
Introduction to the State Performance Plan
(SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year

In order to ensure consistent data across indicators, provide the number of districts in this field and the data will be loaded into the applicable indicator data tables.

1

This data will be prepopulated in indicators B3A, B4A, B4B, B9, and B10.

General Supervision System:

The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

The Hawaii State Department of Education is required under the IDEA to establish and maintain a system of general
supervision that monitors the implementation of IDEA by the state.  As a unitary system, Hawaii is a single State Educational
and Local Educational Agency, and as such, implementation of IDEA requirements are carried out by state-level offices,
Complex Area offices, and schools.  Since 2003-2004, the Hawaii State Department of Education has maintained a general
supervision system consistent with IDEA, that improves educational results and functional outcomes for all children with
disabilities and ensures that our state meets the programs requirements under IDEA, and has throughout the years improved
such system to improve compliance and performance results.  The Hawaii State Department of Education’s general system has
included the eight components of: (1) State Performance Plan; (2) Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Learning;
(3) Incentives, Improvements, Correction, and Sanctions; (4) Integrated Monitoring Activities; (5) Effective Dispute Resolution;
(6) Policies, Procedures and Effective Implementation; (7) Fiscal Management; and (8) Data on Process and Results. The
Hawaii State Department of Education has continuously reviewed and improved each of the components of its general
supervision system in order ensure enforcement of the implementation of IDEA, and ensure alignment with our state’s joint
Board of Education and Hawaii State Department of Education Strategic Plan, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act,
Race to the Top initiatives, and results of the SPP for special education.  In the 2013-2014 school year, in general, changes
were not made to the components.  The Hawaii State Department of Education made changes to the manner in which it
implemented the Targeted Technical Assistance and Professional Learning, and Integrated Monitoring Activities
Components. 

In the 2013-2014 school year, the Hawaii State Department of Education, in continuing its transformation efforts that began
with the Race to the Top, was awarded flexibility via the waiver granted under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 
This waiver allowed for the establishment of an accountability system that brought to light the strengths and areas of
improvements of all public schools, highlighting in particular the gap in achievement between the non-high needs group and
high-needs, to which special education students are included.  The accountability system also created new incentives for
schools.  The Hawaii State Department of Education utilized its tri-level system to develop and implement vertical and
horizontal performance management routines from the Superintendent level to the School Level to ensure effective
implementation of, in particular, the Superintendent’s Six Priority Strategies.   Implementation of the Superintendent’s Six
Priority Strategies requires each Complex Area to develop a plan grounded in data, focused on action through a delivery
chain and identify critical activities, resources, and expected challenges in the areas of:  (1) Common Core State Standards
Implementation; (2) Formative Instruction and Data Teams; (3) Comprehensive Student Support System; (4) Educator
Effectiveness System, and (5) Induction and Mentoring; and (6) Academic Review Teams.  The Hawaii State Department of
Education’s state-level offices created a four-scale Implementation Continuum for each of the Superintendent’s Six Priority
Strategies.  Complex Area Superintendents were required to assess school progress using the Implementation Continuums,
and use such assessments to inform conversations and action around progress, trends and differentiating support and pressure. 
The assessment information is also used in critical data conversations triangulating student outcomes, implementation data,
and qualitative feedback to identify challenges and solutions. 

With the establishment of these routines came an additional practice in regards to the provision of technical assistance and
professional learning, one of the components of our general supervision system.  At the start of the 2013-2014 school year, the
Hawaii State Department of Education invested in the Complex Area Support Teams (CAST).  The CAST is comprised of six
dedicated state members to each Complex Area and are responsible for supporting the implementation of each of the
Superintendent’s Six Priority Strategies including supporting schools, training educators, assisting in data and reporting
requirements and ensuring communication throughout the tri-levels.  The dedicated State Lead for each strategy convenes 15
CAST members for their strategy (i.e., one from each Complex Area) monthly to receive training and information, problem
solve with peers in other complex areas, and provide feedback to state implementation on implementation challenges and
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successes.  The State Lead for each strategy works with specialists from the Special Education Section to inform monthly
convening.  In addition to the monthly trainings, the full CAST convenes quarterly with the Deputy Superintendent, Complex
Area Superintendents, and State Leads to celebrate, reflect, share information, train, and provide feedback.  The
implementation of the Superintendent’s Six Priority Strategies and the CAST provide a system of support to Complex Areas
and Schools towards improving educational results and functional outcomes for all of our children with disabilities. 

In the 2013-2014 school year, Complex Areas and Schools were faced with changes to the accountability system, and
implementation of the Superintendent’s Six Priority Strategies and the CAST, which included state-wide Common Core State
Standards Training and the utilization of a new Employee Effectiveness System.  Understanding the State’s obligation to our
students and requirements under IDEA in regards to procedural and substantive requirements, balanced with the heavy lift of
changes to transform our system to produce improved results, the Hawaii State Department of Education made changes to the
manner in which it implemented its integrated monitoring system for the 2013-2014 school year.  In previous years, the
general supervision system monitoring process evaluated Complex performance on the State Performance Plan indicators and
required Complexes to implement strategic activities to improve outcomes.  As part of the general supervision system
monitoring process, the Special Education Section reviewed and analyzed a variety of data sources, which included
information obtained via on-site visitations.  If noncompliance was found, the Complex Area Superintendent and the District
Educational Specialists were notified in writing of the regulatory requirement violated.  The Special Education Section issued
findings of noncompliance by Complex.  The Hawaii State Department of Education’s verification of correction of identified
noncompliance takes place in accordance with OSEP Memo 09-02, dated October 17, 2008. 

At the beginning of the 2013-2014 school year, it was determined and decided by our State’s leadership that the general
supervision system monitoring process would be consistent with what was implemented in previous years, except that on-site
visitations by state-level staff to Complex Areas and Schools would be suspended for the year.  Complex Area
Superintendents, District Educational Specialists, and all School Principals were informed by the Deputy Superintendent that
monitoring would still occur, but via desk audits, and as such were provided with the expectation to maintain proper records,
including electronic records. The Complex Area Superintendents, District Educational Specialists, and School Principals were
also informed that an on-site visit may occur in the event verification into potential findings of noncompliance warranted such
visit.  Complex Area Superintendents would be informed of noncompliance with IDEA or the State’s Administrative Rules,
including noncompliance as outlined in the OSEP Memo 09-02, through formal notification from the Deputy Superintendent. 
To improve integration and alignment of implementation of programs under the IDEA and the Elementary Secondary
Education Act, identified noncompliance was required to be addressed within the Complex Area Implementation Plans or
within the Schools Academic Plans.  Noncompliance was also to be addressed within the required timelines as provided for in
corrective action identified via the State’s Written Complaints Process through Complaint Investigation Reports. 

The other components of the Hawaii State Department of Education’s general supervision system remain intact and
unchanged. The State has maintained its Dispute Resolution System, which includes the State Written Complaints process,
offering of Mediation, and the Due Process Hearing system.  The Hawaii State Department of Education also maintained its
process for completing the State Performance Plan, which includes stakeholder input. The state continues to review its
policies and procedures, ensuring consistency with IDEA and our state laws.  Through the State Systemic Improvement Plan
process, the Hawaii State Department of Education is reviewing its infrastructure and components of its general supervision
system to ensure that Hawaii continues to improve educational results and functional outcomes for our students and maintain
compliance with requirements under IDEA.  

Technical Assistance System:

The mechanisms that the State has in place to ensure the timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to
LEAs.

As a unitary system, technical assistance is continually provided statewide to complex areas and schools in the both
compliance requirements and program improvement in several ways.  Guidelines are developed to implement
and clarify compliance requirements and/or programs.  Memos function in the same manner, but target specific topics or
situations.  Bimonthly meetings are held with district educational specialist with agenda topics set by both the complex
area and state special education staff.  All phone or written requests for assistance from schools, complex areas, parents or
other agencies are responded to in a timely manner. 

In addition, district educational specialist located in the complex areas throughout the state, provide technical assistance to address the needs of

their complexes and schools.

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.
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Hawaii’s Special Education Section had several statewide professional development initiatives to improve student
outcomes in FFY13:

A series of Strive High for All (SHA) Modules are being developed to increase teacher  effectiveness by partnering with  and
district and complex areas and schools to coordinate professional development a and training to evidence-based strategies in
special education.  These modules increase the emphasis on instructional rigor and relevance and the use of best practices to
increase the educational outcomes of students. Those completed include (a) An Overview of Standards-Based IEPs, (b)
Standards-Based Common Core, (c) Present Levels of Performance (PLEP), and Goals and Objectives.  Those in the process
of being completed include (a) Evaluation and Eligibility, (b) Inclusive Practices, (c) Supplementary Aids and Services, (d)
Specially Designed Instruction/Progress Monitoring, (e) Preschool Transition, and (f) Secondary Transition.  With the exception
of one, all districts/complex areas have participated in interactive discussions and some follow-up practice sessions.  These
modules include a voice-over, scripted power point presentation with notes, relevant handouts, tools, support activities,
resources, and guiding/reflective questions.  Presentations have also been made to parent groups.  These modules are posted
on the state’s eCSSS website and are available to all teachers.

Po’okela  is a system capacity building projects focused on professional development and training initiatives to improve
student performance.  The goal for all three initiatives (Inclusive Practices, Autism, and the Model Implementation Classroom)
is to increase teacher and staff competencies and to systematize best practices state wide that will ensure students with
disabilities (SWD) and other struggling students can achieve equitably.  Supports are included to ensure that all levels within
the DOE are receiving and provided with the same information and opportunity to learn.  The research-based Implementation
Science process drove the actions taken.  In FFY 2013, there were six Inclusive Practices sites and six Autism sites.  The Model
Implementation Classroom initiative involving two middle schools, was discontinued at the end of the year.

The Department's Related Services providers, who ensure a student's access to the general education curriculum, also have
ongoing practices to ensure that they effectively provide the required services.  The HIDOE will only hire Occupational Therapists, Physical
Therapists, and Speech-Language Pathologists that meet all of the national standards and are licensed to practice.  In addition, the Department provides training on compliance
with federal and state regulations and professional development to extend knowledge on school-based issues and practices.  Para-professionals such as Physical Therapy
Assistants and Aides, Certified Occupational Therapy Assistants and Communication Aides work under the direct supervision of the professionals who are responsible for the
students they service.  For the State's medically fragile students, the State contractually requires that the service provider maintains a pool of qualified licensed and/or certified
nursing personnel (e.g., Certified Nurse Aide (CNA) or Home Health Aide (HHA), Licensed Professional Nurse (LPN), Registered Nurse (RN)), to administer authorized
skilled nursing services to eligible students, as directed by the HIDOE as determined appropriate and necessary by the service provider based on the licensed medical provider’s
(i.e., MD, APRN, DO, or PA) prescribed services. The service provider must have a quality management plan that has been approved by the HIDOE, and participate in quality
assurance and improvement activities to continuously improve the provision of nursing services in HIDOE schools. Annual service monitoring focuses on qualifications and
credentials of personnel, training, continuing education, competency of skills and experience. 

In addition, district educational specialist provide a variety of professional development activities to their complex area and school personnel to address the needs of these
personnel.

Stakeholder Involvement:

The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community were sent the results
and longitudinal data for Performance Indicators.  A template was provided for stakeholders to set targets for the indicators. 
All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was considered by the Special Education Section when setting targets in the
Annual Performance Report (APR).

Reporting to the Public:

How and where the State reported to the public on the FFY 2012 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 2012 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 2012 APR in 2014, is available.

 

Within a week after submittal to OSEP, the SPP/APR will be posted on the Hawaii Department of Education homepage.  The
website address is:  http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/Pages/home.aspx

More specifically, the most current SPP/APR report can be viewed at:

 http://www.hawaiipublicschools.org/VisionForSuccess/SchoolDataAndReports/StateReports/Pages/Special-Education-
Performance-Report.aspx
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Indicator 1: Graduation
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2011

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target ≥   80.00% 10.70% 80.00% 80.00% 85.00% 82.00%

Data 79.30% 79.60% 77.00% 58.30% 58.30% 57.90% 59.30% 59.30%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target ≥ 82.00% 84.00% 85.00% 87.00% 88.00% 90.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

Targets are the same as the annual graduation rate targets under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA). 
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Indicator 1: Graduation
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2012-13 Cohorts for
Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort

Graduation Rate (EDFacts file
spec C151; Data group 696)

9/15/2014 Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma 844

SY 2012-13 Cohorts for
Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort

Graduation Rate (EDFacts file
spec C151; Data group 696)

9/15/2014 Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate 1,378

SY 2012-13 Regulatory Adjusted
Cohort Graduation Rate

(EDFacts file spec C150; Data
group 695)

9/23/2014 2012-13 Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table 61.45% Calculate 

FFY 2013 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 2012
Data

FFY 2013
Target

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

844 1,378 59.30% 82.00% 61.45000%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

Graduation Conditions Field

Provide the four-year graduation cohort rate. The four-year graduation rate follows a cohort, or a group of students, who begin as first-time 9th
graders in a particular school year and who graduate with a regular high school diploma in four years or less. An extended-year graduation rate
follows the same cohort of students for an additional year or years. The cohort is "adjusted" by adding any students transferring into the
cohort and by subtracting any students who transfer out, emigrate to another country, or die during the years covered by the rate.

Under 34 C.F.R. §200.19(b)(1)(iv), a "regular high school diploma" means the standard high school diploma awarded to students in a State that
is fully aligned with the State's academic content standards and does not include a GED credential, certificate of attendance, or any
alternative award. The term "regular high school diploma" also includes a "higher diploma" that is awarded to students who complete
requirements above and beyond what is required for a regular diploma.

 In order to graduate with a regular high school diploma in the State of Hawaii, youth are required to earn 24 credits for the
High School Diploma or 25 credits for the Board of Education Recognition Diploma. The High School Diploma is issued to
students who have met all graduation requirements by demonstrating proficiency in the Hawaii Content and Performance
Standards and General Learner Outcomes in the required courses. A Board of Education Recognition Diploma with honors
shall be issued to students who meet the course and credit requirements and attain a cumulative grade point average (GPA) of
3.0 or higher. The same requirements apply to students with IEPs.

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 1: Graduation
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of youth with IEPs graduating from high school with a regular diploma. (20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 2: Drop Out
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2011

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))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target ≤   3.10% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00%

Data 3.20% 2.95% 5.80% 5.80% 5.80% 5.80% 5.20% 6.10%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target ≤ 5.50% 5.00% 4.50% 4.00% 3.50% 3.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community
were sent the results and longitudinal data for Performance Indicators. A template was provided for
stakeholders to set targets for the indicators. All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was
considered by the Special Education Section when setting targets in the Annual Performance Report
(APR). 

Change in Targets

In 2011, when Hawaii began using the annual event data for dropout rates, Indicator 2 was at 5.20% with
a target of 3.0%.  With the increased challenge and difficulty of standards-based core curriculum, and
increase of credit requirements to earn a high school diploma, the stakeholders suggested the targets
be changed to a more achievable percentage.  The targets will begin in 2013 at 5.5%, incrementally
decreasing to 3.0% in 2018.
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Indicator 2: Drop Out
FFY 2013 Data

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))

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2012-13 Exiting Data Groups
(EDFacts file spec C009; Data

Group 85)
6/5/2014

Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by
graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)

903

SY 2012-13 Exiting Data Groups
(EDFacts file spec C009; Data

Group 85)
6/5/2014

Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by
receiving a certificate (b)

138

SY 2012-13 Exiting Data Groups
(EDFacts file spec C009; Data

Group 85)
6/5/2014

Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by
reaching maximum age (c)

80

SY 2012-13 Exiting Data Groups
(EDFacts file spec C009; Data

Group 85)
6/5/2014

Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to
dropping out (d)

199

SY 2012-13 Exiting Data Groups
(EDFacts file spec C009; Data

Group 85)
6/5/2014

Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a
result of death (e )

4

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21)
who exited special education due to

dropping out

Total number of all youth with
IEPs who left high school (ages

14-21)

FFY 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

371 6,132 6.10% 5.50% 6.05023%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Use a different calculation methodology

Please explain the methodology used to calculate the numbers entered above.

Hawaii uses Option 2 using 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.   

The data used to calculate SPP/APR dropout rates for Hawaii’s public schools continues to be provided by the Hawaii
Department of Education’s (HIDOE) Information Resources Management Branch (IRMB).   Using an “event method” to gather
data, Hawaii’s dropout data has been based on a schools’ enrollment of students in grades 9-12 at the beginning of the school
year and includes any student who expressed an “intent to return/enroll” the following school year.   “Completer/Leaver” data
include students who “complete, continue, transfer, or dropout” during a school year.   This data are collected from one school
year to the following school year, over approximately fifteen months, to capture completion of graduation requirements or
movement of students during and immediately following summer breaks.  The SPP/APR reports will continue to reflect the use
of the event method to determine the rate of dropouts.

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 2: Drop Out
Required Actions from FFY 2012

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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 3A: Districts Meeting AYP/AMO for
Disability Subgroup
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target ≥  

Data

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target ≥

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input
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Indicator 3A: Districts Meeting AYP/AMO for
Disability Subgroup
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

Part B Introduction Page 11/25/2014 Number of districts in the State 1

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Does your State have an ESEA Flexibility Waiver of determining AYP? Yes No

Number of districts in
the State

Number of districts that
met the minimum "n"

size

Number of districts that
meet the minimum "n" size

AND met AYP

FFY 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

1
Incomplete

Data
n/a

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 3A: Districts Meeting AYP/AMO for
Disability Subgroup
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 3B: Participation for Students
with IEPs
Reporting Group Selection

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Historical Data
Based on previously reported data on the Historical Data and Targets page these are the grade groups that will be provided on the FFY 2013 Data pages.

Group Name
Grade

3
Grade

4
Grade

5
Grade

6
Grade

7
Grade

8
Grade

9
Grade

10
Grade

11
Grade

12
HS Other

A Overall x x x x x x x x x x x

 
If you need to change your grade groups, please contact your State Contact, who will discuss the changes you wish to make and help you coordinate with the GRADS team to make
your changes.
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Indicator 3B: Participation for Students
with IEPs
Historical Data and Targets

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Historical Data

 
Group
Name

Baseline
Year

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

A
Overall

2005
Target ≥   95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%

Data 96.61% 95.20% 96.10% 96.00% 97.00% 96.00% 95.87% 96.55%

A
Overall

2005
Target ≥   95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%

Data 96.45% 95.00% 95.91% 95.30% 97.00% 96.20% 95.85% 96.24%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

A ≥
Overall

95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%

A ≥
Overall

95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00% 95.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The State, with stakeholder agreement, has always used the 95% participation rate as the target.
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Indicator 3B: Participation for Students
with IEPs
FFY 2013 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Would you like to use the assessment data below to automatically calculate the actual data reported in your FFY 2013 APR by the grade groups you provided on the
Reporting Group Selection page? no

Data Source: SY 2013-14 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec C188; Data Group: 589) Date: 12/18/2014

Reading assessment participation data by grade

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS

a. Children with IEPs 1336 1321 1476 1484 1411 1538 0 1436 0 0 0

b. IEPs in regular assessment with no
accommodations

740 728 868 924 954 997 943

c. IEPs in regular assessment with
accommodations

441 441 469 450 306 399 258

d. IEPs in alternate assessment
against grade-level standards

e. IEPs in alternate assessment
against modified standards

f. IEPs in alternate assessment
against alternate standards

123 115 99 90 108 90 50

Data Source: SY 2013-14 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec C185; Data Group: 588) Date: 12/18/2014

Mathematics assessment participation data by grade

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS

a. Children with IEPs 1336 1321 1476 1484 1411 1538 0 1436 0 0 0

b. IEPs in regular assessment with no
accommodations

740 716 845 901 931 980 978

c. IEPs in regular assessment with
accommodations

442 453 492 473 328 421 216

d. IEPs in alternate assessment
against grade-level standards

e. IEPs in alternate assessment
against modified standards

f. IEPs in alternate assessment
against alternate standards

123 119 100 89 106 90 54
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Indicator 3B: Participation for Students
with IEPs
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Group Name
Number of Children

with IEPs
Number of Children with IEPs

Participating
FFY 2012 Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013 Data Status Slippage

A
Overall

10,002 9,593 96.55% 95.00% 95.91082% Met Target No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Group Name
Number of Children

with IEPs
Number of Children with IEPs

Participating
FFY 2012 Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013 Data Status Slippage

A
Overall

10,002 9,597 96.24% 95.00% 95.95081% Met Target No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Public Reporting Information

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

http://hidoereports.k12.hi.us/IDEAPartB/Pages/default.aspx

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 3B: Participation for Students
with IEPs
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with
IEPs
Reporting Group Selection

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Historical Data
Based on previously reported data on the Historical Data and Targets page these are the grade groups that will be provided on the FFY 2013 Data pages.

Group Name
Grade

3
Grade

4
Grade

5
Grade

6
Grade

7
Grade

8
Grade

9
Grade

10
Grade

11
Grade

12
HS Other

A Overall x x x x x x x x x x x

 
If you need to change your grade groups, please contact your State Contact, who will discuss the changes you wish to make and help you coordinate with the GRADS team to make
your changes.
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Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with
IEPs
Historical Data and Targets

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Historical Data

 
Group
Name

Baseline
Year

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

A
Overall

2005
Target ≥   16.00% 58.00% 58.00% 72.00% 86.00% 72.00%

Data 8.50% 13.51% 15.79% 17.06% 20.00% 16.82% 21.44% 23.92%

A
Overall

2005
Target ≥   9.00% 46.00% 58.00% 64.00% 82.00% 65.00%

Data 4.60% 6.61% 8.39% 7.90% 11.00% 11.00% 13.50% 15.21%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

  FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

A ≥
Overall

72.00% 74.00% 77.00% 80.00% 83.00% 86.00%

A ≥
Overall

64.00% 64.00% 68.00% 72.00% 76.00% 80.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

The reading and math targets will need to be reset for FFY 2014 given the initial use of the Common Core
State Standards and the corresponding Smarter Balanced Assessment.  In order to reset these targets, the
actual 2015 test results will be required.  These results should available in the summer of 2015.
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Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with
IEPs
FFY 2013 Data Disaggregation from EDFacts

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Would you like to use the assessment data below to automatically calculate the actual data reported in your FFY 2013 APR by the grade groups you provided on the
Reporting Group Selection page? no

Data Source: SY 2013-14 Assessment Data Groups - Reading (EDFacts file spec C178; Data Group: 584) Date: 12/18/2014

Reading assessment participation data by grade

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS

a. Children with IEPs who received a
valid score and a proficiency was
assigned

1304 1284 1436 1464 1368 1486 0 1251 0 0 0

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

146 151 143 174 175 239 189

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

69 66 75 92 52 72 40

d. IEPs in alternate assessment
against grade-level standards scored
at or above proficient against grade
level

e. IEPs in alternate assessment
against modified standards scored at
or above proficient against grade level

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

66 79 70 52 68 48 0 23 0 0 0

Data Source: SY 2013-14 Assessment Data Groups - Math (EDFacts file spec C175; Data Group: 583) Date: 12/18/2014

Mathematics assessment participation data by grade

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS

a. Children with IEPs who received a
valid score and a proficiency was
assigned

1305 1288 1437 1463 1365 1491 0 1248 0 0 0

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

148 123 128 91 81 118 49

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

77 64 68 28 32 44 3

d. IEPs in alternate assessment
against grade-level standards scored
at or above proficient against grade
level
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Mathematics assessment participation data by grade

Grade 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 HS

e. IEPs in alternate assessment
against modified standards scored at
or above proficient against grade level

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

58 71 60 48 63 44 0 19 0 0 0
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Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with
IEPs
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

Group Name

Children with IEPs
who received a valid

score and a
proficiency was

assigned

Number of Children with IEPs
Proficient

FFY 2012 Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013 Data Status Slippage

A
Overall

9,593 2,089 23.92% 72.00% 21.77630%
Did Not Meet

Target
Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Explanation of Group A Slippage

The statewide assessment that was administered, the Bridge Assessment, only included items that were aligned to the Common Core State
Standards, which are considerably more challenging than those on the former Hawaii Content and and Performance Standards assessment.  
We believe that this was the reason that both the Reading and Math scores decreased.

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

Group Name

Children with IEPs
who received a valid

score and a
proficiency was

assigned

Number of Children with IEPs
Proficient

FFY 2012 Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013 Data Status Slippage

A
Overall

9,597 1,417 15.21% 64.00% 14.76503%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Public Reporting Information

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

http://hidoereports.k12.hi.us/IDEAPartB/Pages/default.aspx

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with
IEPs
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Percent of the districts with a disability subgroup that meets the State’s minimum “n” size that meet the State’s AYP/AMO targets for the disability subgroup.A.
Participation rate for children with IEPs.B.
Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level, modified and alternate academic achievement standards.C.

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

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target ≤   4.00% 4.00% 4.00% 3.00% 1.00% 1.00% 0%

Data 1.00% 0.07% 1.40% 1.40% 0.34% 0% 1.00% 0%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target ≤ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community were sent the results
and longitudinal data for all performance Indicators. A template was provided for stakeholders to set targets for the indicators.
All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was considered by the Special Education Section when setting targets in the
Annual Performance Report (APR).
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Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

Part B Introduction Page 11/25/2014 Number of districts in the State 1

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Please indicate the type of denominator provided

 Number of districts in the State

 Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n-size

Number of districts that have a significant
discrepancy Number of districts in the State

FFY 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

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

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

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

The rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs in each LEA compared to the rates for nondisabled children in the same
LEA

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Definition of Significant Discrepancy and Methodology

Methodology
 
Data is collected under section 618 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Report of Children with
Disabilities Subject to Disciplinary Removal.  Discrepancy is computed by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions
for children with Individual Education Programs (IEPs) to rates for nondisabled children within the Local Education Agency
(LEA)/State Education Agency (SEA).  Hawaii is a unitary system, one LEA/SEA. 
Data on the number of unduplicated student suspensions for greater than 10 days are collected and analyzed to determine
whether there are significant discrepancies in the rates of suspension between disabled and nondisabled students.  A rate
difference methodology was implemented during the FY 2013 after extensive consultation with the U.S. Department of
Education (USDOE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) and the Western Regional Resource Center (WRRC).
For the FFY 2013 SPP/APR, HIDOE used a rate difference methodology to compare the statewide suspension/expulsion rate
for children with disabilities with the suspension/expulsion rate for children without disabilities in the analysis of SY 2012-2013
data.  This is one of the OSEP approved comparison methodologies that is used to determine whether significant
discrepancies in the rates of long-term suspension and expulsion are occurring between children with disabilities and children
without disabilities [34 CFR §300.170(a)]. 
The rate difference methodology used by HIDOE compares the rate of expulsions and suspensions of greater than ten days in
a school year for children with IEPs compared to the rate for nondisabled children.  The equation for the rate difference is: 
Rate difference = state suspension/expulsion (S/E) rate for children with disabilities minus (-) the state S/E rate for children
without disabilities.  Therefore, there is one rate difference comparing students with disabilities and students without
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disabilities. 
State definition of significant discrepancy
HIDOE defines “significant discrepancy” when the suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities is at least three
percentage points more than the State’s suspension/expulsion rate for all children with out disabilities.  The minimum “n” size
for any cell used was five.
In analyzing the data, HIDOE used the data from Table 5 of Information Collection 1820-0621 (Report of Children with
Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or Suspended/Expelled for More than 10 Days) for the school year 2012-2013 due,
November 6, 2013.  No sampling for this indicator was involved. 

FFY Actual Target Data for FFY 2013

 
2013

(2012-2013)
 

 
0% (Compliance Indicator)

 
 

Special Education Regular Education Rate Difference

 
Hawaii (rate
difference
percentages
comparing regular
education/special
education
 
 

225 (Total number of
special education

students removed for
greater than 10 days)

divided by 18992
(Total number of

special education
students =

1.18%

792 (Total number of
regular education

students removed for
greater than 10 days)

divided by 165768
(Total number of

regular education
students =

0.48%

1.18% - .48% = .70%
 

*Must be larger than
3% for significant
discrepancy
 

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings
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Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion
FFY 2012 Identification of Noncompliance

The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b). If YES, select one of the following:

The State DID ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated
October 17, 2008.

The State did NOT ensure that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02,
dated October 17, 2008.

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY2013 using 2012-2013 data)
Description of review

Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements
consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
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Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion
Correction of Previous Findings of Noncompliance

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Identified
Findings of Noncompliance Verified

as Corrected Within One Year
Findings of Noncompliance

Subsequently Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

0 0 0 0

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2012

 
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY

2012 APR
Findings of Noncompliance

Verified as Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as

Corrected

None
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2009

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Compliance indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Data 0% 0% 0% 0%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Compliance indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

Part B Introduction Page 11/25/2014 Number of districts in the State 1

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Please indicate the type of denominator provided

 Number of districts in the State

 Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n-size

Number of districts that
have a significant

discrepancy, by race or
ethnicity

Number of those districts
that have policies,

procedures, or practices
that contribute to the

significant discrepancy and
do not comply with

requirements
Number of districts in the

State
FFY 2012

Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

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

* FFY 2012 Data are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

All races and ethnicities were included in the review

State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

Definition of Significant Discrepancy and Methodology

Methodology
For the analysis of the data HIDOE used the data collected on 618 Data Table 5 of Information collection 1820-0621 (Report
of Children with Disabilities Unilaterally Removed or Suspended/Expelled for More than ten Days) for SY 2012-2013 due
November 6, 2013.  Sampling was not used in the analysis of the data used for Indicator 4B. 

For the FFY 2013 State Performance Plan (SPP)/APR, HIDOE used a rate difference methodology to compare the statewide
suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities in each racial/ethnic category to the statewide suspension/expulsion
rate for children without disabilities in the analysis of the SY 2012-2013 data.  This is one of the OSEP-approved comparison
methodologies that is used to determine whether significant discrepancies in the rates of suspension and expulsion by
race/ethnicity are occurring between children with disabilities and children without disabilities [34 CFR §300.170(a)]. 
Definition of significant discrepancy
HIDOE defines “significant discrepancy” when the suspension/expulsion rate for children with disabilities from any of the seven
racial/ethnic categories is at least three (3) percentage points more than the State’s suspension/expulsion rate for all children
without disabilities.  HIDOE used a minimum cell size of five in order for the data to be included for analysis.

Hawaii rate difference percentages by race/ethnicity category (state rate of each ethnicity w/ disabilities
minus state rate of students w/out disabilities)

State rate for students w/o disabilities = (792/165768)*100=0.48%

*For significant discrepancy must be larger than 3%.
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Suspension/Expulsion rate
(more than 10 days) for
Special Education student

State rate for students
w/o disabilities = .48%

 

Rate Difference

*For significant
discrepancy, rate
difference must be
larger than 3%.

AMERICAN INDIAN
Number in this category is

less than 5.
(792/165768)*100=.48%

Number in this
category is less than 5.

ASIAN (26/4179)*100=.62% (792/165768)*100=0.48%
 

.62%-.48%=.14%
 

BLACK (6/514)*100=1.17% (792/165768)*100=0.48%
 

.1.17%-.48=.69%
 

HISPANIC (17/1637)*100=1.04% (792/165768)*100=0.48%
 

1.04-.48=.56%
 

MULTIPLE (21/1456)*100=1.44% (792/165768)*100=0.48%
 

1.44-.48=.96%
 

PACIFIC ISLANDER (132/8353)*100=1.58% (792/165768)*100=0.48%
 

1.58-.48=1.10%
 

WHITE (22/2723)*100=.81% (792/165768)*100=0.48%
 

.81-.48-.33%
 

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Compliance indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion
FFY 2012 Identification of Noncompliance

The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

The State DID identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b).

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Compliance indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY2013 using 2012-2013 data)
Description of review

Describe how the State ensured that such policies, procedures, and practices were revised to comply with applicable requirements
consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, dated October 17, 2008.
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Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion
Correction of Previous Findings of Noncompliance

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Compliance indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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; and

A.

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.

B.

(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Identified
Findings of Noncompliance Verified

as Corrected Within One Year
Findings of Noncompliance

Subsequently Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

0 0 0 0

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2012

 
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY

2012 APR
Findings of Noncompliance

Verified as Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as

Corrected

None
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Indicator 5: Education Environments
(children 6-21)
Historical Data and Targets

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;A.
Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; andB.
In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.C.

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

Historical Data

  Baseline Year FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

A 2005

Target ≥   25.00% 30.00% 25.00% 27.00% 30.00% 44.00% 58.00%

Data 23.00% 21.00% 18.00%
26.00%
15.00%

28.00% 31.00% 31.00% 36.00%

B 2005

Target ≤   29.00% 29.00% 29.00% 26.00% 23.00% 19.00% 15.00%

Data 34.00% 35.00% 32.00%
32.00%
27.00%

31.00%
32.00%

30.00% 22.00% 19.00%

C 2005
Target ≤   3.00%

3.00%
0.04%

3.00% 3.00% 2.90% 2.80% 2.70%

Data 3.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 1.58%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

Explanation of Changes

Data for FFY 2008 and 2009 were incorrect.  The correct data has be updated and is visible in blue.

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target A ≥ 37.00% 39.00% 41.00% 47.00% 52.00% 57.00%

Target B ≤ 19.00% 18.00% 17.00% 16.00% 15.00% 14.00%

Target C ≤ 2.00% 2.00% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50% 1.50%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community were sent the results and longitudinal data for Performance Indicators. A
template was provided for stakeholders to set targets for the indicators. All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was considered by the Special Education Section when
setting targets in the Annual Performance Report (APR).
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Indicator 5: Education Environments
(children 6-21)
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;A.
Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; andB.
In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.C.

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

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014 Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 16,819

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014
A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class
80% or more of the day

6,175

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014
B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class
less than 40% of the day

3,254

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014 c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools 100

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014 c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities 14

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C002; Data group 74)

7/3/2014
c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital
placements

61

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with
IEPs aged 6 through 21

served

Total number of children
with IEPs aged 6 through

21

FFY 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

A. Number of children with IEPs
aged 6 through 21 inside the

regular class 80% or more of the
day

6,175 16,819 36.00% 37.00% 36.71443%
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

3,254 16,819 19.00% 19.00% 19.34717%
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]

175 16,819 1.58% 2.00% 1.04049% Met Target No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.
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Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

2/10/2015 Page 3 of 4



Indicator 5: Education Environments
(children 6-21)
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;A.
Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; andB.
In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.C.

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

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 6: Preschool Environments
Historical Data and Targets

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: 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; andA.
Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.B.

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

Historical Data

  Baseline Year FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

A 2011
Target ≥   35.40%

Data 33.90% 32.80%

B 2011
Target ≤   23.70%

Data 24.20% 23.80%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target A ≥ 33.00% 33.50% 34.00% 34.50% 35.00% 35.50%

Target B ≤ 23.70% 23.60% 23.50% 23.40% 23.30% 23.20%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community were sent the results
and longitudinal data for Performance Indicators.  A template was provided for stakeholders to set targets for the indicators. 
All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was considered by the Special Education Section when setting targets in the
Annual Performance Report (APR).  Based upon on available data and stakeholder input, targets were modified as indicated.
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Indicator 6: Preschool Environments
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: 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; andA.
Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.B.

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

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

7/3/2014 Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5 2,402

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

7/3/2014
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

774

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

7/3/2014 b1. Number of children attending separate special education class 646

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

7/3/2014 b2. Number of children attending separate school 9

SY 2013-14 Child
Count/Educational Environment
Data Groups (EDFacts file spec

C089; Data group 613)

7/3/2014 b3. Number of children attending residential facility 0

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of children with
IEPs aged 3 through 5

attending

Total number of children
with IEPs aged 3 through 5

FFY 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
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

774 2,402 32.80% 33.00% 32.22315%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

B. Separate special education
class, separate school or

residential facility
655 2,402 23.80% 23.70% 27.26894%

Did Not Meet
Target

Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Explanation of B Slippage

Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) did not meet target B of 23.70%, rather acheived 27.27%.

A factor for this decrease is due to the closure of a regular early childhood program site.  In addition, in 2013 the Hawaii Early
Intervention Section (Part C) adopted changes for their eligibility criteria.  This increase in eligibility standards in Part C may
play a factor for children eligible in Part B, as such the Department will continue to monitor this indicator to determine if a
new baseline needs to be established. 
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Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 6: Preschool Environments
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: 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; andA.
Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.B.

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

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table

FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

2/10/2015 Page 4 of 4



Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes
Historical Data and Targets

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);A.
Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); andB.
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.C.

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

  Baseline Year FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

A1 2008
Target ≥   83.10% 89.90% 90.40% 90.90%

Data 83.10% 89.60% 95.00% 94.10% 96.50%

A2 2008
Target ≥   47.70% 50.90% 51.40% 51.90%

Data 47.70% 50.40% 46.50% 54.70% 51.20%

B1 2008
Target ≥   81.80% 89.20% 89.70% 90.20%

Data 81.80% 91.60% 93.70% 95.30% 97.60%

B2 2008
Target ≥   49.20% 52.20% 52.70% 53.20%

Data 49.20% 51.70% 49.70% 52.10% 51.10%

C1 2008
Target ≥   79.30% 90.90% 91.40% 91.90%

Data 79.30% 92.30% 93.20% 94.40% 95.10%

C2 2008
Target ≥   60.50% 63.60% 64.10% 64.60%

Data 60.50% 63.10% 60.60% 66.20% 60.00%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

Explanation of Changes

The data was not prepopulated, so percentages were inputted.

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target A1 ≥ 91.00% 91.50% 92.00% 92.00% 93.00% 93.00%

Target A2 ≥ 52.00% 52.50% 53.00% 53.00% 54.00% 54.00%

Target B1 ≥ 90.50% 91.00% 91.50% 91.50% 92.00% 92.00%

Target B2 ≥ 53.50% 54.00% 54.50% 54.50% 55.00% 55.00%

Target C1 ≥ 92.00% 92.50% 93.00% 93.00% 94.00% 94.00%

Target C2 ≥ 65.00% 65.50% 66.00% 66.00% 67.00% 67.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community were sent the results
and longitudinal data for Performance Indicators.  A template was provided for stakeholders to set targets for the indicators. 
All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was considered by the Special Education Section when setting targets in the
Annual Performance Report (APR).
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Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);A.
Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); andB.
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.C.

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

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed 388

Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)

Number of
Children

a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 1

b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 20

c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 171

d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 185

e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 11

Numerator Denominator
FFY 2012

Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

A1. Of those preschool children who entered or exited
the preschool 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. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

356 377 96.50% 91.00% 94.42971% 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. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

196 388 51.20% 52.00% 50.51546%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

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

Number of
Children

a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 0

b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 14

c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 167

d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 194

e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 13

Numerator Denominator
FFY 2012

Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

B1. Of those preschool children who entered or exited
the preschool 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. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

361 375 97.60% 90.50% 96.26667% Met Target No Slippage
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Numerator Denominator
FFY 2012

Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data

Status 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. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

207 388 51.10% 53.50% 53.35052%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs

Number of
Children

a. Preschool children who did not improve functioning 1

b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers 14

c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it 144

d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers 210

e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers 19

Numerator Denominator
FFY 2012

Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

C1. Of those preschool children who entered or exited
the preschool 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. (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)

354 369 95.10% 92.00% 95.93496% 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. (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)

229 388 60.00% 65.00% 59.02062%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Was sampling used?  No

Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF)?  Yes

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In accordance with the instructions for Indicator 7, the following information is also provided.

The Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) collects outcome data using the Preschool Outcomes Measurement System
(POMS).  The foundation for the POMS is the Child Outcomes Summary Form (COSF) developed by the Early Childhood
Outcomes (ECO) Center.
Procedures:

All early childhood special education teachers are provided training on the POMS process and documentation and on
the use and scoring of the Brigance Inventory of Early Develpment II (Brigance).  
POMS ratings are based on multiple sources for information, such as the Brigance, service provider
input/observations/data and parent report of their child's skills and behaviors at home and in the community.
A POMS rating for each child is determined within two months of entry into the program and again at program exit with
at least 6 months in between.  No sampling was conducted. 

The criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined as a child who has been assigned a scored of 6 or
7 on the COSF.
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Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs who demonstrate improved:

Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);A.
Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); andB.
Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.C.

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

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

The State must report progress data and actual target data for FFY 2013 in the FFY 2013 APR.

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table

FFY 2013 data and actual target data included in FFY 2013 APR submittal.
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Indicator 8: Parent involvement
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

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))

Do you use a separate data collection methodology for preschool children? No

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target ≥   34.40% 34.80% 35.20% 40.00% 45.00% 53.00% 53.00%

Data
34.00%
0.00%

33.00% 30.00% 46.00% 48.00% 51.00% 50.00% 53.00%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

Explanation of Changes

The HI baseline data of 34% was not prepopulated.

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target ≥ 53.00% 52.00% 53.00% 53.00% 54.00% 54.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community were sent the results
and longitudinal data for Performance Indicators.  A template was provided for stakeholders to set targets for the indicators. 
All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was considered by the Special Education Section when setting targets in the
Annual Performance Report (APR).
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Indicator 8: Parent involvement
FFY 2013 Data

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))

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Number of respondent parents who report
schools facilitated parent involvement as a
means of improving services and results

for children with disabilities

Total number of respondent parents of
children with disabilities

FFY 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

740 1,446 53.00% 53.00% 51.17566%
Did Not Meet

Target
Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Explanation of Slippage

The percentage of parents of a child receiving special education services who reported that "schools facilitated parent
involvement as a means of improviing services and results for children with disabilities," calculated as the percentage of
respondents with the SEPPS measure that met or exceeded the standard of 600 was 51.18%.  The standard error of the
sample percentage (the expected error of the sample percentage in estimating the true percentage of measures at or above
the standard in the population of Hawaii) equaled 1.3%.  Because the 95% confidence interval for the population percentage
ranged from 48.3% to 53.5%, slippage was not considered significant.

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

The data collection process gave every parent of a child with a disability (aged 3-22) the opportunity to complete the
survey.  A parent survey was provided to parents of every student receiving special education services in the state through
the student’s school.  Surveys were collected year round from August 1 2013 until July 31, 2014.  In total, 23,000 paper
surveys were distributed. 1,450 surveys from parents were mailed directly to Piedra Data Services, HIDOE’s contracted data
analysis company.  The number of valid responses was 1,446.  This number exceeds the minimum number required for an
adequate confidence level based on established survey sample guidelines.

 Cover letters and postage-paid business reply envelopes were included with the surveys.  To protect student
confidentiality, no child information was tied to the identifiers; demographic information used in the analyses was taken
strictly from responses provided by parents to the last five survey items (items 26-30).

Describe how the State has ensured that any response data are valid and reliable, including how the data represent the
demographics of the State.

Survey Instrument

The Schools’ Efforts to Partner with Parents Scale (SEPPS) was developed by the National Center for Special Education
Accountability Monitoring (NCSEAM) to provide states with a valid and reliable instrument for measuring the extent to which
parents perceive that schools facilitate their involvement. Potential items to measure schools’ facilitation of
parent involvement, as well as other aspects of parents’ involvement with and perceptions about special education services,
were developed with substantial input from parents and other key stakeholders across the country. A full description of the
development of the item content is available on the NCSEAM website, www.accountabilitydata.org.

As part of its National Item Validation Study, NCSEAM collected data from a nationally representative sample of over 2,500
parents of children receiving special education services.

Results of NCSEAM’s data analyses supported the high reliability and validity of the SEPPS. Additionally, the study yielded a
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large bank of items that could be used to measure schools’ facilitation of parent involvement. It was determined that a
reliability of .90 or above could be achieved with 25 items. NCSEAM provided states with a sample 25-item set that
represented the full range of available items. Guidelines were also provided for selecting different items from the NCSEAM
item bank. HIDOE followed NCSEAM guidance in selecting a set of 25 SEPPS items from the NCSEAM item bank. 

Standard

The HIDOE elected to apply the standard recommended by NCSEAM as a way of deriving the percent to be reported on
Indicator #8, based on the distribution of measures on the SEPPS.  To establish a recommended standard, NCSEAM
convened a group of nationally representative stakeholders, including parents of children with disabilities, state directors
of special education, state early intervention coordinators, district and program personnel, advocates, attorneys, and
community representatives. Participants were invited to examine a set of items from the SEPPS, laid out in their calibration
order (see Table below). The items towards the bottom of the scale, with lower calibrations, are items that parents tend to
agree with most. The items towards the top of the scale, with higher calibrations, are items that parents tend to agree with
least. Because of the robust structure of the scale, a parent who agrees with a given statement will have a very high likelihood
of agreeing, or agreeing even more strongly, with all the items below it on the scale. The consensus of the stakeholder group
was that schools could only be said to have adequately facilitated parent involvement if parents agreed with all the items on
the scale up to, and including, the item, “The school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision of the
school.” The metric of the SEPPS is such that to achieve this level of agreement, parents would have to have a measure of
600 or above. Descriptively, a parent with a measure at or above 600 would have a very high likelihood (95% or greater) of
having agreed with the item that calibrates at 600.  Thus, states adopting the recommended standard would calculate their
percentage on Indicator #8 as the percent of parents with measures at or above 600 on the SEPPS.

SEPPS Items in Calibration Order
Item Calibration Item

672 In preparation for my child's transition planning meeting I was given information
about options my child will have after high school.

653 The school offers parents training about special education issues.
647 I was given information about organizations that offer support for parents of

students with disabilities.
634 The school provides information on agencies that can assist my child in the

transition from school.
600 The school explains what options parents have if they disagree with a decision

of the school.
591 I have been asked for my opinion about how well the special education services

my child receives are meeting my child's needs.
581 The school gives parents the help they may need to play an active role in their

child's education.
573 Written justification was given for the extent that my child would not receive

services in the regular classroom.
570 The school gives me choices with regard to services that address my child's

needs.
564 At the IEP meeting, we discussed how my child would participate in statewide

assessments.
561 The school offers parents a variety of ways to communicate with teachers.
550 The school communicates regularly with me regarding my child's progress on

IEP goals.
544 Teachers and administrators seek out parent input.
533 Teachers and administrators show sensitivity to the needs of students with

disabilities and their families.
528 Teachers and administrators ensure that I have fully understood the Procedural

Safeguards [the rules in federal law that protect the rights of parents].
526 Teachers and administrators encourage me to participate in the decision-making

process.
523 The school has a person on staff who is available to answer parents' questions.
513 All of my concerns and recommendations were documented on the IEP.
511 Teachers treat me as a team member.
507 I am considered an equal partner with teachers and other professionals in

planning my child's program.
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505 My child's evaluation report is written in terms I understand.
505 Written information I receive is written in an understandable way.
504 Teachers and administrators respect my cultural heritage.
492 Teachers are available to speak with me.
490 At the IEP meeting, we discussed accommodations and modifications that my

child would need.
The measurement approach used by NCSEAM, known as the Rasch framework, applies a series of parametric models to
estimate the properties of each survey item and each respondent in a waty that places individuals and itmes on a common
metric (Bond & Fox, 2001; Fischer & Molenaar, 1995; Rasch, 1960; Wright & Masters, 1982),  The Rasch approach offers many
advantages over typical approaches to survey deelopment.  First, it is possible to test whether the items administered belong
together, whether they area all related to the construct htat the scale is supposed to measure.  Ongoing confirmation of the fit
of the items helps to maintain the quality of the measurement  system.  It is also possible to test whether the response
categories are operating in the expected fashion. Second, it is possible to determine where each item is located on the
measurement ruler.  The item's location is referred to as the item's "calibration."  It has been empirically demonstrated that
items in the SEPPS scale are not all of equal agreeablitiy.Items range from those that are most likely to draw agree responses
to those that are least likely to draw agree responses.  Highly agreeable items have low calibrations; less agreeable items have
higher calibrations.The fact that items have highly stable calibrations (agreeability levels) regardless of the population that is
asked to respond to the items is a very important attribute of well-constructed measurement scales.  

Third, a Rasch analysis condenses information from a person's responses to all the items in a scale into a single number.  That
number is the person's measure on the scale.  Since the Rasch framework puts measures on the same metric as item
calibrations, a person's measure on a scale can be meaningfully interpreted in terms of the items on the scale.  When SEPPS
measures from a representative sample of parents are aggregated, the average value represents a reliable and highly
interpretable measure of the extent to which schools are facilitating parent involvement.  

Demographic Representation of the Data

If the distribution of ethnicity in the sample is not representative of that in the population as a whole, the resulting sample
mean may not be representative of the overall population mean. As a result of this effect, a sample mean that weights the
contribution of each relevant demographic group (e.g., ethnic group) according to the weight attributed to that group in the
population was used.  This is called a weighted mean.  To obtain a mean value of SEPPS measures that is weighted with
respect to the ethnicity of the population the following procedures are followed. First, the mean SEPPS measure for each
ethnicity category (i.e., White, Black, etc.) is obtained for the sample. Then, the sample mean for each ethnicity category is
multiplied by the proportion of the population classified as the particular ethnicity category. Finally, the category-level
products (sample mean for the category multiplied by population proportion for the category) are summed to yield the final
weighted mean.

A similar procedure is used to obtain a weighted percentage meeting the criterion of 600, with the exception that the sample
mean for each ethnicity category would be replaced by the sample percentage meeting the criterion of 600 for each ethnicity
category. Similarly, a mean that was weighted by primary exceptionality followed analogous procedures with the exception
that the categories correspond to primary exceptionality rather than ethnicity.
The percentage of parents of a child receiving special education services who reported that “schools facilitated parent
involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities,” calculated as the percentage of
respondents with a SEPPS measure that met or exceeded the standard of 600, was 51%. When weighted by ethnicity and
primary exceptionality, the percent was unchanged at 51%.

Was sampling used?  No

Was a collection tool used?  Yes

Is it a new or revised collection tool?  No

Yes, the data accurately represent the demographics of the State

No, the data does not accurately represent the demographics of the State

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

2/10/2015 Page 4 of 5



Indicator 8: Parent involvement
Required Actions from FFY 2012

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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate
Representations
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Data 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate
Representations
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

Part B Introduction Page 11/25/2014 Number of districts in the State 1

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Please indicate the type of denominator provided

 Number of districts in the State

 Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n-size

Number of districts with
disproportionate

representation of racial and
ethnic groups in special
education and related

services

Number of districts with
disproportionate

representation of racial and
ethnic groups in special
education and related

services that is the result of
inappropriate identification

Number of districts in the
State

FFY 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

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

* FFY 2012 Data are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

All races and ethnicities were included in the review

Define “disproportionate representation” and describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation

Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) is a unitary educational system therefore the state is reported as a single district.

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts with disproportionate representation of racial and ethnic group in special education and related
services that is the result of inappropriate identification) divided by the (# of districts in the state)] times 100.

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

State definition of disproportionate representation (Tier I):

Any group whose risk ratio falls outside a 90% confidence interval for its respective disability and group size signifies
disproportionate representation.

State description of disproportionality determination (Tier II):

For over identification, the state analyzes the identification practices from a representative sampling of students in the racial
or ethnic group that is disproportionately over identified through a file review for each student.

HIDOE Methodology:
The first tier is a statistical analysis of disproportionate representation based on racial/ethnic groups.  In the statistical analysis
of disproportionate representation, risk ratios are calculated based on the racial/ethnic group category with respect to all
racial/ethnic groups in Hawaii.  The risk ratios are then compared against its respective confidence interval based on
racial/ethnic group and group size.
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On the second tier, the HIDOE applies the Analysis of Identified Procedures and Practices (AIPP) to a sample of student files
from the groups that were identified with disproportionate representation on Tier I, to determine whether the disproportionate
representation was the result of inappropriate identification. When disproportionate identification is the result of inappropriate
identification, and noncompliance is identified, it is addressed under HIDOE’s general supervision process consistent with
OSEP’s Memo 09-02 Reporting on correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections
616 and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate
Representations
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings
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Indicator 9: Disproportionate
Representations
Correction of Previous Findings of Noncompliance

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Identified
Findings of Noncompliance Verified

as Corrected Within One Year
Findings of Noncompliance

Subsequently Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

0 0 0 0

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2012

 
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY

2012 APR
Findings of Noncompliance

Verified as Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as

Corrected

None
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate
Representations in Specific Disability
Categories
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Data 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate
Representations in Specific Disability
Categories
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

Part B Introduction Page 11/25/2014 Number of districts in the State 1

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

Please indicate the type of denominator provided

 Number of districts in the State

 Number of districts that met the State’s minimum n-size

Number of districts with
disproportionate

representation of racial and
ethnic groups in specific

disability categories

Number of districts with
disproportionate

representation of racial and
ethnic groups in specific

disability categories that is
the result of inappropriate

identification
Number of districts in the

State
FFY 2012

Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

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

* FFY 2012 Data are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

All races and ethnicities were included in the review

Define “disproportionate representation” and describe the method(s) used to calculate disproportionate representation

Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) is a unitary educational system therefore the state is reported as a single district.

Measurement:

Percent = [(# of districts 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)] times 100.

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

Definition of “Disproportionate Representation”

State Definition of Disproportionate Representation (Tier I):

Any group whose risk ratio falls outside a 99% confidence interval for its respective disability and group size. 

State Definition of Inappropriate Identification (Tier II):
HIDOE analyzes the identification practices from a representative sampling of students in the racial or ethnic group that is
disproportionately over-identified through a file review for each student.
HIDOE Methodology:

The first tier is a statistical analysis of disproportionate representation based on racial/ethnic group by disability category for
the following disability categories:  intellectual disability, specific learning disabilities, emotional disability, speech or
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language impairments, other health disability and autism spectrum disorder.  In the statistical analysis of disproportionate
representation, risk ratios are calculated based on the racial/ethnic group in a specific disability category with respect to all
racial/ethnic groups in Hawaii.  The risk ratios are then compared against its respective confidence interval based on disability
and group size.
 On the second tier, the HIDOE applies the Analysis of Identified Procedures and Practices (AIPP) to a sample of student files
from the groups that were identified with disproportionate representation on Tier I, to determine whether the disproportionate
representation was the result of inappropriate identification. When disproportionate identification is the result of inappropriate
identification, and noncompliance is identified, it is addressed under HIDOE’s general supervision process consistent with
OSEP’s  Memo 09-02 Reporting on correction of Noncompliance in the Annual Performance Report Required under Sections
616 and 642 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. 

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate
Representations in Specific Disability
Categories
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings
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Indicator 10: Disproportionate
Representations in Specific Disability
Categories
Correction of Previous Findings of Noncompliance

Monitoring Priority: Disproportionate Representations

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))

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Identified
Findings of Noncompliance Verified

as Corrected Within One Year
Findings of Noncompliance

Subsequently Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

0 0 0

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2012

 
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY

2012 APR
Findings of Noncompliance

Verified as Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as

Corrected

None
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Indicator 11: Child Find
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

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))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target   100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Data 93.77% 97.00% 95.00% 96.00% 98.00% 98.80% 98.60% 98.20%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Indicator 11: Child Find
FFY 2013 Data

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))

FFY 2013 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 2012

Data*
FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

4,708 4,590 98.20% 100% 97.49363%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Number of children included in (a), but not included in (b) [a-b] 118

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.

                               FFY 2013 Initial Evaluations Completed – Eligible and Ineligible

  Total Evaluations Eligible Ineligible

  Total Within Over % Total Within Over % Total Within Over %

2013-14 4708 4590 118 97.5 3869 3859 10 99.7 839 731 108 87.1

    Number of Days Beyond the 60 days

  Total 1-10 11-30 31-60 60+

  Eligible
Not

Eligible
Eligible Not Eligible Eligible Not Eligible Eligible Not Eligible Eligible Not Eligible

2013-14 10 108 2 57 0 38 7 11 1 2

  Reasons for Delay

 
Total

 

Parent not
Available

Student Not
Available

Parental
Request

Provider Not
Available

Provider's
Report Not
Available

Unknown

  Eligible
Not
Eligible Eligible Not Eligible Eligible Not Eligible Eligible Not Eligible Eligible Not Eligible Eligible Not Eligible Eligible Not Eligible

2013-14 10 108 0 1 0 4 0 1 0 0 0 0 10 102
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Indicate the evaluation timeline used

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

 The State established a timeline within which the evaluation must be conducted.

What is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations?

The initial evaluation shall be conducted within 60 days of receiving parental consent for the evaluation; and determine if the student is a student with a disability and the educational 
needs of the student.

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?

 State monitoring

 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.

Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) is a unitary system with one (1) Board of Education (BOE) appointing the
Superintendent of Education.  The HIDOE is both the State Education Agency (SEA)/LEA functioning as the state system and
one (1) district. The Special Education Section (SES) monitors the entire system to include individual complexes and
individual schools.

The data for Indicator 11, Child Find, was retrieved through Hawaii Department of Education’s (HIDOE’s) electronic
Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS) and encompasses the entire year and includes all students receiving initial
evaluations in School Year (SY) 2013-2014. 

 

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

2/10/2015 Page 3 of 5



Indicator 11: Child Find
Required Actions from FFY 2012

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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings

FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

2/10/2015 Page 4 of 5



Indicator 11: Child Find
Correction of Previous Findings of Noncompliance

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))

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Identified
Findings of Noncompliance Verified

as Corrected Within One Year
Findings of Noncompliance

Subsequently Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

11 11 0 0

FFY 2012 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that each LEA with noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

In the eleven (11) complexes, a total of seventy-two (72) individual initial evaluations of eligible and ineligible students were
over timeline.

OSEP Memo 09-02 Prong 2:  In order to ensure that the complexes were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements,
SES reviewed subsequent 60 day timeline data collected through eCSSS and verified that 100% of these subsequent files
were completed within the timeline, consistent with 34 CFR §300.301(c).  The eleven (11) complexes were notified in writing
that noncompliance had been corrected.

Because the HIDOE passed the two verification tests, consistent with OSEP Memorandum 09-02, the SES considered that
HIDOE has verified the correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2012 for Indicator 11 and is correctly implementing the
regulatory requirements in accordance with 34 CFR §300.301(c).

Describe how the State verified that each LEA corrected each individual case of noncompliance

OSEP Memo 09-02 Prong 1:  SES verified the correction of this noncompliance by reviewing the data and by verifying that
all the eligible and ineligible students had their evaluations completed, although late.  Each of the files for these students
was investigated through eCSSS and verified that all eligible students had an IEP developed.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2012

 
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY

2012 APR
Findings of Noncompliance

Verified as Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as

Corrected

None
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

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))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target   100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Data 90.90% 99.00% 99.00% 99.00% 98.00% 98.00% 93.00% 97.00%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition
FFY 2013 Data

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))

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data

a. Number of children who have been served in Part C and referred to Part B for Part B eligibility determination. 576

b. Number of those referred determined to be NOT eligible and whose eligibility was determined prior to third birthday. 76

c. Number of those found eligible who have an IEP developed and implemented by their third birthdays. 429

d. Number for whom parent refusals to provide consent caused delays in evaluation or initial services or to whom exceptions under 34 CFR §300.301(d) applied. 47

e. Number of children who were referred to Part C less than 90 days before their third birthdays. 6

Numerator
(c)

Denominator
(a-b-d-e)

FFY 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

Percent of children referred by Part C prior to age 3 who are
found eligible for Part B, and who have an IEP developed and
implemented by their third birthdays. [c/(a-b-d-e)]x100

429 447 97.00% 100% 95.97315%
Did Not Meet

Target
Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

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

18

Explanation of Slippage

The Hawaii Department of Education (HIDOE) did not meet the target of 100%.  In 2013, a new process was implemented for
the early childhood transition notice from Part C to Part B towards improving results of chidren who have been served in Part C
and found eligible for Part B and who have an individual education program (IEP) developed and implemented by their third
birthday.  Training was done in 2013, however the slippage in comparison to the 2012 data of 97% may suggest that further
training may be necessary.   

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

Eighteen (18) children who were included in “a” but not in “b, c, d or e”.

In one (1) case the child was found eligible and did not have the IEP developed as the child was withdrawn from school
before the child’s third birthday.

Range of Days Beyond Age 3

In  seventeen (17) cases, out of 41 complexes,  the children’s eligibility had been determined and IEPs developed and

implemented,  though not by the child’s third birthday.   The number of days beyond the 3rd birthday ranged from one (1) to
109.

 

# Days Eligibility/Services were Delayed
Beyond the Child’sThird Birthday # of Cases
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1 – 10  3

11 – 30  5

31 – 60  6

>60 3

Reason for Delays for 17 cases:

In nine (9) of the 18 cases, the reason for delay was late referrals from Part C.  There was no non-compliance on the part
of the schools. Out of the nine (9) cases, three (3) cases were found ineligible.  For the other six (6) cases, the schools
were unable to complete the evaluation, eligibility and IEP processes prior to the child’s third birthday.
In  four (4) of the 18 cases, the schools did not act in a timely manner upon receipt of the Part C Transition Notice.
In three (3) of the 18 cases, the schools decided not to evaluate the child upon referral from Part C, then reconsidered a
short time later, evaluated the child and found the child eligible, though after age three.
In one (1) of the 18 cases, the school did not meet the 60 day timeline for a timely evaluation. 

Attached PDF table (optional) No PDF table was attached

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?

 State monitoring

 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.
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The data for this indicator is derived from a report in the electronic Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS)
database, “Preschool Services by Age 3.”   This report pulls data from individual student electronic files and includes all
children who reached age three and were referred for an initial evaluation during the school year (SY) 2013-2014 (July1,
2013 - June 30, 2014)..  For each child, the report includes:

Birth date

Date of the child’s third birthday

Date the school received the referral

Number of days the referral was received prior to the third birthday

Date the parent signed consent for the initial evaluation

Date the evaluation is projected to be completed (In Hawaii, evaluations are considered complete when services are

available; 60 days from consent.)

Evaluation Status (IDEA eligible, (Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) ineligible, withdrawn, consent

revoked)

Referral Source (Part C, if applicable)

Date the initial Individualized Education Program (IEP) was held

Date services were made available

 

Schools are able to track their data which is updated daily.  Any record that indicates services were not available by a

child’s third birthday is “red-flagged,” which enables school, district, or state personnel to investigate the situation to

determine the reasons.

The data from the report generated for SY 2013 - 2014 was reviewed by the Special Education Section (SES), regional,
and school level personnel to ensure the accuracy of the information about each individual child.  In addition, schools
collect and maintain Part C Transition Notices which provide information on when children were referred to Part C, and
when Part C referred the children to Part B.

Beginning in 2013, both schools and the state office receive the Part C Transition Notice.  Schools collect and maintain
the Part C Transition Notice and begin the referral process.  The state office aggregates the data and distributes to the
complexes for monitoring and oversight.

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition
Required Actions from FFY 2012

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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings
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Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition
Correction of Previous Findings of Noncompliance

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))

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Identified
Findings of Noncompliance Verified

as Corrected Within One Year
Findings of Noncompliance

Subsequently Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

14 14 0 0

FFY 2012 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that each LEA with noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

There were fourteen (14) findings of noncompliance in which a request for an evaluation was not timely or IEPs were not
implemented until after a child's third birthday. 
The state office verified noncompliance reported under Indicator 12 in the FFY 2012 APR by using two verification tests that
are consistent with the U.S. Department (USDOE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02.
OSEP Memo 09-02, Prong 2:  In order to ensure that the complexes were correctly implementing the regulatory requirements,
SES reviewed subsequent early childhood transition data (eCSSS Preschool Services by Age 3 Report as well as individual
student records) for the identified complexes collected through the eCSSS data system and verified that all complexes were
implementing all regulatory requirements relevant to transition from Part C to Part B with 100% compliance within one year of
identification of the noncompliance.  All complexes were notified in writing that noncompliance had been corrected.

Because the HIDOE passed the two (2) verification test, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, the SES considered that HIDOE
has corrected the noncompliance identifed in FFY 2012 for Indicator 12 and is correctly implementing the regulatory
requirements in accordance with 34 CFR Section 300.124(b). 

Describe how the State verified that each LEA corrected each individual case of noncompliance

OSEP Memo 09-02, Prong 1:  SES verified the correction/resolution of each individual instance of noncompliance by a
review of individual records in the eCSSS data system.  All students had an IEP and were receiving special education and
related services prior to identification of the noncompliance.

Although all individual instances had been resolved prior to identification of the noncompliance by SES, findings were issued
in writing to each school complex with noncompliance.  In accordance with the OSEP Memo 09-02, complexes were directed
to demonstrate through subsequent data that schools were appropriately implementing the regulatory requirements.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2012

 
Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY

2012 APR
Findings of Noncompliance

Verified as Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as

Corrected

None
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2009

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: 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))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target   100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Data 76.00% 79.00% 84.00% 84.00%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: 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))

FFY 2013 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 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

167 187 84.00% 100% 89.30481%
Did Not Meet

Target
No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

What is the source of the data provided for this indicator?

 State monitoring

 State database that includes data for the entire reporting year

Describe the method used to collect these data, and if data are from the State’s monitoring, describe the procedures used
to collect these data.

Data for this Indicator is derived from a review of 187 randomly selected IEPs of students aged 16 years and older from all
schools, including public charter schools, which serve students of that age group.  The National Secondary Transition
Technical Assistance Center (NSTTAC) checklist was used to conduct the review.  In order to be considered in compliance with
the NSTTAC checklist and Indicator 13, an Individualized Education Program (IEP) must have demonstrated compliance with
the eight specific requirements.

The IEP must include an appropriate measurable postsecondary goal or goals that covers education or training,
employment, and, as needed, independent living;

1.

The postsecondary goal(s) are updated annually;2.

The measurable postsecondary goal(s) are based on age appropriate transition assessment;3.

The transition services in the IEP will reasonably enable the student to meet his or her postsecondary goal(s);4.

The transition services include courses of study that will reasonably enable the student to meet his or her postsecondary
goal(s);

5.

There is/are annual IEP goal(s) related to the student’s transition service needs;6.

There is evidence that the student was invited to the IEP Team meeting where transition services were discussed; and7.

There is evidence that a representative of any participating agency was invited to the IEP Team meeting (if appropriate)
with the prior consent of the parent or student who has reached the age of majority. 

8.

The FFY 2012 data was disaggregated by eligibility categories and by compliance with each of the eight requirements in the
NSSTAC checklist.  The eligibility categories included:

Specific learning disability (SLD)
Other health disability (OHD)
Intellectual disability (ID)
Emotional disability (ED)
Autism spectrum disorder (ASD)
Speech or Language(SoL)
Other (Includes deaf, hard of hearing, multiple disabilities, orthopedic disability, traumatic brain injury, and visual
disability including blindness.)
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Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: 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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table, not including correction of findings
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Indicator 13: Secondary Transition
Correction of Previous Findings of Noncompliance

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Compliance indicator: 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))

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified in FFY 2012

Findings of Noncompliance Identified
Findings of Noncompliance Verified

as Corrected Within One Year
Findings of Noncompliance

Subsequently Corrected
Findings Not Yet Verified as Corrected

30 29 1 0

FFY 2012 Findings of Noncompliance Verified as Corrected

Describe how the State verified that each LEA with noncompliance is correctly implementing the regulatory requirements

Verification of Correction (either timely or subsequent):

The SES verified noncompliance reported under Indicator 13 in the FFY 2012 APR by using two verification tests that are
consistent with the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE), Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Memo 09-02.

There were 30 findings of noncompliance under Indicator 13 pertaining to the following regulatory requirements during FFY
2012:

§300.320(a) measurable postsecondary goals related to training, education, employment, and, where appropriate,
independent living skills (1 finding),
§300.320(b) appropriate measurable postsecondary goals based upon age appropriate transition assessments (15
findings), and
§300.321(b) inviting the student to attend his/her IEP team meeting if a purpose of the meeting will be the consideration
of the postsecondary goals and transition services. (14 findings).

Findings were issued to each school complex with noncompliance.  In accordance with the OSEP
Memo 09-02, complexes were directed to correct all individual instances of noncompliance and ensure that schools were
appropriately implementing the regulatory requirements.

OSEP Memo 09-02, Prong 2: Complexes submitted data (subsequent to the notification of noncompliance) to demonstrate
correct implementation of the regulatory requirements.  The data submitted was reviewed by SES using the eCSSS
database.  SES verified that all complexes achieved 100% compliance with the regulatory requirements.

Twenty-nine of the findings of noncompliance were verified as corrected within one year of identification.  One finding
pertaining to §300.320(b) was verified as corrected, more than one year after identification.

Describe how the State verified that each LEA corrected each individual case of noncompliance

OSEP Memo 09-02, Prong 1:  SES reviewed the individual cases identified in FFY 2012 through the electronic
Comprehensive Student Support System (eCSSS) database and verified that the IEPs for the identified cases (still under the
jurisdiction of HIDOE) were corrected consistent with 34 CFR:

§300.320(a) measurable postsecondary goals related to training, education, employment, and, where appropriate,
independent living skills,
§300.320(b) appropriate measurable postsecondary goals based upon age appropriate transition assessments, and
§300.321(b) inviting the student to attend his/her Individualized Education Program (IEP) team meeting if a purpose of
the meeting will be the consideration of the postsecondary goals and transition services.

Correction of Findings of Noncompliance Identified Prior to FFY 2012

  Findings of Noncompliance Not Yet Verified as Corrected as of FFY Findings of Noncompliance Findings Not Yet Verified as
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2012 APR Verified as Corrected Corrected

None
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes
Historical Data and Targets

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Results indicator: 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.A.
Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.B.
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.

C.

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

Historical Data

  Baseline Year FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

A 2009

Target ≥   42.00% 42.00%
41.00%
0.00%

Data 38.00% 37.00% 37.50%
36.59%
0.00%

B 2009
Target ≥   71.00% 75.00% 75.00%

Data 69.00% 73.00% 72.50% 76.75%

C 2009
Target ≥   78.00% 81.00% 81.00%

Data 77.00% 79.00% 78.20% 84.86%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

Explanation of Changes

The prepopulated data was inaccurate.  The correct percentages were inputted.

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target A ≥ 33.67% 34.00% 34.00% 35.00% 35.00% 36.00%

Target B ≥ 74.90% 75.00% 75.00% 76.00% 77.00% 78.00%

Target C ≥ 85.46% 86.00% 86.00% 87.00% 87.00% 88.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community were sent the results
and longitudinal data for Performance Indicators.  A template was provided for stakeholders to set targets for the indicators. 
All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was considered by the Special Education Section when setting targets in the
Annual Performance Report (APR).
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes
FFY 2013 Data

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Results indicator: 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.A.
Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.B.
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.

C.

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

FFY 2013 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 502

1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 169

2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 207

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)

26

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).

27

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 2012
Data*

FFY 2013
Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

A. Enrolled in higher education (1) 169 502 36.59% 33.67% 33.66534% Met Target No Slippage

B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively
employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)

376 502 76.75% 74.90% 74.90040% Met Target No Slippage

C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other
postsecondary education or training program; or

competitively employed or in some other employment
(1+2+3+4)

429 502 84.86% 85.46% 85.45817% Met Target No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Was sampling used?  No

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Describe the calculations and results using actual numbers and compare these results to the targets. Include a
description of how the State has ensured that survey data are valid and reliable, including how the data represent the
demographics of the State.

Data were gathered from the members of the Class of 2013 by phone contact or in written format (based on the requests of the
student/parents).  All 1069 “leavers” (those exiting the school system with diplomas, certificates of completion, those who aged
out and dropped out, and those who were expected to return but did not for the current school year) were included in the
survey, which was conducted between August and September, 2014.  These “leavers” had been out of school for at least one
year at the time the survey was conducted. The statewide response rate was 46.9% based on 502 respondents.
The tables below demonstrate that the data is representative of the target population when they are examined by ethnic and
disability, based on a difference of no more than +/- 3% in the rates of those who were interviewed.
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Ethnicity Total # of SPED
leavers

 (n = 1069)

% # Interviewed
(n = 502)

%

American
Indian/Alaskan

6 0.01 0 0.00

Asian Pacific Islander 815 0.76 391 0.78
Black (non- Hispanic) 28 0.03 10 0.02
Hispanic 40 0.04 20 0.04
White (non-Hispanic) 156 0.15 74 0.15
Other (not listed) 24 0.02 7 0.01
         

 

 

Disability Total # of SPED
leavers

(n = 1069)

% # Interviewed
(n = 502)

%

Autism 41 0.04 21 0.04
Emotional Disability 97 0.09 36 0.07
Intellectual Disability 71 0.07 34 0.07
Other health impaired 177 0.17 94 0.19
Specific Learning
Disability

614 0.57 282 0.56

Deaf/Hard of Hearing 25 0.02 14 0.03
Multiple Disabilities 22 0.02 11 0.02

*Others 22 0.02 10 0.0
*Orthopedic Disability (6), Speech-Language (2), Traumatic Brain Injury (4), Visual Impairment (7), Not Categorized (3)
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Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes
Required Actions from FFY 2012

Monitoring Priority: Effective General Supervision Part B / Effective Transition

Results indicator: 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.A.
Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.B.
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.

C.

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

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

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))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target ≥   20.00% 22.00% 24.00% 30.00% 35.00% 40.00%

Data 16.00% 6.00% 40.00% 36.00% 36.00% 47.33% 50.00% 43.86%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target ≥ 43.00% 43.00% 44.00% 44.00% 45.00% 45.00%

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In December 2014, identified stakeholders from the Department of Education, parents, and community were sent the results
and longitudinal data for Performance Indicators.  A template was provided for stakeholders to set targets for the indicators. 
All input was received by January 16, 2015, and was considered by the Special Education Section when setting targets in the
Annual Performance Report (APR).  Based upon on available data and stakeholder input, targets were modified as indicated.
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions
FFY 2013 Data

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))

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section C:

Due Process Complaints
11/5/2014 3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements 9

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section C:

Due Process Complaints
11/5/2014 3.1 Number of resolution sessions 56

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data
3.1(a) Number resolution sessions

resolved through settlement
agreements

3.1 Number of resolution sessions
FFY 2012

Data*
FFY 2013 Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

9 56 43.86% 43.00% 16.07143%
Did Not Meet

Target
Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Explanation of Slippage

In FFY 2013, of the 79 due process hearing requests filed, 10 due process complaints were fully adjudicated, and 49 were withdrawn or dismissed. As of this reporting, 20 due
process filings are pending. The total number of due process complaints that were resolved during the resolution period decreased. However, a majority of the cases were
resolved outside the required resolution period and prior to being fully adjudicated in a due process hearing. 

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
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Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions
Required Actions from FFY 2012

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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table

FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

2/10/2015 Page 3 of 3



Indicator 16: Mediation
Historical Data and Targets

Baseline Data: 2005

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))

Historical Data

FFY 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Target ≥   85.00% 85.00% 88.00%

Data 60.00% 86.00% 77.77% 20.00% 77.78% 100% 66.67%

Key: Gray – Data Prior to Baseline Yellow – Baseline Blue – Data Update

FFY 2013 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target ≥

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

In FFY 2013, there were less than 10 mediations.  Per Measurement Table:  States are not required to
establish baseline or targets if the number of mediations is less than 10.  In a reporting period when the
number of mediations reaches ten or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and
report on them in the corresponding APR. 
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Indicator 16: Mediation
FFY 2013 Data

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))

Prepopulated Data

Source Date Description Data Overwrite Data

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B:

Mediation Requests
11/5/2014 2.1.a.i Mediations agreements related to due process complaints 0

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B:

Mediation Requests
11/5/2014 2.1.b.i Mediations agreements not related to due process complaints 5

EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute
Resolution Survey; Section B:

Mediation Requests
11/5/2014 2.1 Mediations held 5

FFY 2013 SPP/APR Data
2.1.a.i Mediations

agreements related to
due process
complaints

2.1.b.i Mediations
agreements not related

to due process
complaints

2.1 Mediations held
FFY 2012

Data*
FFY 2013 Target*

FFY 2013
Data Status Slippage

0 5 5 66.67% 100% Incomplete Data No Slippage

* FFY 2012 Data and FFY 2013 Target are editable on the Historical Data and Targets page.

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

In FFY 2013, there were less than 10 mediations.  Per Measurement Table:  States are not required to
establish baseline or targets if the number of mediations is less than 10.  In a reporting period when the
number of mediations reaches ten or greater, develop baseline, targets and improvement activities, and
report on them in the corresponding APR. 
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Indicator 16: Mediation
Required Actions from FFY 2012

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))

Actions required in FFY 2012 response table

None

Responses to actions required in FFY 2012 response table
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Baseline and Targets

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Baseline Data

FFY 2013

Data

FFY 2014 - FFY 2018 Targets

FFY 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Target

Description of Measure

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

FFY 2013 Part B State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual Performance Report (APR)

2/10/2015 Page 1 of 6



Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Data Analysis

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Data Analysis

A description of how the State identified and analyzed key data, including data from SPP/APR indicators, 618 data collections, and other available data as applicable, to: (1) select the
State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities, and (2) identify root causes contributing to low performance. The description must include information about how
the data were disaggregated by multiple variables (e.g., LEA, region, race/ethnicity, gender, disability category, placement, etc.). As part of its data analysis, the State should also
consider compliance data and whether those data present potential barriers to improvement. In addition, if the State identifies any concerns about the quality of the data, the
description must include how the State will address these concerns. Finally, if additional data are needed, the description should include the methods and timelines to collect and
analyze the additional data.
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Analysis of State Infrastructure

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Analysis of State Infrastructure to Support Improvement and Build Capacity

A description of how the State analyzed the capacity of its current infrastructure to support improvement and build capacity in LEAs to implement, scale up, and sustain the use of
evidence-based practices to improve results for children with disabilities. State systems that make up its infrastructure include, at a minimum: governance, fiscal, quality standards,
professional development, data, technical assistance, and accountability/monitoring. The description must include current strengths of the systems, the extent the systems are
coordinated, and areas for improvement of functioning within and across the systems. The State must also identify current State-level improvement plans and initiatives, including
special and general education improvement plans and initiatives, and describe the extent that these initiatives are aligned, and how they are, or could be, integrated with, the SSIP.
Finally, the State should identify representatives (e.g., offices, agencies, positions, individuals, and other stakeholders) that were involved in developing Phase I of the SSIP and that
will be involved in developing and implementing Phase II of the SSIP.
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Measurable Results for Students with Disabilities

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities
A statement of the result(s) the State intends to achieve through the implementation of the SSIP. The State-identified result(s) must be aligned to an SPP/APR indicator or a
component of an SPP/APR indicator. The State-identified result(s) must be clearly based on the Data and State Infrastructure Analyses and must be a child-level outcome in contrast
to a process outcome. The State may select a single result (e.g., increasing the graduation rate for children with disabilities) or a cluster of related results (e.g., increasing the
graduation rate and decreasing the dropout rate for children with disabilities).

Statement

Description
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Selection of Coherent Improvement Strategies

An explanation of how the improvement strategies were selected, and why they are sound, logical and aligned, and will lead to a measurable improvement in the State-identified
result(s). The improvement strategies should include the strategies, identified through the Data and State Infrastructure Analyses, that are needed to improve the State infrastructure
and to support LEA implementation of evidence-based practices to improve the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities. The State must describe how
implementation of the improvement strategies will address identified root causes for low performance and ultimately build LEA capacity to achieve the State-identified Measurable
Result(s) for Children with Disabilities.
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Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement
Plan
Theory of Action

Monitoring Priority: General Supervision

Results indicator: The State’s SPP/APR includes a State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) that meets the requirements set forth for this indicator.

Theory of Action

A graphic illustration that shows the rationale of how implementing the coherent set of improvement strategies selected will increase the State’s capacity to lead meaningful change
in LEAs, and achieve improvement in the State-identified Measurable Result(s) for Children with Disabilities.

Submitted Theory of Action: No Theory of Action Submitted

 Provide a description of the provided graphic illustration (optional)
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