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Stakeholder Feedback Analysis
CRITERION

The institution has made an accurate appraisal of the quality of their data sources using the
Evaluative Criteria.

The institution has analyzed and synthesized information.

The institution has identified areas of noteworthy achievement and areas in need of improvement.

The institution has interpreted findings, prioritized themes, and developed theories of action.

Network Comparison for Stakeholder Feedback Analysis

Your Institution

Cognia Network Avg. 3.1

YOUR SCORE

1 88 ¢

Network Average: 3.5

1 8.8

Network Average: 3.0

1 8§

Network Average: 3.3

1 4

Network Average: 2.7



Student Performance Analysis

CRITERION

The institution has made an accurate appraisal of the quality of their data sources using the
Evaluative Criteria.

The institution has analyzed and synthesized information.

The institution has identified areas of noteworthy achievement and areas in need of improvement.

The institution has interpreted findings, prioritized themes, and developed theories of action.

Network Comparison for Student Performance Analysis

Your Institution

Cognia Network Avg. 3.1

YOUR SCORE

1 8.8 |

Network Average: 3.4

1 8.8 |

Network Average: 3.1

1 8.8 |

Network Average: 3.3

1 4

Network Average: 2.8



Learning Environments Analysis

CRITERION

The institution has made an accurate appraisal of the quality of their data sources using the
Evaluative Criteria.

The institution has analyzed and synthesized information.

The institution has identified areas of noteworthy achievement and areas in need of improvement.

The institution has interpreted findings, prioritized themes, and developed theories of action.

Network Comparison for Learning Environments Analysis

Your Institution

Cognia Network Avg. 3.0

YOUR SCORE

1 8.8

Network Average: 3.4

1 8.4 ¢

Network Average: 2.8

1 8.8

Network Average: 3.1

1 4

Network Average: 2.7



Culture of Learning
CRITERION

The narrative provides evidence for Standards related to Culture of Learning.

The institution has analyzed and synthesized information and responded to the prompts for
Culture of Learning.

The institution has identified areas of noteworthy achievement and areas in need of improvement.

The institution has interpreted findings, prioritized themes, and developed theories of action.

Network Comparison for Culture of Learning

Your Institution

Cognia Network Avg. C

YOUR SCORE

1 8.8 |

Network Average: 3.6

1 8.8 |

Network Average: 3.2

1 8.8 |

Network Average: 3.2

1 4

Network Average: 2.7



Leadership for Learning

CRITERION YOUR SCORE
. . . . : ' 2 & ¢

The narrative provides evidence for Standards related to Leadership for Learning. Neficork Averice: 56

The institution has analyzed and synthesized information and responded to the prompts for 'R & ¢

Network Average: 3.1

* kK

The institution has identified areas of noteworthy achievement and areas in need of improvement. s )
etwork Average: 3.1

< ® Accreditation Engagement Review 33

Leadership for Learning.

*k

The institution has interpreted findings, prioritized themes, and developed theories of action. Network Average: 2.6

Network Comparison for Leadership for Learning

Your Institution

Cognia Network Avg. 3.1




Engagement of Learning
CRITERION

The narrative provides evidence for Standards related to Engagement of Learning.

The institution has analyzed and synthesized information and responded to the prompts for
Engagement of Learning.

The institution has identified areas of noteworthy achievement and areas in need of improvement.

The institution has interpreted findings, prioritized themes, and developed theories of action.

Network Comparison for Engagement of Learning

Your Institution

Cognia Network Avg. 3.0

YOUR SCORE

1 88 |

Network Average: 3.5

1 8 .8

Network Average: 3.0

18 .8 |

Network Average: 3.1

"k

Network Average: 2.6



Growth in Learning
CRITERION

The narrative provides evidence for Standards related to Growth in Learning.

The institution has analyzed and synthesized information and responded to the prompts for
Growth in Learning.

The institution has identified areas of noteworthy achievement and areas in need of improvement.

The institution has interpreted findings, prioritized themes, and developed theories of action.

G Accreditation Engagement Review
®

Network Comparison for Growth in Learning

Your Institution

Cognia Network Avg. 3.0

YOUR SCORE

1 8 8 ¢

Network Average: 3.4

1 4 8 ¢

Network Average: 3.0

1 8 8 ¢

Network Average: 3.1

1 4

Network Average: 2.6



Accreditation Status and Index of Education Quality®

Cognia will review the results of the Accreditation Engagement Review to make a final determination concerning the
accreditation status of your institution based on these findings. Cognia provides the Index of Education Quality (IEQ) as a

holistic measure of overall performance.

Your Institution’s IEQ SCORE

2 9 5 Below 220

Cognia’s IEQ Network Average: 253

220 - 300

Above 300

DESCRIPTION

An |IEQ score below 220 indicates that the institution has
several Areas for Improvement and should focus their
improvement efforts on those areas and the related Standards
and/or Assurances. The institution will be required to present
evidence of improvement to Cognia within one year through a
Progress Monitoring Review. Additional Progress Reports may
be required if satisfactory improvement is not achieved.

An IEQ in the range of 220-300 suggests the institution has
some Areas for Improvement and may include one or more
Noteworthy Practices. Institutions must address the Areas for
Improvement and provide evidence of actions taken and results
to Cognia in a required Progress Report due three years
following the review. Additional progress monitoring may be
required if satisfactory improvement is not achieved.

An |[EQ above 300 indicates the institution meets Cognia’s
expectations for accreditation that include one or more Areas
for Improvement and may include one or more Noteworthy
Practices. Institutions must address the Areas for Improvement
and provide evidence of actions taken and results to Cognia in
a required Progress Report due three years following the
review. Additional progress monitoring may be required if
satisfactory progress is not achieved.



NOTEWORTHY PRACTICES

Standard 1 Standard 2

The vision, mission, and values of the school system were revised through
the SPM process that includes all stakeholders' input from key
management, school leaders, program leads, teachers, staff, students, and
parents.

Standard 18 Standard 19

The learning environment is characterized by high student engagement and
rigor to challenge learners’ abilities through a caring, family-oriented staff
committed to learner success.



NOTEWORTHY PRACTICES

Standard 8

The citizens of CNMI Public School System are well served by the
current members of the Board of Governors who know and understand
their roles and responsibilities and ensure that all policies of the district
are regularly updated and communicated. These are dedicated and
hard-working people who hold themselves accountable to the
stakeholders of CNMI Public School System.



NOTEWORTHY PRACTICES

Standard 3

The Head Start / Early Head Start Programs implement services
through a comprehensive approach that benefits students, families,
faculty, and staff. The components of this approach: early learning,
family well-being and health, embed services for stakeholders’
well-being and growth and engage families and staff in building a safe
atmosphere for the learners. (EL Standard 3)



NOTEWORTHY PRACTICES

Standard 4

Head Start & Early Head Start staff implement a process to support
students’ transition into the next level that includes conversations
among teachers, data results analysis and students’ visits to next level
classrooms. Additionally, student reports are shared with next level
teachers. Elementary and middle school are replicating this model. (EL
Standard 4)



AREAS OF IMPROVEMENT

Standard 15

Create processes to ensure the equitable distribution of resources
(human, material, and fiscal) is in alignment with the Mission and
Vision of CNMI Public School System while safeguarding and further
promoting the unique skillsets and learners found in the diverse
population among the islands.



AREAS OF IMPROVEMENT

Standard 25 and Standard 26

Develop a systematic Quality Assurance (QA) process framework to
synthesize, evaluate, inspect, and determine return on investment
analytics on the efficacy of all CNMI Public School System programs
to share the results with each school and Public School System.



AREAS OF IMPROVEMENT

Standard 27

Create a protocol that promotes action research through professional
learning communities that aligns with the Head Start & Early Head
Start professional learning initiatives and programs already in place.
(EL Standard 27)



