prioritized in the SSIP 
Implementation Plan submitted in Phase II included: 


 
• Students: 


o The English curriculum framework has been revised to align to the US 
Common Core State Standards (USCCSS).  It was piloted for full 
implementation effective in school year 2015-2016.  The SSIP focuses on 
identifying the gaps in training and support to teachers to improve English 
reading instruction for students to improve foundational and English 
reading skills. The SSIP reviews and monitors screening results to 
determine instructional needs to improve student performance in reading.  


 
• Teachers: 


o Revisions to the standard observation tool and lesson plan format to be 
consistent with the performance standards, with the standard observation 
tool utilized by all: Principal, Content Specialists, and Special Education 
Specialists.  These revisions implemented at the target school will offer 
valuable information on its relevancy and usefulness for improving reading 
instruction. Implementation of the revised observation tool and lesson plan 
format are used to identify the needs of teachers in designing training 
plans.  Implementation of these revised MOE tools had a positive impact 
on the system-wide implementation. 


 
• Schools: 


o Training for principals, school personnel, MOE staff, and Specialists on 
the SSIP focus on Reading will result in quality standards and high 
performance. In July 2018, the principals from the SSIP Work Team gave 
an awareness presentation to all school principals in the Principal’s 
Forum. They shared about activities of the SSIP target school including 
the strengths and challenges of the SSIP. 


 
Professional Development & Technical Assistance 
As discussed in Phase I, with the Special Education Program under the Bureau of 
Curriculum and Instruction (BCI), there are more opportunities to collaborate and 
coordinate professional development activities.  Also, BCI Specialists are cognizant that 
teacher training includes general education and special education teachers.  ROP’s 
SSIP will purposefully address the technical assistance needs of teachers in the target 
school based on observations, student performance results, and other needs specific to 
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the target school. The SSIP Implementation Plan therefore includes a deliberate plan for 
increasing knowledge, skills, and application of evidence-based practices in the 
foundational and elements of English reading through effective professional 
development and technical assistance at the target school.  Operationalizing the SSIP 
Implementation Plan, as shown in Appendix B, was important to document the progress 
of the professional development and TA provided at the target school for determining 
effectiveness of the systems. 
 
Accountability 
As reported in Phase I, MOE does not distribute data publicly. The schools have 
immediate access to data through the Student Information System / Education 
Management Information System (SIS/EMIS). The accountability opportunity in the 
SSIP will show how the ROP SIMR will develop an improvement system designed to 
directly work with teachers and students for improving academic achievement.  
Because the SSIP Implementation Plan includes improving MOE processes, including 
MOE lesson plans, training evaluations, and observations, the sustainability of the 
improvements to existing MOE processes have impacted MOE’s overall improvement 
system.  The SSIP Core Team wants to ensure fidelity of EBP implementation to then 
be able to say we can sustain and scale-up to system improvements. The infrastructure 
improvements identified in Phase II focused on the systems for implementing the SSIP 
Implementation Plan: Governance, data, quality standards, professional development, 
technical assistance, and accountability systems. 
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F. PLANS FOR NEXT YEAR 
 


1. Additional activities to be implemented next year, with timeline. 
 
The additional activities for next year have been reflected in the SSIP implementation 
progress in Section B.  In addition, the ROP SSIP Core Team will reflect on challenges 
and struggles throughout the process. Considerations for next steps include: 
 


• Revisiting, updating, and monitoring Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and 
other related procedures and tools.  


• Planning calendar of events for school year 2020-2021. 
• Planning and implementing activities and measures for CIS#3 and #4 including 


providing training focused on the procedures for the Focus of Concern (FOC). 
• Addressing supports needed to facilitate data collection and reporting. 
• Looking into providing job-embedded supports for teachers. 
• Providing supports to facilitate mentor-mentee observations from education 


specialists.  
 
2. Planned evaluation activities including data collection, measures, and 


expected outcomes 
 
As reported in Phase III Year Two, the evaluation outcomes measured for this fourth 
year of implementation continued to focused on implementation of the MOE tools, such 
as the revisions to the MOE Lesson Plan, Observation Tool, Training Evaluation, and 
the MOUs with Head Start Program, and short-term outcomes specific to increasing 
teacher knowledge and skills related to improving reading instruction.   
 
The SSIP School Team is using the MOE revised tools to gather information about 
teacher behaviors and performance. Plans for 2020-2021 are to continue using the tools 
to monitor for improvements in teacher behavior and performance changes. 
 
3. Anticipated barriers and steps to address those barriers.  
 
As described earlier, there have been delays in data reporting as well as limited training 
activities to increase teacher knowledge and skills; however, the ROP SSIP Core Team 
is working to address any barriers to continuing the SSIP activities. 
 
Plans for ROP’s SSIP activities may change or be delayed due to the pandemic COVID-
19 crisis. 
 
4. Any needs for additional support and/or technical assistance. 
 
The ROP SSIP Core Team will continue to access technical assistance from Guam 
CEDDERS and other technical assistance providers. 
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G. REFLECTIONS: OSEP’S QUESTIONS 
 
The SSIP Core Team reflected on what OSEP would be looking for in ROP’s Year Four 
report.  The following responses to OSEP’s questions capture the efforts of the Ministry 
of Education to implement the SSIP for all students.  It is understood that it is a system 
change process.  It is understood that the system change needs all stakeholders 
involved.  And, it is understood that all students include students with disabilities as 
members of the system change process. 
 
1. What is different about your system as a result of the SSIP compared to Phase 


I when the system analysis was completed? 
 


In Phase I, we worked on accessing support from the different Divisions in the 
Ministry.  In Phase III, we are working on shared supports for improving the system.  
We believe that what’s different in our system is that we are refining our 
Commitment, Collaboration, Communication to function as a system and not 
individual Divisions.  Some examples of the changes in our system include: 


 
 Data collection improvements – timeline, organization, validity, analysis, 


sharing of data.  We agreed that we are not a data-driven system yet, but we 
are making baby steps toward it. 


 MOU between Head Start and MOE for incoming 1st graders strengthened 
which resulted in collaborative training activities between 1st grade teachers 
and Head Start teachers, such as MOE including Head Start teachers in 
MOE-sponsored literacy training activities. 


 System roles – better understanding of the roles and responsibilities of each 
office/unit/division. 


 Increased awareness and understanding of key stakeholders (e.g., Directors) 
that’s helping the work to move forward. 


 Involvement and support of key data personnel to connect the SSIP 
screening data process into the central data base system.  


 
2. Why do these changes matter for children with disabilities? 


 
The Ministry of Education’s commitment is communicated through its vision for all 
students: Our students will be successful in the Palauan society and the world.  This 
commitment is evident in the SSIP efforts because there is an understanding that 
children with disabilities are general education students first.  Some examples of 
why these changes matter include: 
 
 For leaders to be able to make informed decisions that truly support school 


administrators and teachers to meet student needs. 
 Teachers make informed decisions to improve instruction. 
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 Increased collaboration between general education and special education 
teachers support improved instruction for children with disabilities in inclusive 
settings with their peers. 


 Students with disabilities and struggling learners get the supports they need 
to participate and make progress in the classrooms. 


 To improve student results and build a better understanding and application 
of EBPs that would best serve students with disabilities. 


 More focus on concerns for students with special needs to improve services. 
 
3. What mechanisms or resources are in place to sustain improvement efforts? 


 
ROP’s SSIP purposefully targeted existing processes and procedures within the 
Ministry to strengthen, rather than creating a whole new process for implementation.  
The intent was to ensure meaningful application of improvement to the existing 
system components.  Some examples of mechanisms or resources in place for 
sustainability include: 
 
 Access to technical assistance from the national centers and Guam 


CEDDERS. 
 Consistent administration of the screening to monitor student progress three 


times in the school year. 
 Implementation of evaluation tools (e.g., teacher survey, observation forms, 


training evaluation) are in place. 
 Training schedule is in place and followed every school year however the 


issue of frequency and content needs to be improved.  
 Screening tool, fidelity checklist, observation tool, evaluation tool, and lesson 


plan template are in place. They are data driven and the results now are 
being used to improve the existing system. 


 Target school is now making changes toward their existing system that could 
have a huge positive impact on improving outcomes for all students in the 
primary grades, 1st-3rd.  


 Teachers continuing to practice incorporating data results into their everyday 
planning/teaching to improve student outcomes. 


 
4. What is ROP’s plan for scale-up?  How do we know we are ready to scale-up? 
 


The SSIP Core Team includes other elementary principals as key members to 
contribute to the development, implementation, and evaluation of the SSIP.  These 
key members are critical to ROP’s plan for scaling up the changes to the existing 
system procedures and processes.  SSIP Core Team perspectives regarding ROPs 
plan for scale-up include: 


 
 Few key stakeholders think it’s time to scale-up to another school because 


that would be a good way to confirm whether or not the system works with the 
changes made so far. 
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 We need approved policies and procedures in place to ensure the system 
changes are sustained and can be implemented in any other school. 


 When everything developed becomes part of the Ministry and are being used 
appropriately with fidelity and accountability.  


 Scaling up can still happen using the tools that are already in place.  The 
revised Observation Tool is being used throughout the system for all schools.  


 Maybe moving to a smaller school would have a better impact on 
implementation, student outcomes, as well as establishing and enforcing 
teacher accountability and fidelity toward the efforts.    


 
5. What infrastructure improvements can be leveraged to impact a different 


results outcome for children with disabilities? 
 
Because ROP’s SSIP is working to improve existing Ministry processes, procedures, 
and forms, these improvements can be leveraged to support improved results in 
other areas for children with disabilities.  Some examples shared include:  
 
 Training can be expanded to address other needs besides English reading 


(e.g., Math, behavior issues, post school outcomes) 
 Data collection to include suspension/expulsion and dropout to ensure 


informed decisions at key levels to keep children with disabilities in school. 
 Students with IEPs should be accommodated across the board (all subjects) 


not only during the MOE assessments or any kind of assessments.  
 The Ministry’s Focus of Concern process should be implemented accordingly. 
 Intervention and progress monitoring guidelines should be outlined or 


established and implemented with fidelity, accountability, and consistency.   
 The collaboration between the Divisions and programs can support the data 


needs for planning and implementing EBPs to positively impact educating and 
changing lives of students with disabilities for the better. 


 
 
 







APPENDIX A: ROP SSIP Logic Model 
 


Impact: Increased percentage of English reading comprehension proficient students as measured through the Pre and Post PERA in grades 1-3 and decreased percentage of repeaters in 
grades 1-3 in the target school, which will lead to increased capacity of MOE to scale up implementation of effective English reading and instructional practices in the other elementary 
schools. 
 


Situation: MOE’s priority to address English reading competencies continues to be a need.  English reading performance for students with disabilities has shown erratic trends with a 
decline in proficiency from baseline to the 2013-2014 reporting year.  Based on the research, it is known that 3rd grade reading proficiency is an indicator for high school graduation and 
struggling readers are at a higher risk for dropping out of school.  (National Governor’s Association, 2013)   
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science 
 
 
 
SSIP Teams: 
Management, 
Core, and School 
 
Technical 
assistance 
providers 
 
Evidence-based 
resources related 
to implementation 
science, 
continuous 
improvement, IEP 
development 
 
Head Start 
Program Partner 
 
 


CS #1:  
• Assess teacher 


competencies in 
Reading EBP 


• Design and deliver PD 
& Mentor/Coaching on 
EBPs 


CS #3: 
• Develop SOP for 


student data review 
process 


• Design and deliver PD 
on SOP for student 
data review process 


• Design and deliver PD 
on IEP development 
process 


• Implement student data 
review process, 
incorporating the IEP 
development process 


• Revised MOE Lesson 
Plan, Observation 
Tool 


• Updated Mentor-
Mentee Program 
description 


• English Reading 
screening tool 


• Pre/Post teacher 
survey 


• #teachers 
• #training sessions 
• %teachers with 


increased knowledge 
& skills in EBPs, 
including screening 


• #teachers 
implementing EBPs, 
including screening  


CS #2:  
• Selection and 


implementation of 
English Reading 
screening tool 


 


• Written SOP 
• #teachers trained 
• %teachers with 


increased knowledge 
& skills in progress 
monitoring & IEP 
development 


• #teachers 
implementing SOP 


• MOU with Head Start 


Teachers have increased 
knowledge, skills, and 
attitudes for identifying 
struggling readers. 
 


Inputs Outputs 
Activities (CS=Coherent Strategy)        Participation/Products 


Outcomes: At the Target School: 
               Short                                                      Intermediate                                                         Long 


CS #4:  
• Revise MOUs with 


Head Start Program for 
Child Find, 
collaborative Early 
Literacy activities, and 
data sharing for MOE’s 
SIS 


Teachers teach all five 
elements of reading and 
incorporate identifying and 
implementing specific 
content focused and 
strategies with fidelity. 


Teachers have increased 
knowledge and skills on 
evidence-based practices 
for instructional strategies 
and targeted interventions. 


Teachers have increased 
knowledge and skills on 
evidence-based practices 
for the elements of English 
reading. 
 


Teachers have increased 
knowledge and skills for 
using student data for 
identifying and monitoring 
student progress. 
 


Students have increased 
foundational skills in reading, 
including entering 1st graders.   
 


Students have increased 
English reading skills. 
 


Teachers use student data 
for identifying and monitoring 
student progress. 


School has an established 
reading and intervention 
program. 
 
School has written SOP for 
identifying and implementing 
interventions. 


April 1, 2020 


Teacher-mentors 
strengthened to support 
teachers with the reading 
and intervention program.  
 
MOE has in place a SOP 
system planning 
framework that 
incorporates the 
adaptations, supports, 
targeted interventions, and 
data review for struggling 
readers. 
 
MOE disseminates to all 
schools the target school 
progress data in the areas 
of early English reading 
and grade retention for 
developing system-wide 
effective practices. 
 
MOE has MOU with Head 
Start Program to support 
early literacy development 
in preschool. 
 
Students read to learn 
across the grade-level 
curriculum and apply their 
reading skills in their daily 
routines at home and in 
the community. 
 
 
 


Students use the established 
reading program consistently to 
address their needs. 
 


Students demonstrate their 
increased English reading skills. 
 


Students read for understanding 
and comprehension of short 
stories. 
 
Students have the skills to 
continue to the next grade-level. 
 


Teachers have increased 
knowledge and skills on 
developing appropriate IEP 
goals aligned to the general 
curriculum and specially 
designed instruction for 
students with IEPs. 


Teachers implement 
specially designed 
instruction for improving 
reading skills for students 
with an IEP. 







APPENDIX B: ROP SSIP Implementation Plan  
Overall Timeline of Activities: SSIP Flow of Communication & Responsibilities 
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Coherent Improvement Strategies Activities 
2019 2020 


Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June 


Work Team Meeting Dates=     Work Team meetings continue to be a part of Core Team meetings 


Core Team Meeting Dates=     15 15 24 22 8, 13, 22 16, 20 28 21 10, 24, 30 15 15 15 


School Team Meeting Dates=     30 5, 12, 19, 
26 9, 16, 23 7, 14, 21, 


28 
4, 11, 18, 


25 2, 9, 16 6, 13, 20, 
27 


3, 10, 17, 
24 2, 9 6, 13, 20, 


27 
4, 11, 18, 


25  


Quarterly MOE Meetings=        31   30  26   4 


SEAC Meeting Dates=            18     


#1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered 
System of Academic Supports. 


1.1                 
1.2                 
1.3                 
1.4                 


#2: Selection and Implementation 
of a Universal Screening and 
Assessment of Early Literacy Skills 
and Development. 


2.1                 
2.2                 
2.3                 
2.4                 


#3: Progress Monitoring & 
Collaboration. 


3.1                 
3.2                 
3.3                 
3.4                 


#4: Collaboration. 
4.1                 
4.2                 


    


SSIP Team Communication Flow 
Communication Flow Responsibilities 
 


# Team Responsibilities Who’s Responsible?  
1. Scheduling/coordinating Management Team and SEAC updates, Core Team, 


and Work Team meetings. 
Coordinator, Special Education Program; and Principal/Vice Principal, Target 
School  


2. Compiling/maintaining activity evidence (sign-in, agenda, materials, minutes, 
etc.). 


Coordinator and Education Specialist, Special Education Program; and 
Principal/Vice Principal, Target School 


3. Analyzing data for review at scheduled meetings. Assessment Specialist, Division of Research and Evaluation  
4. Compiling/maintaining activity results, including student progress data. Principal/Vice Principal, Target School; Assessment Specialist, Division of 


Research and Evaluation 
5. Facilitating School Team & Grade-Level meetings. Principal/Vice Principal, Target School 
6. Reporting results of student data, teacher survey, classroom observation, 


training evaluation, etc. (Teachers and Students: Timeline, administration, 
collection, analysis, dissemination and planning). 


Activity Lead; Coordinator, Special Education Program; and Principal/Vice 
Principal, Target School; and Assessment Specialist, Division of Research and 
Evaluation. 


7. Coordinating all training activities with BCI. Work with trainers on identifying 
training outcomes and measures, and distribute and collect training evaluation 
forms. 


Education Specialists, Division of Instructional Implementation and Teacher 
Training and Division of Curriculum and Instructional Materials Development 
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CCoherent Improvement Strategy #1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of Academic Supports: ROP’s Focus of Concern process will need to be reviewed and incorporated into a multi-tiered support system that supports teachers to provide core 
reading instruction with a clear process for identifying, prioritizing, and providing appropriate individualized interventions for students at risk for poor performance in reading.   


Schedule of Activities 2019 2020 
Date: Activity Date: Activity 


Activities to Meet Outcomes Lead* Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June 
 
1.1 Develop a tool to assess teacher 
knowledge and application skill in 
English Reading instruction and 
intervention strategies as well as how to 
develop a lesson plan that incorporates 
adapted strategies to address learning 
needs. 


 
DIITT 


 
 


        4: Pre HDIF E    10: Post HDIF 
E 


   


 
1.2 Develop and conduct professional 
development (PD) series on 
foundational skills and elements of 
reading.  


 
DIITT 


 


        18-21: 
Differentiated 
LP & Reading 


Strategies 
Training; E 


  18-21: 
Differentiated 
LP & Reading 


Strategies 
Training; E 


    


 
1.3 Develop implementation and 
monitoring process for supporting KES 
general education primary teachers and 
special education teachers. 


 
DIITT 


 
 


        12: O; E 
 


5-7: Mentor-
Mentee 


Workshop 


  13: O; E 
 


4: Mentee 
Interview, E 


 


    


 
1.4 Conduct follow-up technical 
assistance sessions with KES 1st-3rd 
grade teachers and special education 
teachers. 


 
DIITT 


 
 
 
 


     5, 12, 
19, 26: 


PLC 


9, 16, 
23: PLC 


7, 14, 21, 28: 
PLC 


4, 11, 18, 25: 
PLC 


2, 9, 16: 
PLC  


6, 13, 
20, 27: 


PLC 


3, 10, 17, 24: 
PLC 


2, 9: PLC 6, 13, 
20, 27: 


PLC 


4, 11, 
18, 25: 


PLC 
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Coherent Improvement Strategy #2: Selection and Implementation of a Universal Screening and Assessment of Early Literacy Skills and Development.  ROP will review existing MOE screening and assessment related to early English reading, such as 
PERA, to determine additional universal screening and assessment tools for early literacy skills.  ROP’s Focus of Concern process will be reviewed for the use of reading literacy screening and assessment tool/s to identify students at risk for poor academic 
performance in reading at the earliest possible grade or time. In addition, ROP will provide professional development at the target school on ROP’s screening and assessment tools. 


Schedule of Activities 2019 2020 
Date: Activity Date: Activity 


Activities to Meet Outcomes Lead* Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June 
 
2.1 Identify screening tool. 


 
DCIMD 


                


 
2.2 Procure screening tool. 
 


 
DCIMD 


                


 
2.3 Train Target School 1-3 grade 
teachers on the screening tool. 


 
DCIMD 


     13: 
Refresher 


for 
Screening 


Proctor 
 


  26: 
Refresher 


for 
Screening 
Proctor; E 


   5: 
Refresher 


for 
Screening 
Proctor; E 


   


 
2.4 Develop a support system for 
screening administration and use of 
screening results for improving English 
reading instruction, including 
differentiated instruction. 
 


 
DCIMD 


 
 


 


     2, 19-23: 
Initial 


Screening 
 


20: O 
 
 
 


13: 
School 
Team 


Review 
Screenin


g Data  


 18-21: 
Use of 
Data 


Training 


2-6: Mid 
Screening 


 
3: O; E 


13-17: 
School 
Team 


Review 
Screenin


g Data 
 
 


18-21: 
Use of 
Data 
Traini


ng 


9-13: Final 
Screening 


 
9-10: O; E 


 
26: School 


Team 
Review 
Screen 
Data 
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Coherent Improvement Strategy #3: Progress Monitoring & Collaboration: A systematic process for improving instruction is through using data to inform how teachers can modify and or adjust teaching and learning in the classroom to improve reading 
comprehension instruction.  Data collection, analysis, interpretation, and application are a cyclical process.  Both general education and special education teachers need to engage in shared decision making around instruction and monitoring student progress. 
Together, teachers and administrators will reflect and analyze student performance data using the PDSA model, and if needed, revise improvement strategies to support systemic change.   


Schedule of Activities 2019 2020 
Date: Activity Date: Activity 


Activities to Meet Outcomes Lead* Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June 
 
3.1 Develop a Standard of Practice 
(SOP) for a systematic student data 
review process for improving instruction 
through student data collection, 
analysis, and interpretation to 
determine appropriate interventions, 
inclusive of the IEP process for 
developing appropriate goals for 
students with an IEP. 
 


 
DCIMD 


 
 
 
 
 
 


     30: SRP 
 


27-28: 
Pre-PERA 


 


    
 
 
 


10: SRP   
 
 
 


   


 
3.2 Develop a professional 
development series for the KES 1st-3rd 
grade and special education teachers 
on the use of the student data review 
process (e.g. Focus of Concern - FOC) 
 


 
DIITT 


 
 


     26: FOC 
Review 


 28: FOC 
Quarter 
Review  


19: FOC Mid-
Quarter 
Review 


 
18-21: Data, 


Differentiated 
LP, & Reading 


Strategies 
Training; E 


 
 


21: FOC 
Quarter 
Review 


E 


18-21: Data, 
Differentiated 
LP, & Reading 


Strategies 
Training; E 


    


 
3.3 Develop a professional 
development series for the KES 1st – 3rd 
teachers and special education 
teachers on the IEP process for 
students with an IEP.  


 
SPED 


 
 


            


     


 
3.4 Implement Student Data Review. 
 


 
DRE 


     5, 12, 19, 26: 
PLC 


9, 16, 23: 
PLC 


 
 


7, 14, 
21, 28: 


PLC 


4, 11, 18, 25: 
PLC 


2, 9, 16: 
PLC  


6, 13, 20, 
27: PLC 


 


3, 10, 17, 24: 
PLC 


 
 


2, 9: PLC 
 


6, 13, 
20, 27: 


PLC 


4, 11, 
18, 25: 


PLC 
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Coherent Improvement Strategy #4: Collaboration: Strong collaboration is also needed between elementary schools and early childhood programs.  As mentioned earlier, the Head Start Program, administered by the Palau Community Action Agency, 
serves as the primary educational setting for preschoolers with disabilities.  Feedback from SEAC and the target school teachers indicated that not all children entering 1st grade are ready for school.  ROP will therefore strengthen the collaborative partnership 
between Head Start and MOE on early literacy training activities to support children transition from Head Start to 1st grade. 


Schedule of Activities 2019 2020 
Date: Activity Date: Activity 


Activities to Meet Outcomes Lead* Mar Apr May June July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June 
 
4.1 Review and revise MOU between 
MOE Special Education and Head Start 
Program to support Child Find activities. 


 
SPED 


 
 
 
 
 
 


                


 
4.2 Review and revise MOE MOU with 
Head Start to include early literacy 
activities and collection of student data 
for the MOE Student Information System 
(SIS). 


 
DRE 


 
 


     1: 
Transfer 
Student 


Data 
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Coherent Strategy #1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of Academic Supports.   


Outcomes Evaluation Questions 
& Measures Data Source 


Evaluation of Implementation Scoring Rubric:  
0=little to no implementation; 1=some implementation; 2=moderate implementation; 3=strong implementation 


Scoring Criteria FFY 2016 Data & Score FFY 2017 Data & Score FFY 2018 Data & Score Notes 
 
CS #1a: Increased 
teacher 
competencies in the 
delivery of evidence-
based reading 
instruction: 
• Teachers have 


increased 
knowledge and 
skills on evidence-
based practices for 
the elements of 
English reading. 


• Teachers have 
increased 
knowledge and 
skills on evidence-
based practices for 
instructional 
strategies and 
targeted 
interventions. 


 


 
CS #1a: 
Evaluation Questions: 
• To what extent does 


teacher knowledge 
of implementing 
evidence based 
practices related to 
reading increase 
over time? 


• To what extent do 
teachers implement 
evidence-based 
reading instruction 
and intervention? 


 
Performance 
Measures: 
• # of teachers with 


increased 
knowledge of 
evidence-based 
practices (EBP) in 
reading. 


• % of teachers 
implementing 
reading EBP with 
fidelity. 


 
CS #1a:  
1. Knowledge of EBP in 


reading instruction - 
“How Do I Feel” 
(HDIF) Self-
Assessment. 
• Based on teacher 


responses to self-
assessment 
survey item #1. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Lesson Plan 


Development. 
• Based on Section 


1, Lesson Plan, of 
the Observation 
tool. 


 
 
 


 
3. EBP Implementation. 


• Based on Section 
2, Lesson 
Presentation, and 
Section 3, Lesson 
Activities, of the 
Observation tool. 


 
 
 


 
 


 
CS #1a: 
1. The number of teachers overall 


with a rating of “4” and “5” for 
“How Do I Feel” survey item #1. 


 
0= 0-29% of teachers rated 4 or 5 
1= 30-69% of teachers rated 4 or 5 
2= 70-90% of teachers rated 4 or 5 
3= 91-100% of tchers rated 4 or 5 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 


2. Average score of 4 (Meets 
Standard) the four items in 
Section 1. 
 
0= 0-29% of teachers  
1= 30-69% of teachers 
2= 70-90% of teachers  
3= 91-100% of teachers  


 
 
 


3. Average score of 4 (Meets 
Standard) of the eight items in 
Sections 2 and 3. 


 
0= 0-29% of teachers = Little to no 


implementation  
1= 30-69% of teachers = Some 


implementation  
2= 70-90% of teachers = Moderate 


implementation  
3= 91-100% of teachers = Strong 


implementation  


 
CS #1a:  
1. HDIF-Self-Assessment 


IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: Overall = 93.33% (28/30) 
Oct 2017 = 93.33% (14/15) 
Mar 2018 = 93.33% (14/15) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Lesson Plans.  (based on 


Observation tool – Section 1) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: Overall = 38.89% (7/18) 
Sept 2017 = 62.5% (5/8) 
Jan 2018 = 0% (0/2) 
March 2018 = 25% (2/8) 
 


 
 
3. EBP Implementation.  (based 


on Observation tool-Sections 2 
& 3) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 0 
Data: Overall = 26.09% (6/23) 
Sept 2017 = 22.22% (2/9) 
Jan 2018 = 0% (0/4) 
March 2018 = 40% (4/10) 
 


 
CS #1a:  
1.  HDIF-Self-Assessment 


IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 2 
Data: Overall = 76.67% (23/30) 
Oct 2018 = 78.57% (11/14) 
March 2019 = 75% (12/16) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Lesson Plans.  (based on 


Observation tool – Section 1) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: Overall = 52.38% (22/42) 
Nov 2018 = 60% (9/15) 
Feb 2019 = 28.57% (4/14) 
March 2019 = 69.23% (9/13) 
 


 
 
3. EBP Implementation.  (based 


on Observation tool-Sections 2 
& 3) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: Overall = 52.38% (22/42) 
Nov 2018 = 46.67% (7/15) 
Feb 2019 = 42.86% (6/14) 
March 2019 = 69.23% (9/13) 


 
 
 
 
 


 
CS #1a: 
1. HDIF-Self-Assessment. 


IMPLEMENTATION SCORE= 2 
Data: Overall= 73.33% (22/30) 
Nov 2019= 66.67% (10/15) 
March 2020= 80% (12/15) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Lesson Plans. (based on 


Observation tool – Section 1) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE= 1 
Data: Overall= 39.29% (11/28) 
Nov 2019= 40% (6/16) 
Feb 2020= 41.67% (5/12)  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


3. EBP Implementation. (based on 
Observation tool-Sections 2 & 3) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE= 1 
Data: Overall= 33.33% (9/27) 
Nov 2019= 33.33% (5/15) 
Feb 2020= 33.33% (4/12)  


 
CS #1a.1: Considerations: 
a. Three new teachers in the 


target grades.  
b. Increased knowledge of the 


content and in depth 
understanding of 
expectation.  


c. Training focused more on 
data review and analysis to 
understand the content and 
skill areas. 


d. Limited time focused on 
reading strategies and 
differentiated instruction for 
planning. 


e. Training schedule (conflict 
with other MOE training 
activities doesn’t give time 
for teachers to process 
content). 


 
CS #1a.2: Considerations: 
a. Implemented two observers 


for inter-rater reliability and 
reviewed for consistency in 
ratings. 


b. Teachers requesting a 
sample lesson plan to 
follow; need more job-
embedded training with 
lesson plan development, 
demonstration/modeling, 
and follow-up. 


 
CS1a.3: Considerations: 
a. Same observer observing a 


teacher. 
b. Consistency of support 


provided to the teacher.  
Supports need to be 
individualized for each 
teacher. 


c. Need to increase visibility 
between the connection 
with the SSIP Core Team and 
School Team. 


d. Teachers demonstrating 
improvements in 
implementation practices. 


e. Need to make sure to 
indicate EBP observed. Data 
analysis to include the 
section of the use of EBP 
observed along with the list 
of EBPs.  
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Coherent Strategy #1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of Academic Supports.   


Outcomes Evaluation Questions 
& Measures Data Source 


Evaluation of Implementation Scoring Rubric:  
0=little to no implementation; 1=some implementation; 2=moderate implementation; 3=strong implementation 


Scoring Criteria FFY 2016 Data & Score FFY 2017 Data & Score FFY 2018 Data & Score Notes 
 
CS #1b: Design and 
deliver PD & 
Mentor/Coaching on 
Evidence-Based 
Practices (EBPs) 
• Teachers have 


increased 
knowledge and 
skills on evidence-
based practices 
for the elements 
of English reading, 
instructional 
strategies, and 
targeted 
interventions 


 
CS #1b:  
Evaluation Questions: 
• To what extent did 


the program provide 
training and 
mentor/coaching 
assistance in order 
to increase 
teachers’ knowledge 
and skills in teaching 
English reading? 


• To what extent was 
there increased 
fidelity of 
implementation of 
evidence-based 
practices? 


 
Performance 
Measures: 
• Consistency 


between 
mentor/coaching 
evidenced-based 
practices and 
intended coaching 
opportunities? 


• % of teachers who 
reported that 
mentor/coaching 
was of high quality. 


• % of teachers who 
report that they are 
satisfied with the 
quantity and 
intensity of 
mentoring/coaching 
sessions. 


 
CS #1b:  
1. PD delivered 


increased teacher 
knowledge and skills 
on EBPs. 
• Training 


evaluations 
included 
statements where 
the participant 
would rate their 
perception using 
a pre and post 
scale from 1 
(None) to 4 
(High). 


 


 
2. Mentor/Mentee 


Program supports 
teachers implement 
EBP based on Mentee 
interviews. 
• Mentee subject 


priority in English 
reading. 


• Mentee 
responses to the 
quality/usefulness 
and 
quantity/intensity 
of the support 
provided by the 
assigned Mentor. 


 
 
 


 
 
 
 


 
CS #1b: 
1. Teacher responses to evaluation 


items related to training. 
 


Increased knowledge in reading skills & 
strategies: 
0= 0-29% of teachers increased at least 


one step or rated at least a 3 in 
post. 


1= 30-69% of teachers increased at 
least one step or rated at least a 3 
in post. 


2= 70-90% of teachers increased at 
least one step or rated at least a 3 
in post. 


3= 91-100% of teachers increased at 
least one step or rated at least a 3 
in post. 


 
 
2. Mentee responses to interview 


questions. 
 
Mentees Targeting Reading: 
0= 0-29% targeted reading 
1= 30-69% targeted reading 
2= 70-90% targeted reading 
3= 91-100% targeted reading  
 
Mentees Reported Quality & 
Usefulness:  
0= 0-29% of teachers   
1= 30-69% of teachers 
2= 70-90% of teachers 
3= 91-100% of teachers  
 
Mentees Reported Quantity & 
Intensity: 
0= 0-29% of teachers  
1= 30-69% of teachers 
2= 70-90% of teachers 
3= 91-100% of teachers  
 


 
CS #1b:  
1. Training Evaluation Summaries. 


IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: Overall = 100% (26/26) 
Nov 2017 = 100% (13/13) 
Feb 2018 = 100% (13/13) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Mentee Interviews. 


 
Mentee Targeting Reading: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: 
Mar 2018 = 60% (3/5) 
 
Mentee Reported Quality & 
Usefulness: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: 
Mar 2018 = 100% (5/5) 
 
Mentee Reported Quantity & 
Intensity: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: 
Mar 2018 = 100% (5/5) 
 
 
 
 


 


 
CS #1b:  
1. Training Evaluation Summaries. 


IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: Overall = 100% (36/36) 
Sept 2018 = 100% (7/7) 
Nov 2018 = 100% (16/16) 
March 2019 = 100% (13/13) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Mentee Interviews. 


 
Mentee Targeting Reading: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: 
Feb 2019 = 100% (7/7) 
 
Mentee Reported Quality & 
Usefulness: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 2 
Data: 
Feb 2019 = 85.71% (6/7) 
 
Mentee Reported Quantity & 
Intensity: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: 
Feb 2019 = 57.14% (4/7) 
 
 
 
 


 


 
CS #1b:  
1. Training Evaluation Summaries. 


IMPLEMENTATION SCORE= 3 
Data: Overall = 96.67% (29/30) 
Nov 2019 = 93.33% (14/15) 
Feb 2020 = 100% (15/15) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Mentee Interviews. 


 
Mentee Targeting Reading: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: 
Feb 2020 = 100% (9/9) 
 
Mentee Reported Quality & 
Usefulness: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: 
Feb 2020 = 100% (9/9) 
 
Mentee Reported Quantity & 
Intensity: 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 2 
Data: 
Feb 2020 = 88.87% (8/9) 


 
 
 
 
 


 
CS #1b.1: 
Consideration: 
Teachers continue to 
rate increased 
knowledge and skills on 
EBP’s from PDs 
provided. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CS #1b.2: 
Considerations: 
a. Issues with 


time/scheduling 
between mentees 
and mentors to 
meet (i.e., one of 
the mentors was a 
substitute for 
absent teachers). 


b. New teacher 
mentees to the 
target grades. 
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ROP IDEA Part B SPP Indicator 17: SSIP, Phase III, Year Four, April 1, 2020; Page 3 


Coherent Strategy #1: Establishment of a Multi-Tiered System of Academic Supports.   


Outcomes Evaluation Questions 
& Measures Data Source 


Evaluation of Implementation Scoring Rubric:  
0=little to no implementation; 1=some implementation; 2=moderate implementation; 3=strong implementation 


Scoring Criteria FFY 2016 Data & Score FFY 2017 Data & Score FFY 2018 Data & Score Notes 
 
3. Mentor/Mentee 


Program supports 
teachers implement 
EBP based on Lesson 
Plan development by 
Mentees. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. Mentor/Mentee 


Program supports 
teachers implement 
EBP based on 
observation of EBP in 
the Mentee 
classrooms. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 
3. Mentee Lesson Plan 


Development: Average score of 
4 (Meets Standard) the four 
items in Section 1. 
 


0= 0-29% of teachers  
1= 30-69% of teachers 
2= 70-90% of teachers  
3= 91-100% of teachers  
 
 
 
 
4. Mentee EBP Implementation: 


Average score of 4 (Meets 
Standard) of the eight items in 
Sections 2 and 3. 


 
0= 0-29% of teachers = Little to no 


implementation  
1= 30-69% of teachers = Some 


implementation  
2= 70-90% of teachers = Moderate 


implementation  
3= 91-100% of teachers = Strong  
      implementation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
3. N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. N/A 


 
3. Lesson Plans.  (based on 


Observation tool – Section 1) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: Overall = 53.85% (14/26) 
Nov 2018 = 57.14% (4/7) 
Feb 2019 = 33.33% (2/6) 
Feb 2019* = 71.43% (5/7) 
March 2019 = 50% (3/6) 
 
*Observation conducted by 
Mentor 
 


 
4. EBP Implementation.  (based on 


Observation Tool-Sections 2 & 3) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: Overall = 42.31% (11/26) 
Nov 2018 = 14.29% (1/7) 
Feb 2019 = 33.33% (2/6) 
Feb 2019* = 71.43% (5/7) 
March 2019 = 50% (3/6) 
 
*Observation conducted by 
Mentor 


 
 
 
 
 


 
3. Lesson Plans.  (based on 


Observation tool – Section 1) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: Overall = 47.06% (8/17) 
Nov 2019 = 55.56% (5/9) 
Feb 2020 = 37.50% (3/8) 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
4. EBP Implementation.  (based on 


Observation Tool-Sections 2 & 3) 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 1 
Data: Overall = 35.29% (6/17) 
Nov 2019 = 44.44% (4/9) 
Feb 2020 = 25% (2/8) 


 


 
CS #1b.3: Consideration: 
The three new teachers 
did not meet the 
standard and only one 
teacher met the 
standard for both 
observation periods.  
Need to continue to 
encourage and ensure 
teachers integrate 
technology in teaching 
and learning. 
 
 


CS #1b.4: 
Considerations: 
a. The three new 


teachers did not 
meet the standard 
in both observation 
periods.  The 
teachers who met 
the standard in Feb 
met the standard in 
Nov.  Need to 
design a plan to 
provide more 
support. 


b. Provide opportunity 
to cross review 
results of 
observations by SSIP 
team and mentors 
to establish inter-
rater reliability. 


c. Need to inform 
DIITT of supports 
needed to ensure 
mentors observe 
their mentee as 
scheduled. 


tu 
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Coherent Strategy #2: Selection and Implementation of a Universal Screening and Assessment of Early Literacy Skills and Development 


Outcomes Evaluation Questions 
& Measures Data Source 


Evaluation of Implementation Scoring Rubric:  
0=little to no implementation; 1=some implementation; 2=moderate implementation; 3=strong implementation 


Scoring Criteria FFY 2016 Data & Score FFY 2017 Data & Score FFY 2018 Data & Score Notes 
 
CS #2: Selection and 
implementation of 
English Reading 
screening tool. 
• Teachers have 


increased 
knowledge and 
skills on 
implementation of 
English reading 
screening tool. 


• Teachers 
implement English 
reading screening 
tool at least 
3x/year. 


 
CS #2:  
Evaluation Questions: 
• To what extent did 


the school support 
the implementation 
of an English 
reading screening 
tool? 


• To what extent did 
the teachers 
understand how to 
use the English 
reading screening 
tool? 


• To what extent was 
there increased 
fidelity of the 
implementation in 
utilizing the English 
reading screening 
tool? 


 
Performance 
Measures: 
• #/% of decisions 


regarding the English 
Reading screening 
tools. 


• % of teachers 
implementing the 
English reading 
screening tool with 
fidelity. 


• % of type of technical 
assistance and 
support related to 
implementing the 
English reading 
screening tool. 


• % of students with 
increased reading 
proficiency. 


 
CS #2:  
1. Screening administered 


with fidelity. 
• FFY 2016: Interviews 


with screening 
observers/monitors 
(SSIP Work Team 
members). 


• FFY 2017: 
Implementation of 
the Screening 
Administration 
Observation 
Checklist. 


 
 
2. Screening results 


• 1st grade results 
from Screening #1 
to Screening #2. 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 


3. Screening 
administration refresher 
sessions provided as 
support. 


 


 
CS #2: 
1. The number of teachers who 


were observed to administer 
the screening with fidelity. 


 
0= 0-29% of teachers  
1= 30-69% of teachers 
2= 70-90% of teachers  
3= 91-100% of teachers  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Increased percentage from 


screening to screening by 
assessment areas. 
 


No implementation levels 
determined. 1st grade screening 
results served as additional 
student progress data for 
review. 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Teacher responses to 


evaluation items related to 
administration of screening. 
 


Increased knowledge in screening 
administration: 
0= 0-29% of teachers increased at least 


one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
1= 30-69% of teachers increased at least 


one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
2= 70-90% of teachers increased at least 


one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 
3= 91-100% of teachers increased at least 


one step or rated at least a 3 in post. 


 
CS #2:  
1. Based on interviews with 


observers/ monitors. 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: Overall = 100% (45/45) 
Aug 2017 = 100% (15/15) 
Nov 2018 = 100% (15/15) 
Mar 2018 = 100% (15/15) 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. No implementation levels 


determined.  1st grade 
screening results served as 
additional student progress 
data for review. 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


3. N/A 


 
CS #2:  
1. Based on observation checklist 


(10 items with at least 90% 
(9/10) observed to be 
administered correctly 
demonstrating fidelity of 
administration). 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 2 
Data: Overall = 78.95% (30/38) 
Aug 2018 = 58.33% (7/12) 
Dec 2018 = 85.71% (12/14) 
March 2019 = 91.67% (11/12) 


 
 
 
 
2. No implementation levels 


determined.  1st grade screening 
results for all three SY 2017-2018 
screening showed increased 
proficiency percentages from 
screening to screening.  SY 2018-
2019 Screening 1 and 2 showed 
increased proficiency 
percentages for all grades, except 
3rd grade showed a slight 
decrease in percentage for High 
Frequency Words (HFW). 


 
 
3. Refresher Session Training 


Evaluation Summaries. 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: Overall = 100% (41/41) 
Aug 2018 = 100% (15/15) 
Nov2018 = 100% (13/13) 
March 2019 = 100% (13/13) 


 


 
CS #2:  
1. Based on observation checklist 


(10 items with at least 90% 
(9/10) observed to be 
administered correctly 
demonstrating fidelity of 
administration). 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: Overall = 94.44% (34/36) 
Aug 2019 = 91.67% (11/12) 
Dec 2019 = 100% (12/12) 
March 2020 = 91.67% (11/12) 


 
 
 
 
2. No implementation levels 


determined.  SY 2019-2020 results 
data from Screening 1 to 2 show 
gains in all areas except for 2nd 
grade in Phonemic Awareness (PA) 
and 3rd grade in Nonsense Words 
(NW).  In addition, the SSIP Core 
Team noted that performance by 
elements were overall lower than 
the previous year’s screening to 
screening results. 


 
 
 
3. Refresher Session Training 


Evaluation Summaries. 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 3 
Data: Overall = 100% (30/30) 
Nov 2019 = 100% (15/15) 
March 2020 = 100% (15/15) 


 


 
 
CS #2.1: Consideration: 
Formal structure for 
observations indicates 
strong implementation 
from previous year, 
which could be 
attributed to the 
refresher sessions 
conducted (CS #2.3).  
Need to provide one-
to-one support for 
individual teachers who 
do not meet fidelity. 


 
CS #2.2: Consideration: 
The review of screening 
results from Screening to 
Screening will help to 
determine the common 
skill areas that need to be 
addressed for each grade-
level.  Individual student 
reviews will help to target 
specific interventions. 
Need to work with 
teachers to address the 
needs of these areas. 
 
 
 
 


CS #2.3: Consideration: 
Continued refresher 
training before each 
screening to ensure 
fidelity of 
implementation, as 
reported under CS #2.1. 
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Coherent Strategy #3: Progress Monitoring & Collaboration 


Outcomes Evaluation Questions 
& Measures Data Source 


Evaluation of Implementation Scoring Rubric:  
0=little to no implementation; 1=some implementation; 2=moderate implementation; 3=strong implementation 


Scoring Criteria FFY 2016 Data & Score FFY 2017 Data & Score FFY 2018 Data & Score Notes 
 
CS #3: Develop and 
implement a 
systematic process 
for improving 
instruction through 
using data to inform 
how teachers can 
modify and/or adjust 
teaching and 
learning in the 
classroom to 
improve reading 
comprehension 
instruction. 


 
CS #3:  
Evaluation Questions: 
• To what extent do 


teachers support 
the implementation 
of the standard of 
practice (SOP)? 


• To what extent do 
teachers understand 
how to use the SOP 
for student data 
review? 


• To what extent was 
there an increase of 
fidelity of 
implementation of 
evidence-based 
practices in reading? 


• To what extent did 
teachers utilize data 
for decision-
making? 


 
Performance 
Measures: 
• % of teachers 


implementing the 
reading and 
intervention 
program to fidelity. 


• #/% of decisions 
regarding student 
level instructional 
needs and supports 
that are 
implemented. 


 
 
 
 


 
CS #3:  
• Established Standard of 


Practice (SOP) for a 
systematic student data 
review process for 
improving instruction 
through student data 
collection analysis, and 
interpretation to 
determine appropriate 
interventions. 


• # of teachers 
implementing SOP, 
inclusive of the reading 
screening data (CS #2). 


• # of training sessions. 
 
 


 


 
CS #3: 
1. The number of teachers who 


implement the FOC SOP 
components, inclusive of the 
reading screening data. 


 
0= 0-29% of teachers  
1= 30-69% of teachers 
2= 70-90% of teachers  
3= 91-100% of teachers  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
CS #3:  
1. N/A 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
CS #3:  
1. N/A 
 
 
 
 


 
CS #3: Baseline 
1. Based on the SOP components, 


the percent of teachers who 
complete the process with 
fidelity, inclusive of the use of 
the screening data (CS #2) for 
determining intervention needs. 
IMPLEMENTATION SCORE = 0 
Data: SY 2019-2020 = 0% (0/3) 
Three teachers initiated and 
completed the Focus of Concern 
(FOC) SOP.  In reviewing the FOC 
documents, the three teachers 
did not utilize the reading 
screening results when 
determining areas of need for 
reading instruction/ 
intervention. 


 
 
 
 


 
 
CS #3.1: Consideration: 
Although sessions have 
been conducted to 
review the FOC SOP, 
teachers expressed a 
need for continued 
support, including 
examples of how to 
complete the process.   
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