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Introduction

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

Executive Summary
This Executive Summary includes a description of the Federated States of Micronesia (FSM) IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) for FFY 2018. A description of FSM's General Supervision System, Technical Assistance System, Professional Development System, Stakeholder Involvement, and Reporting to the Public are provided separately within this Introduction section of FSM's FFY 2018 SPP/APR.

In FFY 2013, with input from stakeholders, FSM identified targets for FFY 2013 to FFY 2018 for the SPP Results Indicators. Targets for Results Indicators 1 to 8 and 14-16 were established, in addition to targets set at 100% for Compliance Indicators 11 and 13. As per OSEP's instructions, the following Indicators do not apply to the FSM: 4B, 9, 10, and 12.

FSM's FFY 2018 APR includes performance for the 11 Results and 2 Compliance Indicators of the 16 SPP Indicator measures that apply to FSM and explanation of slippage for required Indicators that FSM's Targets were not met. FSM did not meet all Results indicator targets in FFY 2018. With stakeholder input, FSM maintained the same targets for the FFY 2019 APR results indicators, with the exception of Indicators 2, 7, and 14 based on trend data and baseline data established over different FFYs of the SPP/APR reporting cycles.

As per OSEP’s instructions, for Indicator 17, FSM's Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), FSM will submit its FFY 2018 performance and SSIP Phase III, Year Four, no later than April 1, 2020.
Number of Districts in your State/Territory during reporting year 
1
General Supervision System
The systems that are in place to ensure that IDEA Part B requirements are met, e.g., monitoring, dispute resolution, etc.

The Federated States of Micronesia National Department of Education (FSM-NDOE) is the government entity responsible for the general supervision and monitoring, including the identification of noncompliance with the IDEA requirements, to provide special education and related services for children with disabilities. FSM-NDOE is a unitary education system with the delivery of special education and related services implemented within the four FSM island states: Chuuk, Kosrae, Pohnpei, and Yap. Given FSM’s unique geographic context, NDOE has established a general supervision structure similar to a State Education Agency (SEA) and Local Education Agency (LEA) structure for administering, supervising, and monitoring the implementation of the IDEA requirements.

FSM's administrative structure for the implementation of IDEA Part B requirements includes the NDOE as the SEA and the four FSM islands states as the LEAs. NDOE has three organizational divisions, Division of Formal & Informal Education, Division of Quality & Effectiveness, and Division of Special Services. The Division of Special Services is responsible for the implementation of IDEA Part B requirements and have in place its FSM special education procedural manual and notice of procedural safeguards, consistent with the IDEA Part B requirements, disseminated and implemented in all four LEAs. NDOE also has in place a dispute resolution system that meets the IDEA Part B requirements and implemented in each LEA.

As the SEA, NDOE assures that the IDEA procedural requirements are being met in each LEA. NDOE has developed and implemented a Continuous Improvement Monitoring System (CIMS) as an ongoing mechanism to assess the impact of special education and related services on improving results for children with disabilities in the FSM. The NDOE monitoring system assesses compliance and performance of each LEA based on IDEA 2004, the Part B regulations, OSEP Memorandum 09-02, and FSM Public Law 14-08 of June 2005. FSM Public Law 14-08 provided the amendments to FSM Public Law 8-21 of 1993 ensuring policy alignment with IDEA. Aligned with OSEP’s Continuous Improvement Focused Monitoring System (CIFMS), the FSM CIMS includes two processes for identifying compliance and performance of each LEA utilizing the IDEA Part B SPP indicators and measurements and related IDEA requirements: on-site and off-site monitoring. Both on-site and off-site monitoring involves review and verification of correction of non-compliance and continuing adherence to the requirements from the authorities listed above. In addition, FSM's dispute resolution system data, in particular, complaint and due process hearing requests, are reviewed for the identification of noncompliance findings.

Consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02, for child-specific regulatory noncompliance, demonstration of correction is verified through a review of additional data related to the regulatory citation that demonstrates 100% compliance with the requirement and all child-specific instances of noncompliance verified as corrected. For system noncompliance, evidence of correction of noncompliance includes documentation of revised LEA policies or procedures and/or practices and evidence that such required/recommended policies or procedures and/or practices to be developed, implemented, or revised are in fact implemented. An LEA showing documents or data reports noting correction of noncompliance that are verified will be determined to have corrected noncompliance issued to that respective LEA.
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.

Given FSM’s unique geographic context, NDOE has in place a mechanism to ensure timely delivery of high quality, evidenced based technical assistance and support to each island state/LEA. NDOE implements a reporting mechanism to identify and prioritize technical assistance and training needs in each LEA through the annual LEA application for IDEA Part B funding, quarterly progress reporting, and periodical leadership meetings, such as SPP/APR and SSIP meetings and NDOE Division of Basic Education and Accreditation meetings or workshops where issues affecting children with disabilities are discussed.

The LEA application includes the development and implementation of a Local Performance Plan (LPP) that is aligned to the FSM SPP and developed with stakeholder input. Each LEA has in place a special education advisory council that meets the membership requirements of the IDEA Part B State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The LEA special education advisory council reviews LEA data and performance on the FSM SPP indicator measures and provides input to LEA target setting and development and implementation of improvement activities. The advisory council reviews the LEA quarterly progress reports of LEA performance on indicator targets before submission to NDOE. The LEA targets are aligned to and support meeting FSM’s SPP targets. The LEA application also includes a budget that reflects the needed funding support for its prioritized improvement activities under each indicator measure.

During the convenings of the FSM National APR Leadership and the SPP/SSIP Leadership teams, both of which comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA advisory councils, both teams review LEA LPP data and information for technical assistance and training implementation and needs. The teams identify LEA-specific needs and national initiatives for allocating resources. NDOE also serves as the conduit for accessing local, regional, and national resources, including OSEP-funded centers, to support the LEA-specific and national technical assistance and training needs.
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.

Given FSM’s unique geographic context, NDOE has mechanisms in place to ensure that service providers have the skills to effectively provide special education and related services that improve results for children with disabilities. With input from the LEAs, NDOE establishes the minimum professional standards and assessment for the certification of all public school teachers and the content standards and assessment for all students. In addition, Title 40 of the FSM code requires all schools in the FSM to meet required minimum standards and undergo a process of accreditation. The purpose of FSM’s accreditation is to ensure all schools provide all students an environment that is conducive to learning, with the ultimate goal to raise the level of student academic performance. This purpose is especially important for effectively providing appropriate services for children with disabilities, as the majority of FSM’s children with disabilities are in general education classrooms for most of the school day.

The FSM accreditation process includes a review of six required minimum standards: (1) Leadership; (2) Teacher Performance; (3) Data Management; (4) National Curriculum Standards, Benchmarks and Student Learning Outcomes; (5) School Campus, Classrooms and Facilities; and (6) School Improvement Planning. The review is designed to help schools improve the educational services and opportunities for students, which includes deliberate professional development for improving teacher performance. Each school, inclusive of early childhood education, develops and implements a School Improvement Plan (SIP - Standard #6). The SIP contains a comprehensive set of data on various aspects of the school, including student achievement and attendance, teacher qualifications and professional development, and resource inventories. These data are analyzed to show trends, strengths, and weaknesses, and to prioritize professional development for administrators and teachers to ensure FSM reaches the ultimate goal of raising academic achievement for all students.

FSM’s Project LIFT (Literacy Intervention for FSM Leaders of Tomorrow) is one of FSM’s major National Initiatives that supports FSM’s accreditation process for improving educational results for children with disabilities, as well as children without disabilities. As FSM’s Response to Intervention (RTI) Initiative, Project LIFT has identified pilot schools to develop and implement the RTI framework within their SIP. Project LIFT purposefully plans for teacher and support personnel training, coaching, and resource supports in the pilot schools for student screening and assessment, student progress monitoring, and research based instructional intervention programs for improving literacy skills for children in early childhood education through fifth grade.

NDOE, FSM’s conduit for accessing local, regional, and national resources, has engaged in several OSEP-funded regional professional development grants to improve the knowledge and skills of service providers working with children with disabilities. The Pacific Assessment Consortium (PAC6) served to support the development and implementation of FSM’s Alternate Assessment based on Alternate Achievement Standards (AA-AAS), which included teacher training, and the Pacific Consortium for Instructional Materials Accessibility Project (Pacific CIMAP) provided technical support and training for teachers and related service personnel to ensure children with print disabilities have the required timely accessible materials. The Pacific Vision Instruction Project (Pacific VIP), an OSEP personnel preparation grant, is another regional project with the outcome of developing personnel in the area of vision education and orientation and mobility for providing educational services for children with visual impairments. These OSEP-funded grants, to name a few, have had significant impact on FSM’s personnel capacity to provide appropriate services for children with disabilities. In 2017, the College of the Marshall Islands partnered with University of Hawaii at Manoa Center on Disabilities Studies to deliver a bachelor's degree training program on Deaf Education and Severe Disabilities where 14 FSM scholars are attending. This bachelor's degree training will end in Spring 2021.
Stakeholder Involvement
The mechanism for soliciting broad stakeholder input on targets in the SPP, including revisions to targets.

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
Apply stakeholder involvement from introduction to all Part B results indicators (y/n)

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

As a unitary system, FSM reports annually to the public on the progress and/or slippage in meeting the ‘measurable and rigorous targets’ found in its SPP through posting its APR. FSM will post its SPP/APR annually within 120 days following FSM's submission of its SPP/APR, including any revisions if FSM has revised its SPP. FSM posts its complete SPP and all APRs on the following websites: http://www.fsmsped.org/dashboard and http://www.national.doe.fm.
Intro - Prior FFY Required Actions 

Federated States of Micronesia's (FSM) IDEA Part B determination for both 2018 and 2019 is Needs Assistance. In FSM's 2019 determination letter, the Department advised FSM of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required the State to work with appropriate entities. The Department directed FSM  to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. FSM must report, with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which FSM received assistance; and (2) the actions the State took as a result of that technical assistance.In the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, FSM must report FFY 2018 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, FSM must, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, FSM must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year 4; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since the FSM's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2019); (3) a summary of the SSIP's coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short- and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities are impacting FSM's capacity to improve its SiMR data.
Response to actions required in FFY 2017 SPP/APR

FSM’s 2019 Determination issued by USDOE OSEP on June 20, 2019 stated that FSM needs assistance in meeting requirements and purposes of IDEA Part B. The Determination letter directed FSM to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. OSEP strongly encouraged FSM to access technical assistance related to those results elements and compliance indicators for which FSM received a score of zero. Further, OSEP required FSM to report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which FSM received assistance; and (2) the actions FSM took as a result of that technical assistance.

Technical Assistance Sources from which FSM received assistance:

FSM received a score of zero for all results elements in its 2019 RDA matrix for assessment participation, graduation rates, and drop-out rates. FSM accessed available technical assistance through the National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), the Regional Educational Laboratory Pacific (REL-Pacific), and University of Guam CEDDERS. FSM engaged in national and regional training and institutes facilitated by these technical assistance centers, such as the October 2019 Pacific SSIP Collaborative held on Guam. In addition, FSM accessed technical assistance from University of Oregon, University of Minnesota Check & Connect Project, and Sigma Associates, Inc. 

Actions FSM took as a result of that technical assistance:

Actions taken by the FSM as a result of the technical assistance received included furthering the support of FSM's SSIP implementation, which focuses on improving reading achievement. Other technical assistance resources accessed supported schools to develop and implement drop-out prevention strategies to reduce the number of drop-outs, and in turn, increase the number of graduates with a high school diploma.

FSM's SSIP & SIMR:

As per OSEP’s instructions, for Indicator 17, FSM's Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), FSM will submit its FFY 2018 performance and SSIP Phase III, Year Four report, no later than April 1, 2020.
Intro - OSEP Response

Federated States of Micronesia's (FSM) determinations for both 2018 and 2019 were Needs Assistance.  Pursuant to section 616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), OSEP's June 20, 2019 determination letter informed FSM that it must report with its FFY 2018 SPP/APR submission, due February 3, 2020, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which FSM received assistance; and (2) the actions FSM took as a result of that technical assistance. FSM provided the required information.

FSM were instructed to submit Phase III, Year Four, of the State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP), indicator B-17, by April 1, 2020.   FSM provided the required information.   FSM provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts the target.
 
Intro - Required Actions
In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, FSM must report FFY 2019 data for the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR).  Additionally, FSM, consistent with its evaluation plan described in Phase II, assess and report on its progress in implementing the SSIP.  Specifically, FSM must provide: (1) a narrative or graphic representation of the principal activities implemented in Phase III, Year Five; (2) measures and outcomes that were implemented and achieved since FSM's last SSIP submission (i.e., April 1, 2020); (3) a summary of the SSIP’s coherent improvement strategies, including infrastructure improvement strategies and evidence-based practices that were implemented and progress toward short-term and long-term outcomes that are intended to impact the SiMR; and (4) any supporting data that demonstrates that implementation of these activities is impacting the FSM's capacity to improve its SiMR data.

FSM's IDEA Part B determination for both 2019 and 2020 is Needs Assistance.  In FSM's 2020 determination letter, the Department advised FSM of available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers, and required FSM to work with appropriate entities.  The Department directed FSM to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its performance. FSM must report, with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on: (1) the technical assistance sources from which FSM received assistance; and (2) the actions FSM took as a result of that technical assistance.
Indicator 1: Graduation

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE 

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

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

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

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

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

1 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2017
	33.08%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	56.00%
	62.00%
	67.00%
	72.00%
	

	Data
	56.94%
	93.22%
	68.85%
	73.85%
	33.08%


Targets

	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	34.00%
	34.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.

Prepopulated Data

	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs graduating with a regular diploma
	40

	 SY 2017-18 Cohorts for Regulatory Adjusted-Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS151; Data group 696)
	10/02/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs eligible to graduate
	115

	 SY 2017-18 Regulatory Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate (EDFacts file spec FS150; Data group 695)
	10/02/2019
	Regulatory four-year adjusted-cohort graduation rate table
	34.78%


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

	40
	115
	33.08%
	34.00%
	34.78%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Graduation Conditions 
Choose the length of Adjusted Cohort Graduation Rate your state is using: 
Other
Provide a narrative that describes the conditions youth must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma and, if different, the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet in order to graduate with a regular high school diploma.  If there is a difference, explain.
“Graduation with a high school diploma” is defined in the FSM as the completion of required course credits during high school, with each FSM State establishing the required total number of course credits to complete. The following are the graduation requirements for high school credits for each state: Chuuk = 22 credits; Kosrae = 28 credits; Pohnpei = 23 credits; Yap = 22 credits for Yap High and 24 credits for Yap Outer Island and Yap Neighboring Island Central High Schools. These requirements are consistent for students with and without disabilities.
Are the conditions that youth with IEPs must meet to graduate with a regular high school diploma different from the conditions noted above? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)
In FFY 2017, OSEP required FSM to change its methodology for calculating graduation rates, which re-established FSM's baseline for Indicator 1. FSM uses the same data reported to the Department under Section 618 of IDEA to calculate its graduation rates. 

Using one-year lag data, FSM’s FFY 2018 Indicator 1 data were from the 2017-2018 IDEA exit data. FSM reports Indicator 1 percentage using the number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited school due to receiving a regular high school diploma in the numerator and the number of all youth with IEPs who left high school (ages 14-21) in the denominator. 

FSM's total reported 618 exiters in 2017-2018 was 168; of which 115 left high school. In the FSM, elementary schools include grades through 8th grade, which is the grade just before attending high school. FSM did not include exiters who left FSM's elementary schools.
1 - Prior FFY Required Actions
None
1 - OSEP Response

FSM provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
1 - Required Actions

Indicator 2: Drop Out

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

Data Source
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Measurement
OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

OPTION 1:

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

OPTION 2:

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

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

Options 1 and 2:

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

2 - Indicator Data

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2008
	3.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target <=
	10.00%
	9.00%
	7.00%
	5.00%
	3.00%

	Data
	9.91%
	22.69%
	20.33%
	4.14%
	14.62%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	2.00%
	2.90%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.

Please indicate the reporting option used on this indicator 
Option 2
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by graduating with a regular high school diploma (a)
	40

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

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education by reaching maximum age (c)
	13

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education due to dropping out (d)
	112

	SY 2017-18 Exiting Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS009; Data Group 85)
	05/30/2019
	Number of youth with IEPs (ages 14-21) who exited special education as a result of death (e)
	3


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

NO

Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)

YES

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

YES

If use a different calculation methodology is yes, provide an explanation of the different calculation methodology 
FSM chooses Option 2 to report Indicator 2 data. FSM does not report drop-out data to the Department under Title 1 of ESEA. FSM therefore continues to use the high school enrollment calculation to determine FSM’s annual drop-out rate for youth with IEPs in high school. Data for this indicator are "one-year lag" data. FSM used the 2017-2018 high school drop-out and enrollment data to determine FSM's data for this FFY 2018 APR Indicator 2. 

In 2017-2018, the total number of youth with IEPs in high school was 524; of which, 62 were youth with IEPs who dropped out from high school. FSM reported in its 618 exit data report 112 dropout students, which included all elementary and high school students ages 14-21. For Indicator 2, 62 was the number used as the numerator representing youth with IEPs who dropped out of high school. The total number of youth with IEPs enrolled in high school was 524, which was used as the denominator. 
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth with IEPs who exited special education due to dropping out
	Total number of High School Students with IEPs
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	62
	524
	14.62%
	2.00%
	11.83%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Provide a narrative that describes what counts as dropping out for all youth
FSM’s drop-out definition is consistent for youth with IEPs and youth without IEPs.  Each FSM State Department of Education has policies and procedures in place for counting those youth with IEPs and youth without IEPs who dropped out.

The definition of 'drop-out' in the FSM school systems for all youth is excessive unexcused absences or self-withdrawal, consistent with the IDEA 618 definition of a drop-out.  Each FSM State establishes procedures for self-withdrawal and determination of drop-out based on excessive unexcused absences:

Chuuk State: 15 cumulative unexcused absences in the school year.
Kosrae State: 8 cumulative unexcused absences in the school year.
Pohnpei State: 25 cumulative unexcused absences in the school year.
Yap State: 20 consecutive unexcused absences in the school year.
Is there a difference in what counts as dropping out for youth with IEPs? (yes/no)

NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

2 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
2 - OSEP Response

 FSM provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
2 - Required Actions
Indicator 3B: Participation for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Participation and performance of children with IEPs on statewide assessments:
A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.

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

Data Source
3B. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS185 and 188.

Measurement
B. Participation rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs participating in an assessment) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs enrolled during the testing window)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The participation rate is based on all children with IEPs, including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.

Indicator 3B: Provide separate reading/language arts and mathematics participation rates, inclusive of all ESEA grades assessed (3-8 and high school), for children with IEPs. Account for ALL children with IEPs, in all grades assessed, including children not participating in assessments and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.

3B - Indicator Data

Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade
 3
	Grade
 4
	Grade
 5
	Grade
 6
	Grade
 7
	Grade
 8
	Grade
 9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Overall
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005


	Target >=
	54.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	A
	Overall
	41.00%
	Actual
	54.56%
	50.09%
	57.66%
	56.63%
	78.95%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name 
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	55.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%

	A
	Overall
	39.00%
	Actual
	55.28%
	54.09%
	55.76%
	59.40%
	77.46%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	100.00%
	100.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment
	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	454
	279
	78.95%
	100.00%
	61.45%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	FSM did not meet its target of 100% for Reading assessment and reported a slippage of 17.50% from 78.95% (330/418) in FFY 2017 to 61.45% (279/454) in FFY 2018. 

The FSM APR Leadership Team identified the following factors that contributed to the Indicator 3B Reading slippage: 

First, three of the four FSM States with outer islands did not meet FSM's target for FFY 2018 with Chuuk State at 33.76% (53/157), Pohnpei State with 70.54% (158/244), and Yap State at 85.71% (30/35). The team learned that the testing schedules were changed after the announcements were already made to the schools which impacted participation, especially for the outer islands.

Secondly, two of the States with the lowest Indicator 3B Reading performance did not provide make up days for any student who missed the testing days.


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Number of Children with IEPs
	Number of Children with IEPs Participating
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	629
	380
	77.46%
	100.00%
	60.41%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Group
	Group Name
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A
	Overall
	FSM did not meet its target of 100% for Math assessment and reported a slippage by 17.05% from 77.46% (440/568) in FFY 2017 to 60.41% (380/629) in FFY 2018. 

The FSM APR Leadership Team identified the following factors that contributed to the Indicator 3B Math slippage: 

First, three of the four FSM States with outer islands did not meet FSM's target for FFY 2018 with Chuuk State at 37.25% (92/247), Pohnpei State with 68.84% (190/276), and Yap State at 84.91% (45/53). The team learned that the testing schedules were changed after the announcements were already made to the schools which impacted participation, especially for the outer islands.

Secondly, two of the States with the lowest Indicator 3B Math performance did not provide make up days for any student who missed the testing days.


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

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

FSM's public reports of assessment results are posted on www.national.doe.fm/index.php/ndoe-public/education-statistics/nmct-results, www.fsmsped.org/resources/1/7 and www.fsmsped.org/resources/1/3.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3B - OSEP Response
FSM provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.     
3B - Required Actions
Indicator 3C: Proficiency for Students with IEPs

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Indicator 3A – Reserved

B. Participation rate for children with IEPs

C. Proficiency rate for children with IEPs against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards.

(20 U.S.C. 1416 (a)(3)(A))
Data Source
3C. Same data as used for reporting to the Department under Title I of the ESEA, using EDFacts file specifications FS175 and 178.

Measurement
C. Proficiency rate percent = [(# of children with IEPs scoring at or above proficient against grade level and alternate academic achievement standards) divided by the (total # of children with IEPs who received a valid score and for whom a proficiency level was assigned)]. Calculate separately for reading and math. The proficiency rate includes both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year.

Instructions
Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

Include information regarding where to find public reports of assessment participation and performance results, as required by 34 CFR §300.160(f), i.e., a link to the Web site where these data are reported.

Indicator 3C: Proficiency calculations in this SPP/APR must result in proficiency rates for reading/language arts and mathematics assessments (combining regular and alternate) for children with IEPs, in all grades assessed (3-8 and high school), including both children with IEPs enrolled for a full academic year and those not enrolled for a full academic year. Only include children with disabilities who had an IEP at the time of testing.

3C - Indicator Data

Reporting Group Selection
Based on previously reported data, these are the grade groups defined for this indicator.
	Group
	Group Name
	Grade 3
	Grade 4
	Grade
 5
	Grade
 6
	Grade 
7
	Grade
 8
	Grade 
9
	Grade 10
	Grade 11
	Grade 12
	HS

	A
	Overall
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


Historical Data: Reading 

	Group
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	2.00%
	4.00%
	6.00%
	8.00%
	10.00%

	A
	Overall
	7.00%
	Actual
	2.84%
	3.31%
	4.20%
	1.05%
	3.33%


Historical Data: Math

	Group 
	Group Name
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	Overall
	2005
	Target >=
	2.00%
	4.00%
	6.00%
	8.00%
	10.00%

	A
	Overall
	3.00%
	Actual
	0.00%
	2.05%
	1.09%
	1.06%
	1.82%


Targets

	
	Group
	Group Name
	2018
	2019

	Reading
	A >=
	Overall
	10.00%
	10.00%

	Math
	A >=
	Overall
	10.00%
	10.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Reading Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	Number of Children with IEPs Proficient
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	278
	27
	3.33%
	10.00%
	9.71%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data: Math Assessment

	Group
	Group Name
	Children with IEPs who received a valid score and a proficiency was assigned
	Number of Children with IEPs Proficient
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A
	Overall
	380
	8
	1.82%
	10.00%
	2.11%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


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

FSM's public reports of assessment results are posted on www.national.doe.fm/index.php/ndoe-public/education-statistics/nmct-results, www.fsmsped.org/resources/1/7 and www.fsmsped.org/resources/1/3. 
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

3C - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
3C - OSEP Response
FSM provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
3C - Required Actions
Indicator 4A: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	0.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

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

	Data
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target <=
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
Has the state established a minimum n-size requirement? (yes/no)

NO

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

	0
	1
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Choose one of the following comparison methodologies to determine whether significant discrepancies are occurring (34 CFR §300.170(a)) 
Compare the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among LEAs in the State
State’s definition of “significant discrepancy” and methodology

The Federated States of Micronesia, National Department of Education (FSM NDOE) is a unitary education system with the delivery of special education and related services implemented in the four FSM island states: Chuuk, Kosrae, Pohnpei, and Yap. Given FSM's unique geographic context, NDOE has established a general supervision structure similar to a State Education Agency (SEA) and Local Education Agency (LEA) structure for administering, supervising, and monitoring the implementation of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) requirements. NDOE serves as the SEA responsible for the general supervision of special education and related services delivered in the four island states through their Department of Education, which serve as the LEAs. FSM is therefore using the 4A calculation methodology of comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs among the four LEAs in FSM; while still reporting FSM as a unitary system - one district.

FSM’s definition of “significant discrepancy” is a 2% difference between the four island states or LEAs. This is calculated by determining each LEA’s rate and then analyzing the rates to determine if any LEA’s rate is 2% more than the lowest LEA rate. A review of the data from year to year will provide additional information for revising, if needed, FSM’s “significant discrepancy” definition. This annual review will be conducted because FSM has been reporting in previous years “0” suspension/expulsion for greater than 10 days for children with disabilities. 

In 2017-2018, FSM reported "2" long-term suspension/expulsion greater than 10 days in its 618 Discipline data report for one FSM state/LEA.  The percentage calculated for this LEA was 1.31% (2/153).  The other three LEAs did not report any long-term suspension/expulsion greater than 10 days.  The difference between the LEAs therefore did not exceed the 2% "significant discrepancy" rate definition.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

Review of Policies, Procedures, and Practices (completed in FFY 2018 using 2017- 2018 data)
Provide a description of the review of policies, procedures, and practices relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
The State DID NOT identify noncompliance with Part B requirements as a result of the review required by 34 CFR §300.170(b)

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

	0
	
	
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


4A - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4A - OSEP Response
FSM provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
4A - Required Actions
Indicator 4B: Suspension/Expulsion

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results Indicator: Rates of suspension and expulsion:

B. Percent of districts that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rate of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A); 1412(a)(22))

Data Source
State discipline data, including State’s analysis of State’s Discipline data collected under IDEA Section 618, where applicable. Discrepancy can be computed by either comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs to rates for nondisabled children within the LEA or by comparing the rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of districts that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have: (a) a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year of children with IEPs; and (b) policies, procedures or practices that contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards) divided by the (# of districts in the State that meet the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups)] times 100.
Include State’s definition of “significant discrepancy.”
Instructions
If the State has established a minimum n size requirement, the State may only include, in both the numerator and the denominator, districts that met that State-established n size. If the State used a minimum n size requirement, report the number of districts excluded from the calculation as a result of this requirement.

Describe the results of the State’s examination of the data for the year before the reporting year (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, use data from 2017-2018), including data disaggregated by race and ethnicity to determine if significant discrepancies are occurring in the rates of long-term suspensions and expulsions of children with IEPs, as required at 20 U.S.C. 1412(a)(22). The State’s examination must include one of the following comparisons
--The rates of suspensions and expulsions for children with IEPs among LEAs within the State; or

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

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

Indicator 4B: Provide the following: (a) the number of districts that met the State-established n size (if applicable) for one or more racial/ethnic groups that have a significant discrepancy, by race or ethnicity, in the rates of suspensions and expulsions of greater than 10 days in a school year for children with IEPs; and (b) the number of those districts in which policies, procedures or practices contribute to the significant discrepancy and do not comply with requirements relating to the development and implementation of IEPs, the use of positive behavioral interventions and supports, and procedural safeguards.

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

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

If the State reported less than 100% compliance for the previous reporting period (e.g., for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, the data for 2017-2018), and the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance, provide an explanation of why the State did not identify any findings of noncompliance.
Targets must be 0% for 4B.

4B - Indicator Data

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

Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below: 
Per OSEP's instruction, Indicator 4B is not applicable to FSM.

4B - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
4B - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable.
4B- Required Actions
Indicator 5: Education Environments (children 6-21)

Instructions and Measurement 
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Education environments (children 6-21): Percent of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served:

A. Inside the regular class 80% or more of the day;

B. Inside the regular class less than 40% of the day; and

C. In separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements.

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

Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS002.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class 80% or more of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served inside the regular class less than 40% of the day) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served in separate schools, residential facilities, or homebound/hospital placements) divided by the (total # of students aged 6 through 21 with IEPs)]times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.

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

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

5 - Indicator Data 

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2005
	Target >=
	91.75%
	92.00%
	92.50%
	92.75%
	93.00%

	A
	93.00%
	Data
	95.31%
	94.04%
	94.41%
	95.00%
	93.72%

	B
	2005
	Target <=
	2.70%
	2.20%
	1.70%
	1.20%
	1.00%

	B
	0.00%
	Data
	0.99%
	0.78%
	0.31%
	0.32%
	0.35%

	C
	2005
	Target <=
	3.00%
	3.00%
	3.00%
	3.00%
	3.00%

	C
	7.00%
	Data
	2.87%
	4.10%
	3.66%
	3.89%
	5.24%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	93.50%
	93.50%

	Target B <=
	0.00%
	0.00%

	Target C <=
	3.00%
	3.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	1,689

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	1,591

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	4

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c1. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in separate schools
	7

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c2. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in residential facilities
	0

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS002; Data group 74)
	07/11/2019
	c3. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 in homebound/hospital placements
	78


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	
	Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 served
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	A. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class 80% or more of the day
	1,591
	1,689
	93.72%
	93.50%
	94.20%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Number of children with IEPs aged 6 through 21 inside the regular class less than 40% of the day
	4
	1,689
	0.35%
	0.00%
	0.24%
	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]
	85
	1,689
	5.24%
	3.00%
	5.03%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no)
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

5 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
5 - OSEP Response
FSM provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
5 - Required Actions
Indicator 6: Preschool Environments

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Preschool environments: Percent of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a:

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

B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility.

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

Data Source
Same data as used for reporting to the Department under section 618 of the IDEA, using the definitions in EDFacts file specification FS089.
Measurement
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Percent = [(# of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs attending a separate special education class, separate school or residential facility) divided by the (total # of children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling from the State’s 618 data is not allowed.

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

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

6 - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable. 
NO

Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2011
	Target >=
	75.00%
	75.00%
	80.00%
	85.00%
	88.00%

	A
	88.50%
	Data
	75.98%
	67.67%
	67.67%
	82.39%
	81.90%

	B
	2011
	Target <=
	0.70%
	0.70%
	0.70%
	0.70%
	0.70%

	B
	0.70%
	Data
	0.00%
	2.26%
	2.26%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	90.00%
	90.00%

	Target B <=
	0.60%
	0.60%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
Prepopulated Data
	Source
	Date
	Description
	Data

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	Total number of children with IEPs aged 3 through 5
	72

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	a1. Number of children attending a regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	59

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b1. Number of children attending separate special education class
	0

	SY 2018-19 Child Count/Educational Environment Data Groups (EDFacts file spec FS089; Data group 613)
	07/11/2019
	b2. Number of children attending separate school
	0

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


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

	A. A regular early childhood program and receiving the majority of special education and related services in the regular early childhood program
	59

	72
	81.90%
	90.00%
	81.94%
	Did Not Meet Target
	No Slippage

	B. Separate special education class, separate school or residential facility
	0
	72
	0.00%
	0.60%
	0.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


Use a different calculation methodology (yes/no) 
NO

Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

6 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
6 - OSEP Response
FSM provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
6 - Required Actions
Indicator 7: Preschool Outcomes

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

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

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/ communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Outcomes:

A. Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships);

B. Acquisition and use of knowledge and skills (including early language/communication and early literacy); and

C. Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs.

Progress categories for A, B and C:

a. Percent of preschool children who did not improve functioning = [(# of preschool children who did not improve functioning) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

b. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

c. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

d. Percent of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

e. Percent of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers = [(# of preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers) divided by (# of preschool children with IEPs assessed)] times 100.

Summary Statements for Each of the Three Outcomes:

Summary Statement 1: Of those preschool children who entered the preschool program below age expectations in each Outcome, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 1: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in category (d)) divided by (# of preschool children reported in progress category (a) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (b) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (c) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (d))] times 100.

Summary Statement 2: The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in each Outcome by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.

Measurement for Summary Statement 2: Percent = [(# of preschool children reported in progress category (d) plus # of preschool children reported in progress category (e)) divided by (the total # of preschool children reported in progress categories (a) + (b) + (c) + (d) + (e))] times 100.

Instructions
Sampling of children for assessment is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

In the measurement include, in the numerator and denominator, only children who received special education and related services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years.

Describe the results of the calculations and compare the results to the targets. States will use the progress categories for each of the three Outcomes to calculate and report the two Summary Statements. States have provided targets for the two Summary Statements for the three Outcomes (six numbers for targets for each FFY).

Report progress data and calculate Summary Statements to compare against the six targets. Provide the actual numbers and percentages for the five reporting categories for each of the three outcomes.

In presenting results, provide the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers.” If a State is using the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary (COS), then the criteria for defining “comparable to same-aged peers” has been defined as a child who has been assigned a score of 6 or 7 on the COS.

In addition, list the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator, including if the State is using the ECO COS.

7 - Indicator Data

Not Applicable
Select yes if this indicator is not applicable.
NO

Historical Data
	
	Baseline
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A1
	2008
	Target >=
	83.00%
	83.00%
	83.00%
	85.00%
	85.00%

	A1
	79.50%
	Data
	83.82%
	87.00%
	80.60%
	89.86%
	100.00%

	A2
	2008
	Target >=
	71.00%
	71.00%
	71.00%
	71.00%
	71.00%

	A2
	65.00%
	Data
	71.62%
	59.05%
	54.88%
	78.75%
	79.31%

	B1
	2008
	Target >=
	78.00%
	78.25%
	78.25%
	78.50%
	78.50%

	B1
	80.00%
	Data
	78.57%
	87.13%
	85.53%
	92.11%
	96.55%

	B2
	2008
	Target >=
	62.00%
	62.00%
	63.00%
	64.00%
	65.00%

	B2
	65.00%
	Data
	62.16%
	48.57%
	51.22%
	65.00%
	58.62%

	C1
	2008
	Target >=
	85.00%
	85.00%
	86.00%
	86.00%
	87.00%

	C1
	87.00%
	Data
	85.00%
	85.86%
	86.57%
	91.78%
	92.86%

	C2
	2008
	Target >=
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.00%
	75.00%

	C2
	68.30%
	Data
	75.68%
	54.29%
	59.76%
	68.75%
	62.07%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A1 >=
	85.00%
	87.00%

	Target A2 >=
	71.00%
	71.00%

	Target B1 >=
	80.25%
	90.00%

	Target B2 >=
	65.25%
	65.25%

	Target C1 >=
	87.25%
	90.00%

	Target C2 >=
	75.00%
	75.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

Number of preschool children aged 3 through 5 with IEPs assessed

32
Outcome A: Positive social-emotional skills (including social relationships)
	
	Number of children
	Percentage of Children

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	3.13%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	12
	37.50%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	16
	50.00%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	3
	9.38%


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

	A1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome A, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation:(c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	28
	29
	100.00%
	85.00%
	96.55%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	A2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome A by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	19
	32
	79.31%
	71.00%
	59.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


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

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	3.13%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	15
	46.88%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	16
	50.00%

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


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

	B1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome B, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. Calculation: (c+d)/(a+b+c+d)
	31
	32
	96.55%
	80.25%
	96.88%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome B by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program.Calculation: (d+e)/(a+b+c+d+e)
	16
	32
	58.62%
	65.25%
	50.00%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Outcome C: Use of appropriate behaviors to meet their needs
	
	Number of Children
	Percentage of Children

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

	b. Preschool children who improved functioning but not sufficient to move nearer to functioning comparable to same-aged peers
	0
	0.00%

	c. Preschool children who improved functioning to a level nearer to same-aged peers but did not reach it
	13
	40.63%

	d. Preschool children who improved functioning to reach a level comparable to same-aged peers
	18
	56.25%

	e. Preschool children who maintained functioning at a level comparable to same-aged peers
	1
	3.13%


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

	C1. Of those children who entered or exited the program below age expectations in Outcome C, the percent who substantially increased their rate of growth by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	31
	31
	92.86%
	87.25%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	C2. The percent of preschool children who were functioning within age expectations in Outcome C by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. 
	19
	32
	62.07%
	75.00%
	59.38%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	A2
	FSM did not meet its FFY 2018 targets for 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2, which report preschoolers with IEPs who were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. FSM reported slippage by 19.93% for 7A2 from 79.31% (23/29) in FFY 2017 to 59.38% (19/32) in FFY 2018; by 8.62% for 7B2 from 58.62% (17/29) to 50.00% (16/32) in FFY 2018; and by 2.69% for 7C2 from 62.07% (18/29) in FFY 2017 to 59.38% (19/32) in FFY 2018. 

A data review of the preschoolers with an IEP who were in the “b” and “c” progress categories for Outcomes 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2 showed that the majority of these preschoolers were in both Outcomes “b” and “c” progress categories. In addition, the majority of these preschoolers exited to 1st grade with less than one year of preschool special education services. These preschoolers included those with autism spectrum disorder, orthopedic impairment, intellectual disability, hearing impairment, and developmental delay who required continued support for improving their knowledge and functional skills.

Based on the data review, reasons for the slippage for the 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2 slippage could be attributed to the length of preschool special education services provided, which was less than one year, and their educational needs related to their disability. 

FSM continues to provide technical support and training to the FSM States/LEAs on the use of Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) process for both general and special education early childhood education teachers. The FSM ECO procedures were updated to include specific instructions to ensure the ECO process is implemented with fidelity across the FSM States/LEAs. The training also included activities related to understanding child development and developmentally appropriate preschool evidence-based practices. 

FSM National continues to support each FSM State/LEAs to conduct Child Find to ensure that young children with disabilities are identified, located, and evaluated as early as possible so that, if determined eligible, can receive preschool special education services. In collaboration with FSM Health Services and the FSM Hearing Detection and Intervention (EHDI) Program, FSM National continues to co-sponsor biennially the FSM Interagency Leadership Conference which rotates from state to state to build awareness about the early identification and service needs of young children with special needs.  Hence, technical assistance for speech and hearing is currently on-going for service providers and families under the FSM EHDI Program to strengthen the identification and intervention services for children with hearing impairment and developmental delays.

	B2
	FSM did not meet its FFY 2018 targets for 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2, which report preschoolers with IEPs who were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. FSM reported slippage by 19.93% for 7A2 from 79.31% (23/29) in FFY 2017 to 59.38% (19/32) in FFY 2018; by 8.62% for 7B2 from 58.62% (17/29) to 50.00% (16/32) in FFY 2018; and by 2.69% for 7C2 from 62.07% (18/29) in FFY 2017 to 59.38% (19/32) in FFY 2018. 

A data review of the preschoolers with an IEP who were in the “b” and “c” progress categories for Outcomes 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2 showed that the majority of these preschoolers were in both Outcomes “b” and “c” progress categories. In addition, the majority of these preschoolers exited to 1st grade with less than one year of preschool special education services. These preschoolers included those with autism spectrum disorder, orthopedic impairment, intellectual disability, hearing impairment, and developmental delay who required continued support for improving their knowledge and functional skills.

Based on the data review, reasons for the slippage for the 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2 slippage could be attributed to the length of preschool special education services provided, which was less than one year, and their educational needs related to their disability. 

FSM continues to provide technical support and training to the FSM States/LEAs on the use of Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) process for both general and special education early childhood education teachers. The FSM ECO procedures were updated to include specific instructions to ensure the ECO process is implemented with fidelity across the FSM States/LEAs. The training also included activities related to understanding child development and developmentally appropriate preschool evidence-based practices. 

FSM National continues to support each FSM State/LEAs to conduct Child Find to ensure that young children with disabilities are identified, located, and evaluated as early as possible so that, if determined eligible, can receive preschool special education services. In collaboration with FSM Health Services and the FSM Hearing Detection and Intervention (EHDI) Program, FSM National continues to co-sponsor biennially the FSM Interagency Leadership Conference which rotates from state to state to build awareness about the early identification and service needs of young children with special needs.  Hence, technical assistance for speech and hearing is currently on-going for service providers and families under the FSM EHDI Program to strengthen the identification and intervention services for children with hearing impairment and developmental delays.

	C2
	FSM did not meet its FFY 2018 targets for 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2, which report preschoolers with IEPs who were functioning within age expectations by the time they turned 6 years of age or exited the program. FSM reported slippage by 19.93% for 7A2 from 79.31% (23/29) in FFY 2017 to 59.38% (19/32) in FFY 2018; by 8.62% for 7B2 from 58.62% (17/29) to 50.00% (16/32) in FFY 2018; and by 2.69% for 7C2 from 62.07% (18/29) in FFY 2017 to 59.38% (19/32) in FFY 2018. 

A data review of the preschoolers with an IEP who were in the “b” and “c” progress categories for Outcomes 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2 showed that the majority of these preschoolers were in both Outcomes “b” and “c” progress categories. In addition, the majority of these preschoolers exited to 1st grade with less than one year of preschool special education services. These preschoolers included those with autism spectrum disorder, orthopedic impairment, intellectual disability, hearing impairment, and developmental delay who required continued support for improving their knowledge and functional skills.

Based on the data review, reasons for the slippage for the 7A2, 7B2, and 7C2 slippage could be attributed to the length of preschool special education services provided, which was less than one year, and their educational needs related to their disability. 

FSM continues to provide technical support and training to the FSM States/LEAs on the use of Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) process for both general and special education early childhood education teachers. The FSM ECO procedures were updated to include specific instructions to ensure the ECO process is implemented with fidelity across the FSM States/LEAs. The training also included activities related to understanding child development and developmentally appropriate preschool evidence-based practices. 

FSM National continues to support each FSM State/LEAs to conduct Child Find to ensure that young children with disabilities are identified, located, and evaluated as early as possible so that, if determined eligible, can receive preschool special education services. In collaboration with FSM Health Services and the FSM Hearing Detection and Intervention (EHDI) Program, FSM National continues to co-sponsor biennially the FSM Interagency Leadership Conference which rotates from state to state to build awareness about the early identification and service needs of young children with special needs.  Hence, technical assistance for speech and hearing is currently on-going for service providers and families under the FSM EHDI Program to strengthen the identification and intervention services for children with hearing impairment and developmental delays.


Does the State include in the numerator and denominator only children who received special education and related services for at least six months during the age span of three through five years? (yes/no)

YES
	Was sampling used? 
	NO


Did you use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center (ECO) Child Outcomes Summary Form (COS) process? (yes/no)

YES

List the instruments and procedures used to gather data for this indicator.

FSM continues to use the Early Childhood Outcomes Center's Child Outcomes Summary (COS) to report on a child's progress in the three outcome measures. A child who rates 6 or 7 is considered to be developing at age "comparable to age peers." The child's IEP Team, including the parent, Related Service Assistants (RSAs), and teachers, complete the COS. FSM uses multiple sources of information to assist the IEP Team in completing the COS, such as the FSM Inventory of Development (FSM-ID), parent interview, medical reports, evaluation reports, and teacher observations. The Special Education Coordinator from each FSM State/LEA, with assistance of the FSM National Department of Education (NDOE), Special Education Office monitors the implementation of the Early Childhood Outcome Measurement System guidelines to ensure the process for gathering the data are accurate, includes all children who meet the criteria for the measurements, and conducted within the specified timelines.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

7 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
7 - OSEP Response
FSM provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets. 
7 - Required Actions
Indicator 8: Parent involvement

Instructions and Measurement
Monitoring Priority: FAPE in the LRE

Results indicator: Percent of parents with a child receiving special education services who report that schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities.
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(A))

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
Percent = [(# of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities) divided by the (total # of respondent parents of children with disabilities)] times 100.
Instructions
Sampling of parents from whom response is requested is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

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

Provide the actual numbers used in the calculation.

If the State is using a separate data collection methodology for preschool children, the State must provide separate baseline data, targets, and actual target data or discuss the procedures used to combine data from school age and preschool data collection methodologies in a manner that is valid and reliable.

While a survey is not required for this indicator, a State using a survey must submit a copy of any new or revised survey with its SPP/APR.

Report the number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the demographics of the parents responding are representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, age of the student, disability category, and geographic location in the State.

If the analysis shows that the demographics of the parents responding are not representative of the demographics of children receiving special education services in the State, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State distributed the survey to parents (e.g., by mail, by e-mail, on-line, by telephone, in-person through school personnel), and how responses were collected.

States are encouraged to work in collaboration with their OSEP-funded parent centers in collecting data.
8 - Indicator Data

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


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	39.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	59.00%
	60.00%
	61.00%
	62.00%
	63.00%

	Data
	59.19%
	58.58%
	59.23%
	67.49%
	61.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	64.00%
	64.00%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent parents who report schools facilitated parent involvement as a means of improving services and results for children with disabilities
	Total number of respondent parents of children with disabilities
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	934
	1,692
	61.00%
	64.00%
	55.20%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


The number of parents to whom the surveys were distributed.
1,716

Percentage of respondent parents

98.60%

Provide reasons for slippage, if applicable

FSM’s FFY 2018 performance of 55.20% (934/1692) represents slippage by 5.8% from 61.00% (1134/1859) in FFY 2017. Stakeholders, including representatives from the State/LEA Special Education Advisory Councils who supported the dissemination of the parent surveys, discussed two possible reasons for the slippage: Understanding the survey item and increased awareness by parents of what to expect. It was shared that there appeared to be a need to have a clear understanding of the survey item by both parents and conductor of the survey. For instance, understanding the survey item statement and consistent clarifying questions (probes) across interviewers are needed to ensure parents understand what the item is talking about. Also, it was discussed that parent training activities have increased awareness of parents about parental involvement.  The high response rate of 98.60% (1692/1716) might be an indication of increased expectations for parental involvement.

Stakeholders discussed ways to address the slippage and to ensure that schools are facilitating parental involvement for improving special education services. One of the priorities discussed is for training sessions to target those schools or regions that reported a low performance rate for the survey item used to determine parental involvement. Each State/LEA special education program will plan for collaborative school personnel and parent sessions in these schools or regions to build awareness and capacity for schools to facilitate parental involvement.

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 FSM parent survey used in FFY 2018 was the same as in previous years. The survey was an adapted version of the Early Childhood Outcomes (ECO) parent survey. The same process for dissemination and collection was conducted for parents of preschool-aged children with IEPs as with the school-age group.

Data Calculation Method. FSM used the same adapted ECO survey as in previous years. There is a total of six questions in the “FSM Parent Survey” related to parent involvement in their child’s education as a means of improving the services and results for children with disabilities. The six survey items request parents to choose one of three response categories: 1) satisfied/understood/included; 2) somewhat/ sometimes; or 3) not enough or never. Survey Item #1 asks the following: Have you been included as a full partner in making decisions about your child’s special education program? A response of "included" in the first response category for Survey Item #1 was used as the numerator to determine the percentage of parent respondents who reported that school facilitated parental involvement.

Data Collection Method: As in previous years, each FSM State/LEA facilitated the data collection process for disseminating and collecting the parent surveys from parents of children with an IEP at the preschool, elementary, and secondary levels:

Yap State continued to work closely with their Inter-Agency Council members and representatives of their parent organization to support the dissemination and completion of the parent surveys by parents of children with an IEP. The surveys were completed one-on-one via an interview process, including for parents in the outer islands. This resulted in a 100% (159/159) return rate from Yap State.

In Kosrae State, the Inter-Agency Council members and Special Education Program staff disseminated and collected the parent surveys. As needed, they assisted parents in completing the parent survey. This resulted in a 97.99% (146/149) survey return rate for Kosrae State.

Chuuk State continued to work directly with the school principals and teachers, including the special education teachers, in the dissemination and collection of the parent surveys. The Special Education Case Managers collected the completed surveys for the schools. Chuuk State reported a 100% (709/709) survey return rate.

Pohnpei State worked with her Special Education Advisory Council, School Principals, Education Administrators, and National Special Education Office to disseminate and collect the parent surveys from the schools. The annual public hearing was one of the events for disseminating and collecting the parent surveys. This resulted in a 97% (678/699) return rate. 

In all four LEAs, parents were given the option of having the surveys in their native language or in English or to have the survey read to them in their vernacular language to increase their understanding of the survey questions.

	Was sampling used? 
	NO


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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

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


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

FSM’s FFY 2018 response rate of 98.60% (1692/1716) represents an increase in response rate from 98.15% (1859/1894) in FFY 2017. By numbers, the difference between the surveys not completed from year to year was an improvement from 35 surveys not completed in FFY 2017 to 24 surveys not completed in FFY 2018. The overall number of respondents is significant given the geographic remoteness of some areas within the FSM. All four island states or LEAs reported a high percentage of returned surveys, with two states/LEAs returning 100% of the surveys and the other two states/LEAs reporting at least a 97% return rate. FSM, therefore, demonstrated geographic, ethnic, and racial representation in respondents for its FFY 2018 parent survey compared to the demographics of children receiving special education services.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

8 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
8 - OSEP Response
FSM provided a target for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts that target.
8 - Required Actions
Indicator 9: Disproportionate Representation

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

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

9 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
9 - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable.
9 - Required Actions
Indicator 10: Disproportionate Representation in Specific Disability Categories 

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

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

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

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

States are not required to report on underrepresentation.

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

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

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

Targets must be 0%.

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

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

Provide an explanation of why it is not applicable below  

Per OSEP's instruction, Indicator 10 is not applicable to FSM.

10 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
10 - OSEP Response
OSEP notes that this indicator is not applicable.
10 - Required Actions

Indicator 11: Child Find

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

Compliance indicator: Percent of children who were evaluated within 60 days of receiving parental consent for initial evaluation or, if the State establishes a timeframe within which the evaluation must be conducted, within that timeframe. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3)(B))

Data Source
Data to be taken from State monitoring or State data system and must be based on actual, not an average, number of days. Indicate if the State has established a timeline and, if so, what is the State’s timeline for initial evaluations.
Measurement
a. # of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received.

b. # of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline).

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

Percent = [(b) divided by (a)] times 100.

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

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

Note that under 34 CFR §300.301(d), the timeframe set for initial evaluation does not apply to a public agency if: (1) the parent of a child repeatedly fails or refuses to produce the child for the evaluation; or (2) a child enrolls in a school of another public agency after the timeframe for initial evaluations has begun, and prior to a determination by the child’s previous public agency as to whether the child is a child with a disability. States should not report these exceptions in either the numerator (b) or denominator (a). If the State-established timeframe provides for exceptions through State regulation or policy, describe cases falling within those exceptions and include in b.

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	95.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	96.62%
	99.07%
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	(a) Number of children for whom parental consent to evaluate was received
	(b) Number of children whose evaluations were completed within 60 days (or State-established timeline)
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	291
	284
	100.00%
	100%
	97.59%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage


Provide reasons for slippage
In FFY 2018, FSM reported 97.59% (284/291) significant compliance for Indicator 11, which represented seven initial evaluations over timeline. The number of days beyond the timeline for all seven initial evaluations was 1- 22 days over the 60-day timeline requirement. It should be noted that although late, all seven initial evaluations were completed over timeline, as indicated in the "Account for children included in (a) but not included in (b)" section of this Indicator.The reason for the delay was due to non-adherence to the FSM Special Education Procedures, where teachers reported uncertain of who is responsible for each IEP process steps. 

During the FSM SPP/APR Leadership Meeting, stakeholders from the National and State Special Education Programs, including the Special Education Coordinator from each FSM state, discussed how to address the timeliness of the initial evaluations. It was agreed that the FSM State Special Education Coordinators will regularly review the information on the required procedural timeline reports generated by the FSM Student Information Tracking System (SITS) to determine the needs of the evaluators to complete the initial evaluations on time. The SITS reports include date of referral and date of parent consent so the Special Education Coordinators would be able to determine the deadline for the 60-day timeline. A follow-up training session on the FSM Special Education Procedural Manual was requested for all the four FSM LEAs.
Number of children included in (a) but not included in (b)

7

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

Range of Days Over Timeline and # of Initial Evaluations Over Timeline
1 day - 3
8 days - 1
19 days - 1
20 days -1
22 days -1
Indicate the evaluation timeline used:

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

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

Data Source: The evaluation data were taken from the FSM Student Information Tracking System (SITS) database system of all children for whom a parental consent to evaluate was received for the report year July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019. The evaluation data are collected through each FSM State/LEA inputting the completion dates into the web-based FSM SITS, based on the completed FSM IDEA procedural forms.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	0
	0
	0
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


11 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
11 - OSEP Response
Because FSM reported less than 100% compliance for FFY 2018, it must report on the status of correction of noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator.  When reporting on the correction of noncompliance, FSM must report, in the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, that it has verified that each LEA with noncompliance identified in FFY 2018 for this indicator:  (1) is correctly implementing the specific regulatory requirements (i.e., achieved 100% compliance) based on a review of updated data such as data subsequently collected through on-site monitoring or a State data system; and (2) has corrected each individual case of noncompliance, unless the child is no longer within the jurisdiction of the LEA, consistent with OSEP Memo 09-02.  In the FFY 2019 SPP/APR, FSM must describe the specific actions that were taken to verify the correction.

If FSM did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018, although its FFY 2018 data reflect less than 100% compliance, provide an explanation of why FSM did not identify any findings of noncompliance in FFY 2018.
11 - Required Actions
Indicator 12: Early Childhood Transition

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

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

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

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


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


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


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


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


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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12 - Prior FFY Required Actions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Targets must be 100%.

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

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

Historical Data
	Baseline
	2009
	88.00%


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target 
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	100%

	Data
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%
	100.00%


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target 
	100%
	100%


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of youth aged 16 and above with IEPs that contain each of the required components for secondary transition
	Number of youth with IEPs aged 16 and above
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	337
	337
	100.00%
	100%
	100.00%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


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

Data Source: The secondary transition data were taken from the completed Transition Services Record Review Summary forms of all youth with IEPs aged 16 and above for the report year July 1, 2018 to June 30, 2019. These completed forms were submitted to FSM-National Department of Education (NDOE). FSM-NDOE verified the submitted data with the youth with IEPs aged 16 and above in the FSM Student Information Tracking System (SITS) for the reporting year.
	Do the State’s policies and procedures provide that public agencies must meet these requirements at an age younger than 16? 
	YES

	If yes, did the State choose to include youth at an age younger than 16 in its data for this indicator and ensure that its baseline data are based on youth beginning at that younger age?
	NO


If no, please explain
FSM chooses to continue reporting Indicator 13 data for youth aged 16 and above with IEPs.  FSM may choose in the new SPP cycle to include youth younger than aged 16 with an IEP to ensure early transition skill development opportunities are provided for a meaningful transition from school to post-school activities.
Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

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

	0
	
	
	0


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

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


13 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
13 - OSEP Response
13 - Required Actions
Indicator 14: Post-School Outcomes

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

Results indicator: Post-school outcomes: Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, and were:

Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school.

Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school.

Enrolled in higher education or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment within one year of leaving high school.

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

Data Source
State selected data source.

Measurement
A. Percent enrolled in higher education = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

B. Percent enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

C. Percent enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment = [(# of youth who are no longer in secondary school, had IEPs in effect at the time they left school and were enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment) divided by the (# of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school)] times 100.

Instructions
Sampling of youth who had IEPs and are no longer in secondary school is allowed. When sampling is used, submit a description of the sampling methodology outlining how the design will yield valid and reliable estimates of the target population. (See General Instructions on page 2 for additional instructions on sampling.)

Collect data by September 2019 on students who left school during 2017-2018, timing the data collection so that at least one year has passed since the students left school. Include students who dropped out during 2017-2018 or who were expected to return but did not return for the current school year. This includes all youth who had an IEP in effect at the time they left school, including those who graduated with a regular diploma or some other credential, dropped out, or aged out.
I. Definitions
Enrolled in higher education as used in measures A, B, and C means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis in a community college (two-year program) or college/university (four or more year program) for at least one complete term, at any time in the year since leaving high school.

Competitive employment as used in measures B and C: States have two options to report data under “competitive employment” in the FFY 2018 SPP/APR, due February 2020:
Option 1: Use the same definition as used to report in the FFY 2015 SPP/APR, i.e., competitive employment means that youth have worked for pay at or above the minimum wage in a setting with others who are nondisabled for a period of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes military employment.

Option 2: States report in alignment with the term “competitive integrated employment” and its definition, in section 7(5) of the Rehabilitation Act, as amended by Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA), and 34 CFR §361.5(c)(9). For the purpose of defining the rate of compensation for students working on a “part-time basis” under this category, OSEP maintains the standard of 20 hours a week for at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This definition applies to military employment.

Enrolled in other postsecondary education or training as used in measure C, means youth have been enrolled on a full- or part-time basis for at least 1 complete term at any time in the year since leaving high school in an education or training program (e.g., Job Corps, adult education, workforce development program, vocational technical school which is less than a two-year program).

Some other employment as used in measure C means youth have worked for pay or been self-employed for a period of at least 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school. This includes working in a family business (e.g., farm, store, fishing, ranching, catering services, etc.).

II. Data Reporting
Provide the actual numbers for each of the following mutually exclusive categories. The actual number of “leavers” who are:


1. Enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school;


2. Competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education);


3. Enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in 


higher education or competitively employed);


4. In some other employment within one year of leaving high school (but not enrolled in higher education, some other postsecondary 
education or training program, or competitively employed).

“Leavers” should only be counted in one of the above categories, and the categories are organized hierarchically. So, for example, “leavers” who are enrolled in full- or part-time higher education within one year of leaving high school should only be reported in category 1, even if they also happen to be employed. Likewise, “leavers” who are not enrolled in either part- or full-time higher education, but who are competitively employed, should only be reported under category 2, even if they happen to be enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program.

III. Reporting on the Measures/Indicators
Targets must be established for measures A, B, and C.

Measure A: For purposes of reporting on the measures/indicators, please note that any youth enrolled in an institution of higher education (that meets any definition of this term in the Higher Education Act (HEA)) within one year of leaving high school must be reported under measure A. This could include youth who also happen to be competitively employed, or in some other training program; however, the key outcome we are interested in here is enrollment in higher education.

Measure B: All youth reported under measure A should also be reported under measure B, in addition to all youth that obtain competitive employment within one year of leaving high school.

Measure C: All youth reported under measures A and B should also be reported under measure C, in addition to youth that are enrolled in some other postsecondary education or training program, or in some other employment.

Include the State’s analysis of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school. States should consider categories such as race and ethnicity, disability category, and geographic location in the State.

If the analysis shows that the response data are not representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school, describe the strategies that the State will use to ensure that in the future the response data are representative of those demographics. In identifying such strategies, the State should consider factors such as how the State collected the data.

14 - Indicator Data
Historical Data
	
	Baseline 
	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	A
	2009
	Target >=
	7.00%
	9.00%
	11.00%
	13.00%
	14.00%

	A
	13.00%
	Data
	7.69%
	3.38%
	10.38%
	22.22%
	23.19%

	B
	2009
	Target >=
	35.00%
	40.00%
	45.00%
	50.00%
	55.00%

	B
	26.00%
	Data
	50.43%
	20.95%
	40.57%
	40.28%
	46.38%

	C
	2009
	Target >=
	58.00%
	60.00%
	62.00%
	64.00%
	68.00%

	C
	34.00%
	Data
	66.67%
	58.78%
	90.57%
	83.33%
	100.00%


FFY 2018 Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target A >=
	14.00%
	15.00%

	Target B >=
	60.00%
	50.00%

	Target C >=
	70.00%
	80.00%


Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	Number of respondent youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school
	110

	1. Number of respondent youth who enrolled in higher education within one year of leaving high school 
	23

	2. Number of respondent youth who competitively employed within one year of leaving high school 
	19

	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)
	6

	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).
	59


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

	A. Enrolled in higher education (1)
	23
	110
	23.19%
	14.00%
	20.91%
	Met Target
	No Slippage

	B. Enrolled in higher education or competitively employed within one year of leaving high school (1 +2)
	42
	110
	46.38%
	60.00%
	38.18%
	Did Not Meet Target
	Slippage

	C. Enrolled in higher education, or in some other postsecondary education or training program; or competitively employed or in some other employment (1+2+3+4)
	107
	110
	100.00%
	70.00%
	97.27%
	Met Target
	No Slippage


	Part
	Reasons for slippage, if applicable

	B
	FSM did not meet its target for 14B of 60% and reported slippage by 8.20% from 46.38% (32/69) in FFY 2017 to 38.18% (42/110) in FFY 2018. By numbers, there was an increase by 10 leavers reported in 14B from 32 leavers who were in higher education or competitively employed in FFY 2017 to 42 in FFY 2018.

Stakeholders from Pohnpei State and Yap State reported that the On-the-Job Training (OJT) program in these two LEAs stopped at the high school. This program offered all high school seniors an opportunity to explore jobs as part of their high school curriculum, which increased the likelihood of these seniors being employed upon graduation. In Pohnpei State, this could have contributed to the decrease in the number of leavers in competitive employment from seven in FFY 2017 to two in FFY 2018. In Chuuk, 64.81% (35/54) represented leavers in “other employment” from the lagoon and outer islands. There are limited opportunities for competitive employment on these islands where the leavers reside, which could have contributed to the slippage for 14B.


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


	Was a survey used? 
	YES

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


Include the State’s analyses of the extent to which the response data are representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in secondary school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school.
FSM demonstrated representation of its demographics with a 97.35% (110/113) return rate of its FFY 2017 leavers responding to the post-school outcome survey in FFY 2018. In 2017-2018, there was a total of 168 exiters; of which, 115 exiters left high school: 40 graduates with a high school diploma; 62 who dropped out; 11 who reached maximum age; and 2 who died. Of the 115 exiters who left high school, 113 were considered leavers for the purposes of Indicator 14: post-school outcomes survey. 

Analysis of representation included response rate by FSM States/LEAs, disability, and gender.  All four LEAs were represented in the leaver respondents, with Kosrae, Pohnpei, and Yap reporting 100% response rate.  Chuuk reported a response rate of 94.74% (54/57). The three leavers from Chuuk State who did not complete the survey were from a lagoon island.

Overall, by disability, the majority in both the leaver and respondent groups was SLD: Leavers = 92.92% (105/113) and Respondents = 93.64% (103/110); similar representation.

Overall, by gender, there was a similar representation in males in both groups: Leavers = 32.74% (37/113) and Respondents = 30.91% (34/110).

Data Collection Methods: FSM National Department of Education (NDOE), the SEA, and the four islands states, the LEAs, continue to monitor the implementation of the secondary transition policies and procedures, including when and how the post-school outcome surveys are completed. Each LEA gathers post-school outcome data annually between April and September for all youth with IEPs who received special education services and who graduated with a high school diploma, dropped out, withdrew or reached maximum age during the previous school year, consistent with the reported IDEA 618 exit data.

The collection of the post-school outcome data are conducted by each LEA and transmitted to FSM-NDOE for compilation and verification of the students who exited the program in the previous school year to ensure that the required "leavers" are surveyed and reported in the APR. Data are reviewed by the data managers at each LEA to ensure the data are accurate prior to reporting to FSM-NDOE. In addition, the LEA special education coordinator signs a certification document confirming the accuracy of the data submitted to FSM-NDOE.
	Are the response data representative of the demographics of youth who are no longer in school and had IEPs in effect at the time they left school? 
	YES


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

14 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
14 - OSEP Response
FSM provided targets for FFY 2019 for this indicator, and OSEP accepts those targets.
14 - Required Actions
Indicator 15: Resolution Sessions

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

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

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

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

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

15 - Indicator Data

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section C: Due Process Complaints
	11/11/2019
	3.1(a) Number resolution sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	0


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
Historical Data
	Baseline
	2005
	


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	
	
	
	

	Data
	
	
	
	
	


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	
	


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data
	3.1(a) Number resolutions sessions resolved through settlement agreements
	3.1 Number of resolutions sessions
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	0
	
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

FSM did not hold any hearing resolution sessions during the historical data period.  Per the Measurement instructions, States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of resolution sessions is less than 10.
15 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
15 - OSEP Response
FSM reported fewer than ten resolution sessions held in FFY 2018.  FSM is not required to provide targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more resolution sessions were held. 
 
15 - Required Actions
Indicator 16: Mediation

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

Results indicator: Percent of mediations held that resulted in mediation agreements. 
(20 U.S.C. 1416(a)(3(B))

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

Measurement
Percent = (2.1(a)(i) + 2.1(b)(i)) divided by 2.1) times 100.

Instructions
Sampling is not allowed.

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

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

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

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

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

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

	SY 2018-19 EMAPS IDEA Part B Dispute Resolution Survey; Section B: Mediation Requests
	11/11/2019
	2.1 Mediations held
	0

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

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


Select yes if the data reported in this indicator are not the same as the State’s data reported under section 618 of the IDEA.
NO

Targets: Description of Stakeholder Input 

As the SEA, NDOE facilitates stakeholder involvement for soliciting broad stakeholder input for FSM's IDEA Part B State Performance Plan (SPP) and Annual Performance Report (APR) development. Given FSM’s administrative structure, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team, comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA Special Education Advisory Councils and Special Education Programs and LEA general education administrators, serves as FSM’s broad stakeholder group for its SPP and APR development, which meets the minimum requirement of the IDEA State Advisory Panel for Special Education. The FSM RTI initiative or FSM’s Project LIFT includes other key stakeholders, including Department specialists, schools administrators, teachers, and parents for the development and implementation of Indicator 17: FSM’s State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP).

For the development of FSM’s FFY 2018 IDEA Part B APR and SSIP Phase III Year 4 report (Indicator 17), NDOE engaged the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team and other key education leaders, as follows:

• On March 18-20, 2019, FSM National and State Leadership teams met in Pohnpei to finalize the FFY 2017 SSIP Phase III Year 3 for submission to OSEP on April 3, 2019. The meeting also included discussions on SPP and LPP related progresses and prioritization of areas for the next SSIP, focusing on areas requiring technical assistance for LEAs. Other stakeholders that attended this leadership meeting were general education teachers, specialists, and school administrators, and parents.
• On April 8-12, 2019, NDOE conducted onsite monitoring of Yap Special Education program and met with Yap Interagency team and 21 parents of children with disabilities, with 2 Yap Department of Health staffs and 1 Yap State Legislator. Discussion topics included parent rights, due process and mediation, Yap Special Education performance, budget, and 2019 Interagency conference to be hosted by Yap on August 5-9, 2019.
• On July 15-18, 2019, NDOE and Project LIFT consultant conducted a Coaches' Institute in conjunction with the 2019 Micronesia Teacher Education Conference (MTEC) held in Pohnpei state. The Coaches' institute focused on professional development planning and implementation at the LEA levels, review and analysis of student data, classroom observation, core reading programs instruction/delivery, and presentations during MTEC break-out sessions. During the training, a Pohnpei Parent Evening was held at the model school where parents of children attending the Pohnpei Project LIFT model school and other school community parents were invited to participate in learning games with their kids. This opportunity allowed the parents and school community folks attending the event to learn more about Project LIFT and Special Education services in general.
• On August 5-9. 2019, the FSM Interagency conference was held in Yap and National and State administrators, general and special education teachers and administrators attending the conference met and discussed SPP and LPP implementation status, challenges, and preparation for the FFY 2018 SPP/APR Leadership meeting. FSM National and State Department of Health representatives and non-government agencies such as Chuuk and Pohnpei disability organization, Yap College of Micronesia campus, parents representing all four LEAs, were provided a Special Education program update and an opportunity to plan on improving each LEA's Interagency services for children with disabilities and their parents. The issue on accessibility of built structures and educational environments and related services were prioritized for improvement in 2019-2020.
•
On October 7-12, 2019, NDOE key staffs participated in a Pacific SSIP collaborative convening on Guam, with all the Pacific entities and OSEP funded TA centers such as National Center on Educational Outcomes (NCEO), National Center for Systemic Improvement (NCSI), National Center on Intensive Intervention (NCII), National Center on Improving Literacy (NCIL), with University of Guam Center for Excellence in Developmental Disabilities Education, Research, and Service (Guam CEDDERS) and the Regional Educational Laboratory-Pacific (REL-Pacific). FSM's Project LIFT consultants also attended to provide immediate consultative and technical assistance to FSM team represented by FSM National and all four state's DOE. 
•
On November 11-14, 2019, a pre-APR meeting was held on Pohnpei to continue discussions and analysis of FFY 2018 APR indicator performance data and identification of priorities for 2019-2020. State teams were represented by APR team members, who are representative of the broad stakeholders of each LEA. APR and SPP/SSIP data were presented and discussed for recommendations for improvement. 
• On January 21-24, 2019, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership team convened in Kosrae for final considerations for FSM's FFY 2018 APR, including explanation of slippage for FSM's FFY 2018 indicator performance that didn't meet target. The team reviewed FSM's performance on the established targets for Indicators 1-16 and discussed reasons for slippage where applicable. FSM's performance data were verified against all relevant data sources, including official 618 data submissions to OSEP. Trend data of performance on all indicator targets for FSM national and each LEA were reviewed and discussed for consideration of setting new targets or revising improvement activities.
Historical Data
	Baseline 
	2005
	


	FFY
	2013
	2014
	2015
	2016
	2017

	Target >=
	
	
	
	
	

	Data
	
	
	
	
	


Targets
	FFY
	2018
	2019

	Target >=
	
	


FFY 2018 SPP/APR Data

	2.1.a.i Mediation agreements related to due process complaints
	2.1.b.i Mediation agreements not related to due process complaints
	2.1 Number of mediations held
	FFY 2017 Data
	FFY 2018 Target
	FFY 2018 Data
	Status
	Slippage

	0
	0
	0
	
	
	
	N/A
	N/A


Provide additional information about this indicator (optional)

FSM did not hold any mediations during the historical data period.  Per the Measurement instructions, States are not required to establish baseline or targets if the number of mediations is less than 10.
16 - Prior FFY Required Actions

None
16 - OSEP Response
FSM reported fewer than ten mediations held in FFY 2018.  FSM is not required to provide targets until any fiscal year in which ten or more mediations were held. 
  
16 - Required Actions
Indicator 17: State Systemic Improvement Plan
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Certification
Instructions
Choose the appropriate selection and complete all the certification information fields. Then click the "Submit" button to submit your APR.
Certify

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

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

Name: 

Arthurson Albert
Title: 
Assistant Secretary/Part B Director
Email: 
aalbert@dss.edu.fm; aduralbert7@gmail.com
Phone:
(691)320-8982
Submitted on:
04/30/20  7:04:18 PM 
ED Attachments
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HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

INTRODUCTION

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

The RDA Matrix consists of:

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

2. a Results Matrix that includes scoring on Results Elements;
3. aCompliance Score and a Results Score;
4. an RDA Percentage based on the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
5. the Entity’s Determination.
The scoring of each of the above evaluation criteria is further explained below in the following sections:
A. 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix and Scoring of the Compliance Matrix
B. 2020 Part B Results Matrix and Scoring of the Results Matrix

C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

1 When providing exiting data under section 618 of the IDEA, Entities are required to report on the number of students with
disabilities who exited an educational program through receipt of a regular high school diploma. These students meet the
same standards for graduation as those for students without disabilities. As explained in 34 C.F.R. § 300.102(a)(3)(iv), in
effect June 30, 2017, “the term regular high school diploma means the standard high school diploma awarded to the
preponderance of students in the State that is fully aligned with State standards, or a higher diploma, except that a regular
high school diploma shall not be aligned to the alternate academic achievement standards described in section 1111(b)(1)(E)
of the ESEA. A regular high school diploma does not include a recognized equivalent of a diploma, such as a general
equivalency diploma, certificate of completion, certificate of attendance, or similar lesser credential.”
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A.2020 PART B COMPLIANCE MATRIX

In making each Entity’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Compliance Matrix, reflecting the
following data:

1. The Entity’s FFY 2018 data for applicable Part B Compliance Indicators? 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13
(including whether the Entity reported valid and reliable data for each indicator); and whether
the Entity demonstrated correction of all findings of noncompliance it had identified in FFY 2017
under such indicators;

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

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

4. Longstanding Noncompliance:
The Department considered:

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

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

Scoring of the Compliance Matrix

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

2 The U.S. Virgin Islands report data for Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13. Guam, American Samoa, and the Commonwealth
of the Northern Mariana Islands report data for Indicators 11, 12, and 13. The Federated States of Micronesia, the Republic
of the Marshall Islands, the Republic of Palau, and the BIE report data on Indicators 11 and 13.
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Scoring of the Matrix for Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11,12, and 13

In the attached Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for
each of the Compliance Indicators 4B, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13 :

e Two points, if either:

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

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

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

e Zero points, under any of the following circumstances:

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

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

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

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

particular Entity. The points for that indicator are not included in the denominator for the matrix.
In determining whether an Entity has met the 95% compliance criterion for Indicators 11, 12, and 13, the Department will round up from
94.5% (but no lower) to 95%. In determining whether an Entity has met the 90% compliance criterion for these indictors, the Department
will round up from 89.5% (but no lower) to 90%. In addition, in determining whether an Entity has met the 75% compliance criterion for
these indicators, the Department will round up from 74.5% (but no lower) to 75%. Similarly, in determining whether an Entity has met the
5% compliance criterion for Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, the Department will round down from 5.49% (but no higher) to 5%. In determining
whether an Entity has met the 10% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round down from 10.49% (but no higher)
to 10%. In addition, in determining whether an Entity has met the 25% compliance criterion for these indicators, the Department will round
down from 25.49% (but no higher) to 25%. The Department will also apply the rounding rules to the compliance criteria for 95% and 75% for:

(1.) the timeliness and accuracy of data reported by the Entity under sections 616 and 618 of the IDEA; and

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

decisions.

For Indicators 4B, 9, and 10, a very high level of compliance is generally at or below 5%.
A “No” in that column denotes that the Entity has one or more remaining findings of noncompliance identified in FFY 2017 for which the
Entity has not yet demonstrated correction. An “N/A” (for “not applicable”) in that column denotes that the Entity did not identify any
findings of noncompliance in FFY 2017 for the indicator.
If an Entity’s FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator are not valid and reliable, the matrix so indicates in the “Performance” column, with
a corresponding score of 0. The explanation of why the Entity’s data are not valid and reliable is contained in the OSEP Response to the
Entity’s FFY 2018 SPP/APR in the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool.
If an Entity reported no FFY 2018 data for any compliance indicator (unless the indicator is not applicable to the Entity), the matrix so
indicates in the “Performance” column, with a corresponding score of 0.
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Scoring of the Matrix for Timely and Accurate Entity-Reported Data

In the attached Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for
Timely and Accurate Entity-Reported Data’:

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

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

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

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

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

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

Scoring of the Matrix for Longstanding Noncompliance
(Includes Both Uncorrected Identified Noncompliance and Specific
Conditions)

In the attached Entity-specific 2020 Part B Compliance Matrix, an Entity received points as follows for the
Long-Standing Noncompliance component:

e Two points, if the Entity has:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o The Department has imposed Special or Specific Conditions on the Entity’s last three
(FFYs 2017, 2018, and 2019) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those Specific Conditions are
in effect at the time of the 2020 determination.
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B. 2020 PART B RESULTS MATRIX

In making each Entity’s 2020 determination, the Department used a Results Matrix reflecting the
following data:

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

2. The percentage of CWD exiting school by dropping out; and
3. The percentage of CWD exiting school by graduating with a regular high school diploma.

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

Percentage of CWD Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

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

Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Dropping Out

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

1 The Department will make these calculations using unsuppressed data. However, due to privacy concerns the Department
has chosen to suppress calculations made with small cell counts in the public document.
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Percentage of CWD Exiting School by Graduating with a Regular High School Diploma

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

Scoring of the Results Matrix

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

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

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

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

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

RDA RDA RDA
Score= Score= Score=

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

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

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

C. 2020 RDA Percentage and 2020 Determination

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

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

12 |n determining whether an Entity has met this 80% matrix criterion for a Meets Requirements determination, the Department will round up
from 79.5% (but no lower) to 80%. Similarly, in determining whether an Entity has met the 60% matrix criterion for a Needs Assistance
determination discussed below, the Department will round up from 59.5% (but no lower) to 60%.





HOw THE DEPARTMENT MADE DETERMINATIONS

Needs Assistance

Needs Intervention

Needs Substantial Intervention

An Entity’s 20 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if
the RDA Percentage is at least 60% but less than 80%.
An Entity’s determination would also be Needs
Assistance if its RDA Determination percentage is 80%
or above, but the Department has imposed Special or
Specific Conditions on the Entity’s last three (FFYs 2016,
2017, and 2018) IDEA Part B grant awards, and those
Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

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

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

10
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF SPECIAL EDUCATION AND REHABILITATIVE SERVICES

June 25, 2020

Honorable Wayne Mandiola

Acting Secretary of Education

Federated States of Micronesia

P.O. Box PS 87 Palikir

Pohnpei, Federated States of Micronesia 96941

Dear Acting Secretary Mandiola:

I am writing to advise you of the U. S. Department of Education’s (Department) 2020
determination under section 616 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). The
Department has determined that the Federated States of Micronesia needs assistance in
implementing the requirements of Part B of the IDEA. This determination is based on the totality
of the Federated States of Micronesia’s data and information, including the Federal fiscal year
(FFY) 2018 State Performance Plan/Annual Performance Report (SPP/APR), other Entity-
reported data, and other publicly available information.

The Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) is continuing to use both results and
compliance data in making determinations for outlying areas, freely associated States, and the
Bureau of Indian Education (the Entities) in 2020, as it did for determinations in 2019.! The
Federated States of Micronesia’s 2020 determination is based on the data reflected in the Entity’s
“2020 Part B Results-Driven Accountability Matrix” (RDA Matrix). The RDA Matrix is
individualized for each Entity and consists of:

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

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

(3) a Compliance Score and a Results Score;

(4) an RDA Percentage based on both the Compliance Score and the Results Score; and
(5) the Entity’s Determination.

The RDA Matrix is further explained in a document, entitled “How the Department Made
Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020:

1 OSEP has used results data on the participation and performance of children with disabilities on the National Assessment of
Educational Progress (NAEP) in making determinations for States (but not Entities) since 2014. Although the BIE is the only
Entity that administers the NAEP, OSEP has not used NAEP data in making the BIE’s determinations because the BIE’s NAEP
data were previously not available. However, given that the BIE’s NAEP data are now available, OSEP is considering using the
NAEP data in making the BIE’s 2021 determination under IDEA section 616(d).

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

The Department of Education’s mission is to promote student achievement and preparation for global competitiveness by
fostering educational excellence and ensuring equal access.
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Freely Associated States, Outlying Areas, and the Bureau of Indian Education-Part B”
(HTDMD).

The specifics of the determination procedures and criteria are set forth in the HTDMD and
reflected in the RDA Matrix for the Federated States of Micronesia. In making Part B
determinations in 2020, OSEP used results data related to:

(1) the participation of children with disabilities (CWD) on regular Statewide assessments;
(2) the percentage of CWD who graduated with a regular high school diploma; and
(3) the percentage of CWD who dropped out.

You may access the results of OSEP’s review of the Federated States of Micronesia’s SPP/APR
and other relevant data by accessing the EMAPS SPP/APR reporting tool using your Entity-
specific log-on information at https://emaps.ed.gov/suite/. When you access the Federated States
of Micronesia’s SPP/APR on the site, you will find, in applicable Indicators 1 through 16, the
OSEP Response to the indicator and any actions that the Entity is required to take. The actions
that the Entity is required to take are in two places:

(1) actions related to the correction of findings of noncompliance are in the “OSEP
Response” section of the indicator; and

(2) any other actions that the Entity is required to take are in the “Required Actions” section
of the indicator.

It is important for you to review the Introduction to the SPP/APR, which may also include
language in the “OSEP Response” and/or “Required Actions” sections.

You will also find all of the following important documents saved as attachments:
(1) theFederated States of Micronesia’s RDA Matrix;
(2) the HTDMD document;

(3) a spreadsheet entitled “2020 Data Rubric Part B,” which shows how OSEP calculated the
Federated States of Micronesia’s “Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data” score in the
Compliance Matrix; and

(4) a document entitled “Dispute Resolution 2018-2019,” which includes the IDEA section
618 data that OSEP used to calculate the Federated States of Micronesia’s “Timely State
Complaint Decisions” and “Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions” scores in the
Compliance Matrix.

As noted above, the Federated States of Micronesia’s 2020 determination is Needs Assistance. A
State’s or Entity’s 2020 RDA Determination is Needs Assistance if the RDA Percentage is at
least 60% but less than 80%. A State’s or Entity’s determination would also be Needs Assistance
if its RDA Determination percentage is 80% or above but the Department has imposed Special or
Specific Conditions on the State’s or Entity’s last three IDEA Part B grant awards (for FFY's
2017, 2018, and 2019), and those Specific Conditions are in effect at the time of the 2020
determination.

The Federated States of Micronesia’s determination for 2019 was also Needs Assistance. In
accordance with section 616(e)(1) of the IDEA and 34 C.F.R. § 300.604(a), if a State or Entity is
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determined to need assistance for two consecutive years, the Secretary must take one or more of
the following actions:

(1) advise the State or Entity of available sources of technical assistance that may help the
State or Entity address the areas in which it needs assistance and require the State or
Entity to work with appropriate entities;

(2) direct the use of State or Entity-level funds on the area or areas in which the State or
Entity needs assistance; or

(3) identify the State or Entity as a high-risk grantee and impose Special Conditions on the
State’s or Entity’s IDEA Part B grant award.

Pursuant to these requirements, the Secretary is advising the Federated States of Micronesia of
available sources of technical assistance, including OSEP-funded technical assistance centers
and resources at the following website: https://osep.grads360.org/#program/highlighted-
resources, and requiring the Federated States of Micronesia to work with appropriate entities. In
addition, the Federated States of Micronesia should consider accessing technical assistance from
other Department-funded centers such as the Comprehensive Centers with resources at the
following link: https://compcenternetwork.org/states. The Secretary directs the Federated States
of Micronesia to determine the results elements and/or compliance indicators, and improvement
strategies, on which it will focus its use of available technical assistance, in order to improve its
performance. We strongly encourage the Federated States of Micronesia to access technical
assistance related to those results elements and compliance indicators for which the Federated
States of Micronesia received a score of zero. The Federated States of Micronesia must report
with its FFY 2019 SPP/APR submission, due February 1, 2021, on:

(1) the technical assistance sources from which the Federated States of Micronesia received
assistance; and

(2) the actions the Federated States of Micronesia took as a result of that technical assistance.

As required by IDEA section 616(e)(7) and 34 C.F.R. § 300.606, the Federated States of
Micronesia must notify the public that the Secretary of Education has taken the above
enforcement actions, including, at a minimum, by posting a public notice on its website and
distributing the notice to the media and through public agencies.

States and Entities were required to submit Phase I1I Year Four of the SSIP by April 1, 2020.
OSEP appreciates the Federated States of Micronesia’s ongoing work on its SSIP and its efforts
to improve results for students with disabilities. We have carefully reviewed and responded to
your submission and will provide additional feedback in the upcoming weeks. Additionally,
OSEP will continue to work with the Federated States of Micronesia as it implements the fifth
year of Phase III of the SSIP, which is due on April 1, 2021.

As a reminder, the Federated States of Micronesia must make its SPP/APR available to the
public by posting it on it’s agency’s website. Within the upcoming weeks, OSEP will be
finalizing an Entity Profile that:

(1) includes the Entity’s determination letter and SPP/APR, OSEP attachments, and all Entity
attachments that are accessible in accordance with Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973; and

(2) will be accessible to the public via the ed.gov website.
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OSEP appreciates the Federated States of Micronesia’s efforts to improve results for children and
youth with disabilities and looks forward to working with the Federated States of Micronesia
over the next year as we continue our important work of improving the lives of children with
disabilities and their families. Please contact your OSEP State Lead if you have any questions,
would like to discuss this further, or want to request technical assistance.

Sincerely,

ﬂéuvmu) %n(w&egu

Laurie VanderPloeg
Director
Office of Special Education Programs

cc: Federated States of Micronesia Director of Special Education
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@EMAPS

EDFacis
Federated States of Micronesia

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

Section A: Written, Signed Complaints

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

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

(1.1) (c) Reports within extended timelines.

(1.2) Complaints pending.

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

S O O O o oo @

(1.3) Complaints withdrawn or dismissed.

Section B: Mediation Requests

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

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

S o o @

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

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

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

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

Section C: Due Process Complaints

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

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

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

oS o o o e
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(3.2) (b) Decisions within extended timeline. 0
(3.3) Due process complaints pending. 0

(3.4) Due process complaints withdrawn or dismissed

(including resolved without a hearing). 0

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

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

(4.1) Expedited resolution meetings.

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

(4.2) (a) Change of placement ordered.

(4.3) Expedited due process complaints pending.

S o oo oo @

(4.4) Expedited due process complaints withdrawn or
dismissed.

Comment:

Additional Comment:

This report shows the most recent data that was entered by Federated States of Micronesia. These data were generated on 10/8/2019 9:04 AM
GMT+11:00.

file:///C:/Users/Alexis.Lessans/OneDrive - U.S. Department of Education/Desktop/Part B Dispute Resolution/SY 2018-19 Part B Dispute Resolution Da... 2/2
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APR and 618 -Timely and Accurate State Reported Data

DATE: February 2020 Submission

Please see below the definitions for the terms used in this worksheet.
SPP/APR Data

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

Part B
618 Data

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

EDFacts Files/ EMAPS

618 Data Collection S Due Date

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

C005, C006, C007, C088,

Part B Discipline C143, C144

18t Wednesday in November

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

Part B Dispute Resolution

¢ .
Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in November

Part B Dispute Resolution

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

Part B MOE Reduction and

st .
CEIS Survey in EMAPS 1% Wednesday in May

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

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

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

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





FFY 2018 APR Federated States of Micronesia

Part B Timely and Accurate Data - SPP/APR Data

APR Indicator Valid and Reliable Total
1 1
2 1 1
3B 1 1
3C 1 1
4A 1 1
4B N/A N/A
5 1 1
6 1
7 1
8 1
9 N/A N/A
10 N/A N/A
11 1 1
12 N/A N/A
13 1 1
14 1 1
15 1 1
16 1 1
17 1 1
Subtotal 15
Timely Submission Points - If the
FFY_ 2018 APR was submitte_d 5
on-time, place the number 5 in the
APR Score Calculation cell on the right.
Grand Total - (Sum of subtotal and 20.00

Timely Submission Points) =

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

. Passed Edit
Table Timely Complete Data Check Total
Child Count/LRE
Due Date: 4/3/19 1 1 1 3
Personnel
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Exiting
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
Discipline
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
State Assessment
Due Date: 12/11/19 1 1 0 2
Dispute Resolution
Due Date: 11/6/19 1 1 1 3
MOE/CEIS Due Date:
5/1/19 1 1 1 3
Subtotal 20
Grand Total
(Subtotal X 22.86
618 Score Calculation 1.14285714) =
Indicator Calculation
A. 618 Grand Total 22.86
B. APR Grand Total 20.00
C. 618 Grand Total (A) + APR Grand Total (B) = 42.86
Total N/A in 618 O Total N/A in 618 X 1.14285714 0
Total N/A in APR 4
Base 44.00
D. Subtotal (C divided by Base*) = 0.974
E. Indicator Score (Subtotal D x 100) = 97.40

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

		Total2: 1

		Total3B: 1

		Total3C: 1

		Total4A: 1

		Total4B: N/A

		Total5: 1

		Total6: 1

		Total7: 1

		Total8: 1

		Total9: N/A

		Total10: N/A

		Total11: 1

		Total12: N/A

		Total13: 1

		Total14: 1

		Total15: 1

		Total16: 1

		Total17: 1

		TotalSubtotal: 15

		Timely2: [              1]

		Timely3: [              1]

		Timely4: [              1]

		Timely5: [              1]

		Timely6: [              1]

		Timely1: [              1]

		CompleteData6: [              1]

		CompleteData5: [              1]

		CompleteData4: [              1]

		CompleteData3: [              1]

		CompleteData2: [              1]

		CompleteData0: [              1]

		CompleteData1: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck6: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck5: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck4: [              0]

		PassedEditCheck3: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck2: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck0: [              1]

		PassedEditCheck1: [              1]

		618Total0: 3

		618Total1: 3

		618Total2: 3

		618Total3: 3

		618Total4: 2

		618Total5: 3

		618Total6: 3

		APRGrandTotal: 20

		618GrandTotal: 22.857142800000002

		State List: [Federated States of Micronesia]

		ValidandReliable2: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3B: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable3C: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4A: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable5: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable6: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable7: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable8: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable9: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable10: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable11: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable12: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable13: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable14: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable15: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable16: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable17: [                              1]

		ValidandReliable4B: [N/A]

		ValidandReliable1: [                              1]

		TimelySubmissionPoints: [5]

		AAPRGrandTotal: 20

		B618GrandTotal: 22.857143

		Timely0: [              1]

		APR618Total: 42.857143

		TotalNAAPR1: 4

		TotalSubtotal2: 20

		GrandSubtotal1: 0.9740259772727273

		IndicatorScore0: 97.40259772727273

		BASE0: 44

		TotalNA6182: 0

		TotalNA618: 0
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Federated States of Micronesia
2020 Part B Results Driven Accountability Matrix

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

Results-Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination?

Percentage (%) Determination

60 Needs Assistance

Results and Compliance Overall Scoring

Total Points Available Points Earned Score (%)
Results 8 0 0
Compliance 8 8 100

2020 Part B Results Matrix

Reading Assessment Elements

Reading Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Average Percentage of 3rd through 8th Grade Children with Disabilities 73 0
Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

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

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

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

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

National Assessment of Educational Progress

Math Assessment Elements

Math Assessment Elements Performance (%) Score
Average Percentage of 3rd through 8th Grade Children with Disabilities 67 0
Participating in Regular Statewide Assessments

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

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

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

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

National Assessment of Educational Progress

1 For a detailed explanation of how the Results Driven Accountability Percentage and Determination were calculated, review "How the
Department Made Determinations under Section 616(d) of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act in 2020: Freely Associated
States, Outlying Areas, and the Bureau of Indian Education Part B".





Exiting Data Elements

Exiting Data Elements Performance (%) Score
Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Dropped Out Over Previous 3 58 0
Years

Percentage of Children with Disabilities who Graduated with a 35 0
Regular High School Diploma Over Previous 3 Years?

2020 Part B Compliance Matrix

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

ethnicity, in the rate of suspension and expulsion, and
policies, procedures or practices that contribute to
the significant discrepancy and do not comply with
specified requirements.

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

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

Indicator 11: Timely initial evaluation 97.59 N/A 2
Indicator 12: IEP developed and implemented by third N/A N/A N/A
birthday
Indicator 13: Secondary transition 100 N/A 2
Timely and Accurate State-Reported Data 97.4 2
Timely State Complaint Decisions N/A N/A
Timely Due Process Hearing Decisions N/A N/A
Longstanding Noncompliance 2
Special Conditions None
Uncorrected identified noncompliance None

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

2 The complete language for each indicator is located in the Part B SPP/APR Indicator Measurement Table at:
https://osep.grads360.org/#tcommunities/pdc/documents/18303
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Federated States of Micronesia
IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase 111 Y ear Four

Introduction

The Federated States of Micronesia National Department of Education (FSM-NDOE) provides
leadership and oversight of the educational programs in the four FSM island states: Chuuk, Kosrae,
Pohnpei and Yap. Under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act IDEA), FSM is considered
a unitary educational system for the administration of the IDEA Part B Special Education Program.
Given FSM’s unique geographic context, NDOE functions as the State Education Agency (SEA)
for the administration, supervision, and monitoring of special education and related services
delivered in the four FSM island states through their State Departments of Education, considered
Local Education Agencies (LEAs).

NDOE submits the FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase 111, Year
Four, which provides data and analysis, consistent with FSM’s SSIP evaluation plan, on the extent to
which FSM has made progress toward or has met FSM-established short-term and long-term
outcomes for implementation of the SSIP.

SIMR Statement: As described in FSM’s SSIP Phase I, FSM’s State Identified Measurable Results
(SIMR) is clearly based on data and infrastructure analysis, is alighed with current agency initiatives
or priorities, and will impact improved results for students with disabilities in FSM. FSM’s SIMR is
aligned with Indicator 3C — Assessment for Reading. The primary goal of FSM’s SIMR is to:

Increase English literacy skills of all students in ECE throngh Grade 5 in the FSM,
with a particular focus on students identified as having a disability.

As described in FSM’s SSIP Phase 1, the selection of FSM’s SIMR was determined through the
review of baseline data collected from all grade levels at the four original pilot elementary schools
within Project LIFT (Literacy Intervention for FSM Leaders of Tomorrow). The Project LIFT
Assessment System includes various curriculum-based measures at each grade level, ECE through
Grade 5. Many, although not all, of these assessments include measures from the Dynamic
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) a series of procedures and measures for
assessment of the acquisition of a set of K-8 literacy skills developed and researched at the
University of Oregon. The review also included research on implementation science and the
development and implementation of the Response to Intervention (RTI) framework. With the
deliberate and focused implementation of the RTT framework priorities, these four pilot elementary
schools are now considered “model” elementary schools.

SIMR FFY 2018 Baseline Data: FSM’s SSIP Phase 111, Year Four includes valid and reliable
performance data. Given FSM’s infrastructure improvements, FSM is reestablishing its SIMR
baseline data in FFY 2018.

Rationale for Reestablishing Baseline in FFY 2018: When Pryject LIFT began several years ago
(SY 2014-15), English reading instruction began in Grade 3. As a result, the assessment system was
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initially set up to match the literacy skills being taught at each grade level at that time. Over time,
however, with the implementation of Prgject I IFT, a number of changes have taken place. First,
English reading/language instruction now begins in Grade Eatly Childhood Education (ECE) and
Grade 1 along with instruction in vernacular languages. This change aligns with research indicating
that children who learn two languages simultaneously go through the same processes and progress at
the same rate as children who learn only one language. Another factor adding to the consideration
of changing the assessment system was the addition of the Reading Mastery and Langnage for I earning
as adopted core English reading and language programs. These materials are being used at all grade
levels at one grade level below actual program grade levels. This resulted in a scenario in which the skills
being taught at each grade level differed from the skills tested within the assessment system.

As a result of these changes, an updated Project LIFT assessment system was needed in order to
much better aligh assessment with FSM’s new core English reading and language programs at the
project schools. This was actually a really great sign that FSM was making growth with its SSIP
(Project 1IFT), as expectations for student outcomes have increased. Through thoughtful
consideration and the desire to more fully aligh assessment and instruction, an updated assessment
system was put in place before the 2018-2019 school year.

Changes to FSM’s SIMR Updated Project LIFT Assessment System Highlighted by Grade
Level:

ECE

The skills tested and the benchmark scores remain the same for ECE. This is an area that all
schools have struggled with, and working on accuracy and especially fluency with vernacular letter
names and sounds is still a priority for ECE. Like English, each of the vernacular languages are
phonics-based reading systems.

Grade 1

Two of the three assessments remain the same. The change is the testing of English letter
sounds at Grade 1 rather than Grade 2. English letter-naming fluency has been dropped, although
teachers can still test this informally in their classrooms. The rationale is that Reading Mastery starts
teaching letter sounds in Grade K-5/ECE (which is being used in Grade 1).

Grade 2

The Nonsense Word Fluency assessment has been moved from Grade 3 to Grade 2. Again,
Reading Mastery teaches word blending starting at the very beginning of the program, so students are
expected to know and blend consonant-vowel-sound words at this point. Another big change at
this grade level is the addition of Oral Reading Fluency at the middle of Grade 2. These are
first-grade level passages, as we are providing instruction from Reading Mastery one grade level below
the actual program grade level.

Note: For these oral reading fluency assessments, as well as those used at the other grade levels,
time was spent selecting those assessments that were the least culturally-biased. In other words, this
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was an attempt to select readings with topics that were not dependent upon background knowledge
that FSM students may not be familiar with. It was not a perfect process, but this was kept in mind.

Grade 3

The Nonsense Word Fluency assessment is only given at the beginning of the year. The purpose of
still using this assessment at Grade 3 is finding students who are still having difficulty with
letter sounds and blending. These students should be prioritized for intervention instruction.
Sight word testing remains the same.

A big change in Grade 3 is the addition of Oral Reading Fluency throughout all three testing
periods. (These are actually Grade Level 2 passages.) This addition held the potential to initially
lower scores for Grade 3.

Grades 4and 5

There are some significant changes in testing at these grade levels. First, in order to better match
instruction with assessment, Grade 4 is now being tested with Grade 3 passages, and Grade 5 is now
being tested with Grade 4 passages.

There are also new comprehension screenings at these two grade levels. As the focus had been
developing the enabling skills to read in the past, e.g. phonemic awareness, alphabetic principal and
fluency (along with language and vocabulary development) comprehension was not initially included
in the assessment system as a strong majority of students were not able to read connected text.
However, because of the progress of these skills, the addition of comprehension measures was now
needed.

The Maze comprehension test is now in place in Grades 4 and 5. The Maze test is a relatively
common format used for comprehension screening. Several large assessment groups use the Maze
for comprehension screening including AIMSweb, DIBELS Next, and Core Reading assessments,
and the measure has been established as a reliable and valid method to assess reading
comprehension. Research has shown the Maze test to predict performance on large state-wide
assessments. The Maze test is good for screening, but other tests/information would have to be
used to provide diagnostic information about comprehension difficulties once the screening test has
found students with potential comprehension problems. The Maze test can be administered as a
group or individually. For efficiency, coaches administer the test to the entire class at one time.

In most cases, FSM is testing more difficult skills at lower grade levels. Hence, new baseline levels
are established with results from the 2018-2019 school year.

FSM’s SIMR continues to measure performance using the average score of literacy skills assessed
through the updated Project LIFT assessment system across Eatly Childhood Education (ECE)/K-
5 through Grade 5 in the four model schools, with targets set for both increasing the percent of
students that are meeting established “Benchmarks,” as well as decreasing the percent of students in
the category of “Intensive.”
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The updated Project LIFT assessment system continues to be administered in the four model
schools three times during each school year: Beginning of Year (BOY), Middle of Year (MOY), and
End of Year (EOY).

Effective FFY 2017, student performance data are retrieved from FSM’s Early Literacy Monitoring
(ELMO) web-based student data system. This is noteworthy because each model school is able to
input each DIBELS assessment results directly into the system and view student performance data
instantly at the individual, classroom, and state levels. ELMO requires access permissions for
ensuring confidentiality. NDOE is responsible for providing each State-Level/LEA Project IIFT
Team member with their level of access, depending upon their role for inputting and/or viewing
student data. At the National or SEA level, NDOE is able to view all student data to monitor
assessment participation and performance data.

Table 1 displays FSM’s SIMR FFY 2018 baseline, with targets set for FFY 2019 — FFY 2021. FSM’s
SIMR report the overall average “Benchmark” and “Intensive” performance levels for “All
Students” in ECE/K-5 through 5th grade in the four model schools. The FSM Pryject I.IFT School-
Wide End-of-Year Data for School Year 2018-2019 for “All Students,” included as Appendix A,
provides the breakdown of percentages by grade and assessment focus for each performance level:
Benchmark, Strategic, and Intensive, with the overall combined average percentage reported as
FSM’s FFY 2018 SSIP SIMR baseline data. As mentioned earlier, the student data reported are
retrieved from FSM’s ELMO.

Table 1: FSM’s SIMR Baseline & Targets

Baseline Target Target Target
FFY 2018 FFY 2019 FFY 2020 FFY 2021
% Benchmark 27% 28% 28% 29%
Growth Goal (+1%) (+0%) (+1%)
% Intensive 51% 50% 50% 49%
Decrease Goal (-1%) (-0%) (-1%)

The FSM Project IFT End-of-Year Data for School Year 2018-2019 for Students with Disabilities,
included as Appendix B, provides the breakdown of percentages by grade and assessment focus for
each performance level: Benchmark, Strategic, and Intensive, with the overall combined average
percentage for the End-of-Year assessment period.

Table 2 displays the FFY 2018 performance for All Students and Students with Disabilities in the
four model schools for both Benchmark and Intensive. As shown, All Students performed better
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than Students with Disabilities in both overall Benchmark and Intensive measures by 25% and 34%
respectively.

Table 2: FI'Y 2018 Baseline for All Students and Students with Disabilities in Model Schools

ECE/K-5 - 5th Grade Overall Overall
All Model Schools % Benchmark % Intensive
All Students 27% 51%
Students with Disabilities 2% 85%

With stakeholder input, targets for students with disabilities for FFY 2019 through FFY 2021 will
have a higher growth/decrease goal for Benchmark and Intensive than the goals set for the SIMR
for All Students. Stakeholders expressed the need to, as much as possible, close the gap between the
performance of All Students and Student with Disabilities. It is understood that for SSIP reporting
purposes, students with disabilities will be reported with “All Students” for progress data. Table 3
displays the baseline and targets set for Students with Disabilities. As shown, the expectation for
Students with Disabilities is to achieve a 2% to 3% growth/dectease goal versus a 1%
growth/decrease goal for All Students. Although these percentages may appear to be insignificant,
FSM is continuing to address the infrastructure improvements with the establishment of the new
Project LIFT Assessment System the implementation with fidelity of the core reading programs. At
the request of the stakeholders, the established targets will be re-determined annually.

Table 3: FSM’s Baseline & Targets for Students with Disabilities

Baseline Target Target Target
FFY 2018 FFY 2019 FFY 2020 FFY 2021

% Benchmark 2% 5% 7% 10%
Growth Goal (+3%) (+2%) (+3%)
% Intensive 85% 82% 80% 77%
Decrease Goal (-3%) (-2%) (-3%)
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A. Summary of Phase III, Year Four

The composite picture of progress of implementation on the strategic plan is summarized in the
table, included as Appendix C: Progress of Implementation. The following provides more detail
regarding the FSM SSIP theory of action, logic model, and coherent improvement strategies.

Theory of Action or Logic Model for the SSIP, including SIMR.

The FSM SSIP Evaluation 1ogic Model, included in FSM’s SSIP Phase 11, incorporated the framework
of FSM’s Theory of Action and implementation Logic Model from FSM’s SSIP Phase 1.

FSM’s Theory of Action (TOA) is a visual representation of the SSIP alignment with the FSM National
Department of Education (NDOE) mission and belief with feedback loops for how the SSIP can be
adjusted depending upon implementation. The implementation Logic Model provides additional
information on the specifics of the Theory of Action. Based on the coherent improvement strategies,

the Logic Model visually represents the flow of activities, processes and anticipated outcomes
toward meeting FSM’s State-Identified Measurable Results (SIMR).

FSM’s SSIP Logic Mode/ unifies the coherent improvement strategies, activities and measures to
provide a road map that integrates the evaluation across measures at the national, state, and building
(or school) level. The process of developing the logic model assists all those involved to have a
common understanding of not only the “big picture” but also the milestones and their individual
and collective roles in achieving the desired results of FSM’s SIMR.

Brief Overview of the Year’s Activities and Outcomes

FSM’s SSIP Logic Model short and long-term outcomes were established with the SIMR goal in
mind and with consideration of U.S. Federal, FSM National and State requirements and policies.
The project outcomes, both short and long-term, are aligned to the project outputs, which, in turn,
correspond to the project strategies and activities. In February 2019, one change was made to the
FSM SSIP Logic Model (see Appendix D). The first intermediate outcome reported in the Logic
Model was adjusted this year to reflect “RTT elements implemented with fidelity” rather than
“Educators provide instruction in English and reading skills with fidelity.” This change was made to
better reflect the relationship of multiple strategies to support RTI implementation and not only the
educators’ implementation of the reading program. Stakeholder input was obtained on this change
to the intermediate outcome during the SSIP stakeholder meeting.

Two intermediate outcomes continued to be addressed during this reporting period. These include
(a) RTT elements are implemented with fidelity and (b) Data teams make appropriate decisions about
students' instructional needs. Data collection activities that occurred during this reporting period
included classroom walk-throughs and observations conducted by coaches and administrators,
document reviews, SIMR progress data analysis, fidelity of implementation analysis, and state
specific snapshots examining implementation in each State. Snapshot reports have been generated
for two of the four States and model schools that describe and evaluate fidelity of implementation at
each site. Data collection and analysis activities have started for generating the snapshots for the
additional two states.
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The FSM SSIP evaluation plan is designed to provide performance feedback and permit periodic
assessment of progress toward achieving intended outcomes outlined in the logic model. Sigma
Associates evaluators provide results of data collection activities in a variety of way and solicit input
from SSIP stakeholders regarding the implementation of the evaluation at least two times per project
year. Evaluators generate evaluation memorandums following key data collection activities. The
memorandums are designed to be 3-5 pages in length and provide data analysis strategies and results
so that FSM National and State leadership can make mid-course changes, as needed, to specific
project activities. Evaluators also create short PowerPoint presentations that outline data collection
strategies and results. These are intended to be used at both the National and State level with key
stakeholders for each entity. In addition, evaluators engage in face-to-face or virtual evaluation
feedback sessions, at least two times per year, in which all data and recommendations generated
during a specified time period are presented. These sessions provide an opportunity for stakeholders
to engage in a discussion with evaluators and address questions and answers regarding evaluation
results. Appendix E provides a sample of materials used to present evaluation findings and gather
stakeholder input. Stakeholder input sessions occurred in August and November 2019 and January
and March 2020.

Coherent improvement strategies or principle activities employed during the year, including
infrastructure improvement strategies.

As described in Phase I, FSM’s SSIP incorporates FSM’s initiative, Project Literacy Intervention for FSM
Leaders of Tomorrow (Project 1.IFT), using the RTT framework to increase English literacy skills. With
technical assistance from the University of Oregon, College of Education Center for Equity
Promotion, FSM developed the Project ILIFT Owverall Strategic Five-Y ear Plan that describes the specific
infrastructure system components of the framework and the timeframe for implementation. As
outlined in the five-year plan, Project LIF'T brought together general education and special education
at both the National and State levels to focus on the development and implementation of early
English literacy. This five-year plan serves as FSM’s SSIP Implementation Plan, which includes the
following system components:

* Commitment and Leadership: Establishment of National and State Leadership Teams,
with building level support to the school principal as the instructional leader.

* Coaching: Identification of a coach with development and implementation of coaching
professional development.

= Assessments: Selection and implementation of the screening assessment in the four model
schools. As described earlier, FSM is reestablishing baseline in FFY 2018. An updated
Project LIFT assessment system was needed in order to much better align assessment with
FSM’s new core English reading and language programs at the project schools.

= Data Analysis: Establishment of the Progject LIFT Data Team with professional
development to the team for analyzing and interpreting data for improving instruction.

= Instruction: Schedule and instructional focus and delivery, intervention, and instructional
materials outlined with professional development conducted by the Project ILIFT consultant
from University of Oregon.
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»  Project LIFT Program Evaluation: Outlines the use of student performance data to
measure project progtess.

At the National-level, NDOE provides oversight and guidance to the four FSM State Departments
of Education, the State-level. FSM’s SSIP follow the same governance structure and support for
implementation of Progject LIFT. NDOE’s role has been to provide leadership and support to the
four States to implement evidence-based practices in the schools for improving English literacy
skills. Based on FSM’s SSIP Implementation Plan, Project ILIFT’s five-year plan, NDOE provided the
following critical support for building State-level capacity in the last year:

* Commitment & Leadership: Supported States to further enhance Language Curriculum,
Standards, and Benchmarks and the adoption of a Core Reading program to support
curriculum, which align to NDOE’s vision: A unified education system that enables every
citizen to participate fully in the development of the FSM, the Pacific community, and the
world.

* Coaching & Instruction: Planned the on-going training for coaches, teachers, and others
on use of the instructional materials. Facilitated the training sessions for all teachers and
support personnel, with an invitation to the College of Micronesia (COM-FSM)
Instructors/Division Chairperson for Associate of Arts in Pre-Teacher Preparation course
enhancement.

= Assessments: Planned the on-going technical assistance to the State-level RTI Leadership
Teams and pilot schools for the screening and assessment implementation with fidelity. The
Project LIFT Assessment System includes various curriculum-based measures at each grade
level, ECE through Grade 5. Many, although not all, of these assessments include measures
from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) a series of procedures
and measures for assessment of the acquisition of a set of K-8 literacy skills developed and
researched at the University of Oregon.

= Data Analysis: Developed a unified process to collect State data on local language/English
reading assessments and align analysis of data with project results and the nation-wide
assessment test called the National Minimum Competency Test (NMCT).

* Instruction: Assisted States with completing procurement of reading materials (Language
for Learning and Reading Mastery) for all project grade levels (ECE to 5th grade) and
training of coaches and teachers on the instructional materials.

=  Program Evaluation: Facilitated the development of the FSM SSIP Evaluation Plan
that aligns to the Prgject LIFT Program Evaluation.

As part of its governance structure, NDOE established a process for each State to develop a Local
Systemic Improvement Plan (LSIP) for identifying annual priorities for Prgject IIFT implementation
based on the five-year plan. Table 4 displays the relationship between the State LSIP goals and the
components of the five-year plan. As described in Section B of this Phase 111, all components were
addressed in FFY 2018.
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Table 4: Project IIFT Strategic Plan & LSIP Goals

Project LIFT Strategic Plan LSIP Prioritized Goals by LEAs/FSM States
Chunk Kosrae Pobnpei Yap
Commitment & Leadership v v v v
Coaching v v v v
Assessments v v v v
Data Analysis v v v v
Instruction v v v v
Program Evaluation v v v v

Specific evidence-based practices that have been implemented to date.

The specific evidence-based practices (EBPs) implemented to date began with the Project LIFT
Response to Intervention (RTI) framework and the use of implementation science. Figure 1
provides a visual of FSM’s SSIP Implementation Plan, Project I.IFTs five-year plan, in relation to the
stages of implementation. With consultation support from University of Oregon, FSM’s Project LIFT
is considered to be in the “full implementation” stage, with FSM’s National Leadership Team
continuing to work towards sustainability and scaling up EBPs.

The foundational support for EBPs in English literacy has been the direct and explicit instructional
approach with screening and assessment for identifying core instructional and targeted intervention
needs of all students in the model schools.

Figure 1: States of Implementation for Project Lift

The States of Implementation
State Implentation and Scaling-Up of Evidence Based Practices Center (SISEP)

Full Sustainability
Implementation

Initial
Implementation

p

Installation 2017

to 2018

Exploration

2013
to
2014
2009

to
2013
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As discussed earlier, FSM’s SIMR is measured using the average score of literacy skills assessed
through the updated Project LIFT assessment system across Eatly Childhood Education (ECE)/K-
5 through Grade 5 in the four model schools. The assessment is administered in the four model
schools three times throughout the school year: beginning of the year (BOY), middle of the year

(MOY), and end of year (EOY).

The Langnage for 1earning and Reading Mastery Programs have been identified as FSM’s Project LIFT
core English literacy programs. As described in Section B, these programs have been procured and
implemented in the four model schools in school year 2018-2019.

B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP

The FSM NDOE has met intended outputs described in its Logic Model (see Appendix D). Strategy
1 in the logic model focuses on engaging State leadership teams in establishing and maintaining an
RTI- School Based Reading Model (SBRM). Activities for this strategy focus on ensuring that states
have a system in place to support RTI implementation, including the use of school-wide assessment
plans, professional development opportunities provided to coaches and schools, and having coaches
assigned to all model schools. All model schools have incorporated the use of school-wide
assessment plans into their practice, collecting data at three points in time during the school year.
NDOE and each state continue to provide on-going professional development to coaches and to
school level staff. Each State continues to have coaches that represent both general education and
special education.

Strategy 2 in the Logic Model aims to build and improve the skills of classroom teachers to provide
direct instruction in reading by providing structured professional development for primary teachers
to teach English language and reading skills, to ensure that model schools have the appropriate
instructional materials needed to deliver English language and reading skills, and to provide English
language and reading instruction in ECE/K-5 and Grade 1. FSM continues to address the activities
associated with this strategy by providing the annual Reading Symposium each summer and ongoing
technical assistance and professional development from NDOE’s RTT consultant, and ensuring that
each state has the resources needed to purchase instructional materials needed to deliver English
language and reading skills in model schools.

The third strategy identified in the Logic Model addresses the need to ensure special education is
addressed within the RTI model. As such, activities focus on providing structured professional
development for special education teachers in providing instruction in the general education
classroom. FSM continues to receive intensive technical assistance from the National Center on
Education Outcomes (NCEO) with regards to implementing its assessment system, both formative
and summative, and ensuring the inclusion of students with disabilities within all aspects of the
assessment system.

A key component to addressing fidelity of implementation to the RTI model is addressed in Strategy
4. This strategy concentrates on the need for continuous support and monitoring of implementation
on multiple levels. Specific activities include: 1) coaches and RTI team members engaging in
observation and walk-throughs designed to assess teacher practice, 2) State RTI team meetings, and
3) NDOE review of and feedback on State LSIPs.
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Observation of teacher practice provides a more objective assessment of implementation. Coaches
and school administration using observation protocols for both Reading Mastery and Language for
Learning conduct the observations on regular intervals. Coaches and administrators have been
trained on the core components of each observation instrument. In addition, external evaluators
reviewed a sample of observation forms to assess implementation fidelity. RTT team meetings
support implementation by regularly reviewing progress on implementation and addressing issues
that may arise. The quarterly review of each State’s LSIP facilitates continuous improvement and
assists State’s in making progress on their activities.

Strategy 5 in the Logic Model describes the importance of engaging both general education and
special education in the overall implementation of the RTI Model, including shared leadership at the
NDOE and State level, as well as at the school level. Evaluation activities over the course of the past
three years have highlighted increased opportunities for special education and general education to
engage in project activities. Some examples of this collaborative approach include conducting regular
data team meetings with school general and special education teachers, providing professional
development opportunities to all teachers, and creating opportunities for families to engage in
activities that raise their awareness of the importance of Early Literacy.

C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes

NDOE staff, State RTT team members, external consultants, and various stakeholders lead the
evaluation efforts for FSM’s SSIP. The SSIP evaluation plan is designed to assess both the processes
and impact of implementing the strategies and activities identified in the Logic Model, leading to the
SIMR goal of increasing English literacy skills of all students in ECE through Grade 5, in FSM, with
a particular focus on students identified with having a disability. Over the course of the reporting
period, NDOE engaged in a number of evaluation activities to monitor and measure strategies and
outcomes to assess the effectiveness of the SSIP implementation plan. These are described later in
this section of the SSIP.

The evaluation plan utilizes a mixed methods design, using both qualitative and quantitative data and
continuous feedback loops to ensure program improvement. By using different sources and
methods at various points in the evaluation process, the evaluators can build on the strength of each
type of approach used in a mixed method design and simultaneously, minimize inherent weakness in
any one method. In addition, using a variety of methods in the evaluation can strengthen the validity
of results and strengthen the findings.

An important aspect of conducting an evaluation in FSM is the consideration of culture and its
context within the implementation of the SSIP. Culturally responsive evaluators honor the cultural
context in which an evaluation takes place by bringing needed, shared life experience and
understandings to the evaluation tasks (Frierson. Hood, Stafford, & Hughes, 2002). Evaluators from
Sigma Associates, Incorporated strive to ensure that cultural considerations are always in the
forefront in the development of data collection instruments, analysis procedures, and reporting.

The external evaluators have developed a set of analysis conditions that are designed to guide data
integration from the various data collection methods. The analysis of quantitative data largely
involves reporting descriptive statistics, generally, frequencies and percentages. Content analysis
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techniques ware used to analyze the results of the semi-structured interviews, focus groups, and
document reviews. All qualitative data is transcribed and analyzed using NVivo (QSR International
Pty Ltd., (2012) to identify patterns and themes both within and across groups and individuals.

The Logic Model and evaluation plan submitted in April 2017 are aligned to the Theory of Action.
FSM NDOE continues to use the Logic Model outcomes and related performance measures in the
evaluation plan to guide the SSIP implementation and report to stakeholders. In Year 4, the external
evaluators conducted on-site and virtual data collection from the SSIP model sites. The data
collected included progress on implementation, educator perspectives on coaching and TA services,
changes in educator practice, administrative supports, infrastructure changes, family and community
engagement, and changes in SIMR data. In addition, in-depth snapshots of implementation were
finalized for two states-Yap and Kosrae. Snapshot data collection activities began in this reporting
year for the states of Chuuk and Pohnpei. However, due to travel restraints in late December 2019
and early 2020, onsite data collection activities in both states were postponed until travel restrictions
are lifted. The table below outlines the data collection schedule used during this reporting period.
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FSM SSIP Evaluation Data Collection Schedule
Phase Ill Year 4: SY 2019-2020 (September 2019 to September 2020)
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Data sources used during this reporting period are described below.
Data sources for each key measure

FSM NDOE has developed the SSIP Evaluation Plan (Appendix F) and uses this to guide data
collection for each measure, allowing external evaluators to document and describe implementation
across all years of Phase III of the SSIP. As can be seen in the plan, the sources and methods for
each performance measure are suited to the measure and include a mix of quantitative and
qualitative data. Where possible, the SSIP evaluation uses existing data and/or data collection
methods to ease the burden on participants in the SSIP activities. Data sources for this reporting
period include:

Document Review and Analysis

Evaluation staffs have reviewed a number of relevant documents and artifacts to assess the extent to
which the coherent improvement activities have been completed and with what effectiveness. These
documents have included Local Systemic Improvement Plans (LSIPs), training schedules and
content focus areas, observation and walk-through data, and training consultant quarterly reports.
This data collection method provides information related to the infrastructure changes to support
implementation and yields information regarding fidelity of implementation of the coherent
Improvement strategies.

Observations

Evaluators reviewed a sample of classroom observations conducted by literacy coaches in each State.
Due to travel restrictions and school closures, evaluators were not able to engage in on-site data
collection activities. Evaluators analyzed a sample of observation and walk-through forms that were
collected at two points in time during this reporting period-once following the BOY assessment
administration and a second time following the MOY assessment administration.

Training and Professional Development End of Event Surveys

Evaluators conducted surveys at the end of a sample of training and professional development
activities to gather data regarding participants’ perceptions of the quality, relevance, usability, and
availability of trainings and professional development opportunities. The surveys were also designed
to assess pre/post training assessment, which is designed to gauge knowledge change in training
participants. Survey data was collected for two one week- long trainings, the first conducted with
coaches on the use of ELMo data features and the second conducted with state RTT teams during
the Pacific SSIP Collaborative Conference.

Curriculum Based Measures - Data

The updated Project LIFT assessment system data is used to measure student outcomes. RTI
coaches collect these data at three points in time during the school year. Coaches are using FSM
NDOEFE’s Early Literacy Monitoring (ELLMo) data system to capture and analyze data. As part of the
data sharing agreement, FSM NDOE provide these data for model schools to the external
evaluators. ELLMo provides “real-time” child-level data, which is analyzed at the child, school, and
state level. NDORE staff, state RTT teams and coaches all receive training and technical support on
ELMo’s content and use.

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SS1P) Phase 111, Year Four, April 1, 2020 Page | 14





State Snapshots of Implementation

As FSM moves to full implementation and sustainability of its SSIP activities and RTI framework in
its model schools, evaluators continued to develop snapshots of implementation data collection.
Evaluators have started the snapshot development for Chuuk and Pohnpei but travel restrictions
have hindered opportunities for onsite visits to observe classrooms. However, evaluators have
collected other data components for these two snapshots including a comprehensive review of
implementation documents. In addition, evaluators have gathered information from each state’s RTI
team through virtual meetings. Observations will be conducted early next fall, given that travel will
be allowed into FSM at that time. Evaluators continued to add additional data to the Yap and
Kosrae snapshots. Snapshots are created through operationalized rubrics that are used to gauge the
implementation of the core components of a particular model-in this case the RTI framework. To
align the implementation efforts across the states and model school levels, the content included in
the snapshots rely on input by national and state leadership. Topics common to each state/model
school snapshot revolve around five main themes: (1) Adherence—Are the RTI components being
implemented as intended? (2) Exposure—How much of the RTT framework is being implemented?
(3) Quality of the delivery—How well is implementation being accomplished? (4) Student
Responsiveness—How well has the implementation of RTI impacted student outcomes? (5)
Implementation Differentiation—What are the unique features of implementation that may be
different in each state/model school?

There are four (4) primary data collection activities that occur as part of the development of the
Snapshot. The first includes a comprehensive document review of pertinent materials, plans, and
observations that describe implementation activities at each location. The document review is
described in more detail above. The second data collection focuses on the in-depth interview
conducted with the state RTT team. Following the RTT team interview, evaluators conduct
classroom observations, also described above. Finally, a comprehensive Implementation Rubric is
completed. This rubric describes different levels of implementation for each specific core
component of the RTI framework. Data collection across all aspects of the Snapshot involves the
use of evidence forms, which contain a list of questions for state RTT members, coaches, and school
administrators. In addition, artifacts such as LSIPs, consultant training reports, etc. were used to
describe different levels of implementation. A three-point scale is used to rate each of the items
within the rubric.

Description of data for each key measure

In this section, we provide the data and results on the performance measures for which baseline data
was collected. Please see section FF (Next Steps) for details on evaluation activities for the coming
year, which will include any need for adjustments to the data collection plan and a description of the
comprehensive data collection schedule for the 2020-2021 school year. The following tables and
narrative includes the SSIP logic model outcome, related performance measure(s), baseline data, as
well as a description of the data collected, the analyses, and contextual factors related to the results.
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Outcome Performance Measure Performance Data
RTI elements are implemented | (a) % RTI elements 81%
with fidelity implemented with fidelity
(b)% reading program
practices implemented with 59%
fidelity.

(a) % RTI elements implemented with fidelity

The data reported in the table above represent the results of document review of state plans and
reports by RTI Team Members at stakeholder meetings. An Implementation Rubric is used to
assess level of implementation across the RTI components. The components included in the rubric
are: 1) Core Reading Program, 2) Assessment of Learning, and 3) Leadership/Infrastructure. Within
each of these are a set of elements on which the states are rated based on data collected and
documents reviewed. The rating options are: In Place (3), Partially in Place (2), Not Yet in Place (1),
and Cannot Rate (0). Each component has a maximum possible score, and these are tallied to yield
a possible maximum overall score of 36. The Implementation Rubric can be found in Appendix G.
Table 5 below provides information regarding national implementation scores.

Table 5. National Percentage Implementation of RTI Components

Core Reading Program Possible Score = 15

Score 13

Percent Implementation 87
Assessment of Learning Possible Score = 9

Score 7

Percent Implementation 78
Leadership/Infrastructure Possible Score = 12

Score 9

Percent Implementation 75
Total Possible Score = 36

Score 29

Percent Implementation 81

An analysis of the results indicates that the component of Core Reading Program had the highest
level of implementation (87%), followed by Assessment of Learning (78%), and
Leadership/Infrastructure (75%). While the petrformance data represent gains from last year, there is
still work to be done to consistently implement the RTI framework in each of the States. These
components are foundational to achieving the outcomes desired regarding early literacy, and
therefore it is appropriate that they have high levels of implementation at this stage of SSIP
implementation. NDOE has plans to address some specific issues related to RTI meetings taking
place regulatly (part of the Leadership/Infrastructure domain). As these teams guide the local
implementation, it is essential that they are effectively functioning.
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The results of the administration of the rubric may also provide the States with data to assist them as
they scale early literacy to additional schools in that they can review which RTI components they
may need more support to implement.

(b) % reading program practices implemented with fidelity

To assess petrformance on this measure, evaluators collected and analyzed results from coaches/
administrator observations of educators’ instruction in reading in their classrooms. These
observations were conducted at the beginning of the year (BOY) and middle of the year (MOY) for
the current reporting petiod. The data analyzed represents all four states and classrooms ECE/K-5
through 5™ grade. In all, 31 observations were conducted. There were two observation protocols
used to collect the data on reading instruction: one for the Language for Learning program, and the
other for Reading Mastery. The results were calculated totaling the number of practices being done
(i.e., rated as “Yes” on the observation form) divided by the total number of practices intended to be
observed, multiplied by 100. Those practices being done by 75% of the teachers observed were
considered to be at fidelity. For the observations conducted, 17 of 29 practices were done with
fidelity, yielding 59%. This demonstrates improvement from the previous year performance of 42%.

Categories were identified to describe the practices not yet being done with fidelity to provide a
detailed picture of the reading program implementation. These are: emzerging (i.e., the practice is being
implemented by 50-74% of the teachers), and novice (i.e., the practice is being implemented by fewer
than 50% of the teachers). Table 6 provides the detail of these results. Of note, all of the reading
instructional practices were at the emerging or fidelity level this year which also demonstrates overall
growth from last year. [See trend chart below.]

Table 6. Fidelity Levels of Reading Mastety & Language for Learning Practices

% of practices at fidelity 59
% of practices at emerging level 41
% of practices at novice level 0

Percent of Reading Instruction Practices Implemented
with Fidelity (n=31)

59

42 41
35

23

2019 2020

with fidelity emerging novice
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These observations are not the only feedback educators receive as they provide instruction. There
are additional opportunities for coaches, RTI team members, or principals to observe reading
instruction in the form of Walk-Throughs. These brief walk throughs allow the observer to target a
specific practice and provide immediate feedback to the teacher. The combination of regular,
formalized observation and more frequent walk throughs are critical to implementation fidelity, but
there is some variability in the forms used and reported. A consistent Coaching Observation for
Reading Mastery is intended to be used by all coaches across the states, but there was some variation
in the items on the observation protocol. Due to circumstances with school closures early in the
school year, one state did not submit observation forms for the BOY collection. Considerations for
ensuring these data are accurately reflecting the practices taking place can be found in the Data
Quality section of this report.

Outcome Performance Measure Performance Data
Data teams make appropriate | (a) % of classrooms with
decisions about students’ differentiated reading 78%
instructional needs. instruction.

(b)% of educators using data
for instructional decision -
making.

(a) % of classrooms with differentiated reading instruction

FSM is reporting 78% performance data for this performance measure, based on data collected
during the previous reporting period. During this reporting period, there was no opportunity to
observe classrooms and interview RTI Team members in the States as was anticipated, due to school
closures resulting from the Dengue outbreak as well as school closures and travel restrictions
resulting from the COVID 19 pandemic. Both onsite data collection trips scheduled by evaluators
were cancelled due to these two significant events. However, data collected from other methods
support continued work in enhancing the system to ensure classrooms are providing differentiated
instruction. Based on the reports from each of the State teams during stakeholder meetings in
January and March, it is clear that a system is being implemented at each model school whereby
coaches and educators review the assessment results and group students for instruction. Most of the
States also reported implementing strategic reading time for those students who need additional
support. Evaluators will work with each State and NDOE to identify opportunities for on-site
observations and group interviews to verify this information and collect performance data for the
next reporting period.

(b) % of educators that use data for instructional decision making

Regarding the second performance measure related to this outcome evaluators are working with
NDOE to identify ways to effectively collect data to inform the extent to which data is used on an
ongoing basis to inform students’ needs and adjust instruction appropriately. Results from a survey
of coaches indicate they have enhanced their knowledge in the area of supporting teachers in using

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SS1P) Phase 111, Year Four, April 1, 2020 Page | 18





data to make instructional decisions. They are less confident in using the Data Analysis Framework
with school data teams to ensure appropriate decisions are made based on data regarding students’
performance. This is an area for professional development in the coming year.

Enhanced Capacity of Participants After ELMo Training August 2019
By Percentage

A lot For the most part  Not really

| understand how to use data from ELMo to help teachers

target and individualize instruction for their students. 0

'

| understand how to use data from ELMo with the Grade
Level Data analysis worksheet.

| understand how to use data from ELMo with the Data
Analysis Framework .

S |

In addition to professional development provided to coaches regarding enhancing their capacity to
use ELMo data in providing coaching to educators, coaches and teachers participated in the Pacific
SSIP Collaborative conference held in October 2019 on Guam. Participants were provided robust
professional development on a variety of topics including using progress monitoring, guidance on
summative and formative assessments, guidance on MTSS, collecting, analyzing and using data,
guidance on implementing specially designed instruction. Figure 2 below provides data regarding
areas from the conference in which FSM participants need additional professional development and

Figure 2. Needed Supports to Improve Reading Achievement

Using progress monitoring data
Connecting with other entities
Guidance on summative and formative...
Additional guidance on MTSS
Assistance with entity action plans
Guidance on EELs on assessments... 64%
Guidance on selecting accommodations
Engaging key stakeholders
Sustaining coaching supports 55%
Effective coaching for teachers
Working with entities
Collecting, analyzing and using data 55%

Guidance on core reading instruction

. 15 i 5 o
S = S S I I3
o e
e

Answering questions as needed

°

PD for implementing and evaluating SDI 45%

=}
=

20% 40% 80% 80% 100%

mNeed Support mSupport Not Needed
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technical assistance support to enhance their reading program.

As can be seen, over half of all FSM respondents indicated the need for additional support in all
areas, except one, that align to this performance measure. Neatly 85% reported a need for additional
supports with regards to using progress-monitoring data while 73% of respondents indicated a need
for additional supports and guidance for both the use of summative and formative assessments as
well for implementing MTSS. Fifty-five percent (55%) of FSM participants also indicated a need for
additional supports on collecting, analyzing, and using data. These data, when interpreted with other
evaluation data sources, indicate that coaches and teachers are still building their skill set in the use
of data for making instructional decisions. Baseline data for this measure will be reported in the next
reporting period.

D. Data Quality

During this project year, the NDOE continued efforts to improve the quality and quantity of its
early literacy data. Data submission continues to occur by using NDOE’s ELLMo system. The
introduction of ELMo last year has had a significant impact on addressing data quality and quantity.
Coaches are able to enter data at the time of collection and generate “real time” reports reflecting
student and school level performance. DIBELS data are now centrally stored in ELLMo, can only be
accessed by authorized users, and are encrypted when transferred. ELMo has also helped to address
the issue of standardization of how data is labelled and structured. All data and reports generated in
ELMo are standardized.

In order to continue to improve efforts for FSM, states, schools, and coaches to report high quality
early literacy screening and progress monitoring data via ELMo, continued enhancements were
made to the system during this reporting period. Enhancements included adding additional
components to the data dashboard addressing information on students tested and participation
rates, tracking student progress and movement between performance levels, ability to compare
student level progress at state and national level, and developing statistical tables to accompany
multi-year and single-year trend charts.

ELMO consultants continued to provide professional development to literacy coaches regarding the
use of the various components of ELMO and to ensure greater reliability and validity of ELMO
data. In particular, ELMO data training provided during this reporting period focused on (1) using
data to drive improved results: Data analysis framework and its application, (2) using data to drive
improved results: completing grade level data analysis worksheets, (3) increasing knowledge and skill
in using ELLMo and the data analysis framework to complete the RTI data progress guiding
questions, and (4) increasing knowledge and skills in using data to help teachers provide targeted and
individualized instruction that addresses each student learning needs-mapping results to
interventions.

Some data limitations have been identified regarding the frequency and use of walk-throughs and
observations to provide data on teacher level implementation of the reading curriculum. Continued
professional development and technical assistance should be provided to coaches and administrators
on the use and analysis of classroom observation instruments in order to enhance the quality and
quantity of these data. There continues to be variability in how observation instruments are being
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used, how often observations are being conducted and how the data is analyzed. Professional
development should be targeted to enhancing inter-rater reliability of coding between coaches to
ensure that data collection procedures produce valid and reliable results.

In addition, there is a need to log coaching sessions to better understand focus of coaching and
implications for classroom level instructional practices. As FSM develops and refines it coaching
model, a coaching log measurement tool should be utilized to assure accurate data regarding
coaching practices that are provided as follow up to observations and walk-throughs. It was
anticipated that this practice would begin during this reporting period, but no data is available for
evaluation reporting purposes.

As evaluators continue to generate snapshots of implementation across each state and within each
model school, caution should be used in generalizing any results reported in the snapshots. Each
snapshot is designed to reflect the unique context within each of the four states of FSM. One cannot
conclude that the findings from one state snapshot will be reflective of implementation in another
state. Evaluators work to identify common themes across the four unique states but also tend to the
contextual differences between them.

E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements

The FSM NDOE has continued to examine data, reflect on our current and past practices, and
identify opportunities to engage our stakeholders in the SSIP process as we move forward with
implementing the improvement activities outlined in our SSIP. We have continued to refine our
process for implementing and sustaining the evidence-based practices we feel will have the greatest
impact on helping us to achieve our SIMR. Specifically, we examined the current status of our
infrastructure to identify those areas that still needed refinement and to ascertain the extent to which
we had made progress in addressing areas of need from our initial infrastructure analysis. Our
intention was to ensure we were improving our infrastructure in order to achieve sustainable results
by the close of this SSIP. We have also committed resources and support to ensuring that we have a
solid coaching structure in place in each State/model schools that will provide comprehensive
supports to teachers as they implement our evidence- based reading curricula. We have also
expanded our professional development and technical assistance to States/model schools to ensure
we are imparting the most important information and providing opportunities to build skills across
all components of the system. Specific infrastructure changes made this year include:

Governance

The National and State LIFT teams continue to plan and implement activities under this literacy
intervention project with a very clear understanding that educational leaders at both national and
state levels must be committed to support the project since the literacy intervention is benefitting all
students. Stakeholders must be aware of the instructional activities planned for each school or state.
Consultants providing technical supports to principals, coaches, teachers, and administrators should
continue to provide new skills and supports that are contextually appropriate. These are some of the
main focuses of FSM Project LIFT in this reporting period.
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Ongoing technical assistance and supports provided to states include meeting with Directors of
Education and key staffs to share student performance data, using brochures and infographics.
These data reports were also shared with other state and national policy-makers. Alignment of core
reading programs with FSM National Standard and Benchmarks were also completed and shared
with Directors of Education upon their request.

The project’s web-based database, ELMO, was upgraded with additional features and also presented
to state and national leaders. The upgrades completed during this reporting period were all based on
recommendations from state and national users during last year’s utilization of the database. These
upgrades will be included in the ongoing list of data merge between ELMO and NDOE’s FSM
Education Data Management Information System (FedEMIS).

Training for project staffs continues to be a priority for the Project LIFT National and State teams.
Proposed trainings under plan are aligned to reading instruction and intervention, basic special
education and related services, assessment and data use, and parent and community involvement.
The Project LIFT Reading Symposium continues to be held during the Micronesia Teacher
Education Conference (MTEC) and is again scheduled to be held during MTEC 2020 in Kosrae.
Given the recent travel restrictions within FSM, MTEC will be cancelled this year, as well as the
Reading Symposium.

On the scaling up effort, supports and meetings were held in all four states, to discuss scaling up and
development of scale up plan and completion of an infrastructure building form. In most states, the
Director of Education was present and helped in completing both documents. In all states, one
major issue for completion and implementing scale up plan is fiscal resources to purchase additional
core reading material that will be needed. To assist, national team secured outside fiscal resources to
purchase complete sets of both Reading Mastery and Langnage for 1earning for grades ECE-3 in one
new pilot school in each of the state

Data

All states and FSM NDOE are in the second year of use of the Early Literacy Monitoring (ELMo)
system to collect, analyze, and report DIBELS data. Coaches continue to enter BOY, MOY, and
EOY data into the system and conduct verification activities and data analysis procedures. In
addition, coaches continue to the use the data in ELMO to review tiers, placements, and monitor
progress and student performance.

A one- week onsite training session was conducted with coaches and select administrative staff in
August 2019, in preparation for the start of the school year. Training topics included: (1) using data
to drive improved results: Data analysis framework and its application, (2) using data to drive
improved results: completing grade level data analysis worksheets, (3) increasing knowledge and skill
in using ELMO and the data analysis framework to complete the RTI data progress guiding
questions, and (4) increasing knowledge and skills in using data to help teachers provide targeted and
individualized instruction that addresses each student learning needs-mapping results to
interventions.

In addition to providing onsite training and consultation, the technology team continues to respond
to technical questions from coaches and administrators. In addition, the technology team is currently
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drafting a companion-training module that can be used by FSM NDOE to train new coaches and
administrators, building capacity across the system. Enhancements continue to be made to ELMo
to ensure broad scope of use as FSM NDOE, state RTI teams, school level teams, coaches and
teachers are able to access the data needed to make information instructional decisions in a “just in
time” mannet.

Professional Development

In July 2019, FSM hosted a Coaching Institute in Kosrae. The primary goal of the week-long
training was to enhance the skills of coaches in providing effective instructional feedback to teachers
after observations; matching assessment data to appropriate instruction during intervention time;
continued support on using Reading Mastery and Language for Learning; and enhance strategies for
English oral language development and conducting teacher ‘read alouds’ to improve vocabulary and
comprehension to align with state standards. The Coaching Institute was provided by FSM’s RTI
consultant.

ELMO training was conducted with coaches in August 2019, in preparation for the start of the
school year and Beginning of Year (BOY) assessment window. Training topics included: (1) using
data to drive improved results: Data analysis framework and its application, (2) using data to drive
improved results: completing grade level data analysis worksheets, (3) increasing knowledge and skill
in using ELMO and the data analysis framework to complete the RTI data progress guiding
questions, and (4) increasing knowledge and skills in using data to help teachers provide targeted and
individualized instruction that addresses each student learning needs-mapping results to
interventions. Training was provided by ELMO’s technology and data specialist.

In October 2019, FSM, along with all Pacific entities, participated in a week -long professional
development conference held in Guam and supported by several national and local technical
assistance centers. The Pacific State Systemic Improvement Plan (SS1P) Collaborative conference was
designed to support the universal, targeted, and intensive technical assistance needs of the Pacific
entities to address the systemic change needs for increasing reading achievement of students with
disabilities. The conference focused on 5 topical areas. These include:

e Enhanced understanding of assessment systems, including both summative and formative
assessments, how to select and implement appropriate accommodations for assessment and
instruction, and ability to support English language learners with disabilities in assessments
and instruction

e Enhanced infrastructure systems to sustain and scale-up evidence-based reading
interventions

e Sustainable job-embedded professional development for developing, implementing, and
evaluating specially-designed instruction (SDI)

e Sustainable coaching supports, i.e. literacy coaches, consulting resource teachers, teacher
mentors, and teacher leaders, for implementing and evaluating evidence-based reading
interventions

e Fngaged key stakeholders, in particular parents of students with disabilities, to support the
implementation of the evidence-based reading interventions.
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RTI teams from all four states and FSM NDOE participated in the conference. Professional
development and technical assistance were received from NCEO, NCSI, NCII, NCIL, Pacific REL,
and University of Guam CEDDERS.

In addition to the professional development opportunities described above, model schools received
tailored professional development from FSM’s RTI consultant during 2019. The consultant
conducted onsite visits to each State Department of Education and each model school 1 to 2 times
during 2019 in order to (a) consult with each State RTT team, (b) provide onsite consultation to
coaches, (c) deliver professional development to coaches and school staff, and (d) conduct
classroom observations and provide feedback. Specific areas of professional development included:
(1) Support for implementing Reading Mastery and Language for Learning program materials with
fidelity (including plan for onsite coaching support), (2) Continued support and professional
development for increasing English oral language skills at all grade levels, and (3) Improvement in
4th and 5th grade teachers’ overall instructional skills/strategies for teaching reading and the ability
to differentiate instruction for students at these grade levels.

Technical Assistance

During this reporting period, NDOE and external consultants continued to assist states in the
development and implementation of the RTI framework in the model schools. FSM receives
technical assistance from various sources to support the implementation of its SSIP. FSM was
selected last year to receive intensive TA from the National Center on Education Outcomes
(NCEO). The intensive TA work started with last year’s SSIP activities and focus on (1) enhancing
alignment across all assessment areas to inform instructional practices at the state and school level,
(2) enhancing knowledge and use of best practices to support assessment systems; (3) building
capacity to supportt state/school alignment of instructional practices and student assessment results,
and (4) Scaling up and enhancing the use of DIBELS in additional schools beyond SSIP model
schools across all four states and enhance system support for scale up. NCEO is currently working
with NDOE to draft a set of modules that can be used by classroom teachers and administrators to
build and/or enhance their knowledge of formative and summative assessments and how each can
be used to inform instruction. In addition, NCEO is providing technical assistance on the selection
and use of accommodations for students with disabilities.

Guam CEDDERS continues to support NDOE in its efforts to improve educational results for
students with disabilities through facilitating on-site content-specific technical assistance and training
activities. During this reporting year, Guam CEDDERS facilitated the following topical on-site
visits:

March 18-22, 2019: Guam CEDDERS June De Leon facilitated and provided support in
preparation for and during the on-site consultation visit to Pohnpei State by Irina Zamora, Psy.D.,
Assistant Professor of Clinical Pediatrics, Keck School of Medicine, University of Southern
California. Dr. Zamora, a licensed Psychologist, conducted school and home visits and training with

parents and professionals as a follow-up to her November 2017 on-site consultation visit in the area
of service provisions for children with autism spectrum disorder (ASD).

May 7-10, 2019: Guam CEDDERS June De Leon facilitated the off-site consultation support in
preparation for the Stepwise Process to Access Grade-Level Content Standards and Curriculum, a 4-day
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training for the FSM Alternate Assessment based on Alternate Achievement Standards (AA-AAS)
development and implementation. The training was conducted in Chuuk with on-site facilitation by
two LEA Special Education personnel and the SEA Special Education Assessment Coordinator.

July 23-26, 2019: Guam CEDDERS consultant Elaine Eclavea conducted the 4-day Farly
Childhood Outcomes (ECO) training with close to 50 FSM SEA and LEA administrators and eatly
childhood providers held in conjunction with the MTEC in Pohnpei. The 4-day training focused on
the FSM Early Childhood Outcome process and provided opportunities for applied practice for
determining the child’s current functional skills in each of the outcome measure and how to apply

key strategies to effectively document outcome ratings with high fidelity.

September 16-24, 2019: Guam CEDDERS consultant Irina Zamora, Psy.D., conducted a 4-day on-
site visit to Pohnpei, September 16-19, and a 4-day on-site visit to Kosrae, September 20-24. The

visit focused on supports and services for children ASD, including home/classroom obsetvations of
children with ASD and sessions with parents and staff. The on-site visit to Pohnpei was her third
visit, and to Kostae, her first visit.

Fiscal

Project LIFT continues to gradually grow with increased manpower, administrative, and fiscal
supports from both national and state levels, although at varying levels of support. States have
allocated manpower hours to revise existing policies that clearly support improving student literacy
skills. States have allocated time and efforts to review alignment of Project LIFT core reading
programs with state and national Reading/Tanguage Arts curriculum. Project LIFT state teams have
started to include discussion and planning of project activities along with School Improvement Plan
(SIP) meetings to ensure budgeting of similar activities can be easily coordinated. States are
continuing to purposefully include Project LIFT’s activities in states’ SIP to leverage manpower and
fiscal resources.

NDOE Division of Formal & Non-Formal Education (DFNF) and Division of Special Services
(DSS) continue to coordinate planning, implementation, and monitoring of Project LIFT in all four
FSM states. This collaboration has been extended to the state level where both general education
and special education share fiscal resources to support the project each year. For instance, travel
costs for state participants to Project LIFT or SSIP meetings or trainings are shared by both general
education and special education programs.

During this reporting period, both DFNF and DSS secured additional funds from FSM local funds
for procurement of reading materials for all four states. The FSM 21 Congtress approved the funds
for the purpose of procuring complete sets of the Project LIFT core reading programs, Language for
Learning and Reading Mastery, for grades ECE/K-5 to Grade 3 in one new pilot school in the four
states.

FSM and its external evaluators have collected both qualitative and quantitative data to inform our
decisions over the course of this reporting period. Our evaluators have worked to strike a balance
between collecting the quantitative data that describes our performance on key measures while also
working to tell each State’s unique story of implementation — something that we value in FSM. We
have worked with our evaluators to continue to review the current practices with regards to
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collecting evaluation data. We have also developed a data collection schedule based on key activities
over the course of the year, which drives our work for Year 4 of Phase III.

F. Plans for Next Year

Planned evaluation activities, including data collection, measures, and expected outcomes.
Evaluation activities planned for the coming year will include continuing with the various data
collection activities that have occurred in this reporting period, including continuing to conduct
snapshot data collection for Chuuk and Pohnpei. In addition, evaluators will work with coaches to
implement data collection activities related to the review of coaching logs. Evaluators will be
conducting focus groups with a sample of teachers in each state’s model school. Finally, we will be
collecting baseline data for scale out schools identified in each state that is implementing scale out
activities. The data collection schedule included below identifies specific data collection components
and timelines for each. Evaluators will collect data and report performance data for the intermediate
and long-term outcomes during the next reporting period. Ongoing and continuous review of
evaluation results will occur on a quarterly basis. Stakeholder input will be gathered regarding any
proposed changes to the SSIP evaluation activities.
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FSM SSIP Evaluation Data Collection Schedule
Phase Il Year 5: SY 2020-2021 (September 2020 to September 2021)
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G. What OSEP Would Like to Know...

During the July 2019 OSEP Leadership Conference, OSEP staff reviewed their findings of the SSIP
Phase III Year Three submissions and highlighted what they would be looking for in the SSIP Phase
III Year Four submissions. NDOE facilitated a virtual SSIP Stakeholder meeting to reflect upon
and gather input for FSM’s responses to OSEP’s SSIP Phase III Year Four questions. The
following is a compilation of the input received from national and state level stakeholders:

1. What is different about your system as a result of the SSIP compared to Phase I when

the system analysis was completed?

Opverall: Reading materials are available and being used to guide instructions in the classrooms,
trainings are purposefully planned and directly supporting instructional needs, coaching system

in place and consistently supports instructions for all students, increased sharing of information
with parents, school principals more involved in instruction — going into the classrooms —

walkthroughs linked to identifying teacher professional development needs

Yap: Materials and full time coach in place. Coaching responsibilities defined between ECE and
school. Special Education (SpEd) Data Manager assists with inputting data in ELMO. Related
Service Assistants assist with screening, Included ECE in the model school (scale-out). Special
education and general education collaboration (SpEd teacher in GenEd class working with
smaller groups).

Pohnpei: Two things: (1) parent attitude towards school — they are involved in most of the
activities unlike the first two years; (2) teachers are doing better than the first two years; worked
on changing what they have been doing and their minds [thinking] about what they have been
doing,

Kosrae: Having a comprehensive reading intervention program with intervention time after
school hours; stakeholder engagement, such as the interagency council, partners, including
Kosrae Special Parent Network (IKSPN), providing leveraging for the project; having focused TA
through National SpEd to tailor to the needs of the program; having key stakeholders involved
has a better outlook for the education system, especially for language instruction — more
attention on how this can benefit the system; now training for teachers include GenEd and
SpEd developing lesson plans to ensure that students with disabilities are considered; coaching
position established in the Public Service System; collection and use of data is evident by all —
working on interpreting data for instructional purposes — using the data and being able to share
the data gives the extra boost for support from the Department; language policy revised to
include English instruction in the lower grades.

Chuuk: Changing of schools — 3" year for new school; having materials for all teachers and
teachers using the materials this year; coaching has increased to 2 to 3 times a week; the idea of
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RTI moved from SpEd to GenEd and SpEd working together; using ELMO for data analysis —
before just input but this year we are using ELMO to analyze data; collaboration between the
two coaches (SpEd and GenEd); working on establishing a coaching position; student data
showing improvement for students who started the project from the beginning; having an
assessment cadre team organized and set; reestablishment of the RTI team; transportation now
provided to the coaches to visit the schools.

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

Overall: Responsibility of the whole community; they are general education students first; they
are part of the community; we are training them to be a part of the community; stronger general
education system will mean a stronger system for students with disabilities; eligibility
determination requires that it is not due to “lack of instruction” so improving the system helps
to ensure that students identified have a disability and is not identified because of “lack of
instruction”

Yap: The focus is the students with IEPs. SpEd is putting in a lot into the project. Focus now
should be in the intensive category — need to work harder for those in need. If we have a strong
core, maybe we can focus on students with disabilities. It is the project that has brought this
about — progress monitoring, intervention, etc. Being able to identify the weakness helps
parents to know what their kids need to work on.

Pohnpei: Now parents are responding, including parents of students with disabilities; now you
can see parents coming to the school seeing their kids in class; parents are responding to help
out with homework, assighments; parents are more responsible, such as attending the IEP
meetings at the school. The data analysis for diagnostic purposes to see the specific skills
needed and ELMO is helping us with that.

Kosrae: Focus is on students with IEPs. To get more involved in the classroom, instead of
students on the side. Giving them more to do with peers. The parents can see gradual
improvements. Equity — to ensure that equitable teaching services are provided for equitable
learning for students with IEPs. Very important in helping children with disabilities get support
to help them perform to their highest potential.

Chuuk: Being a coach and SpEd staff and being in the classroom, we can work with the
teachers to work with them; having the parents be involved is something important. We need to
keep track of the progress of the kids, especially kids with IEPs, especially those who have a lot
of absences. Having the materials for all teachers, the teachers can teach special education
students. Before the teachers would refer to special education but now they are able to teach
these kids too with the materials and training provided.
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3. What mechanisms or resources are in place to sustain improvement efforts?

Overall: NOTE: Website created by Project LIFT consultant is available for all teachers and
coaches; National funding allotment for ordering materials

Pohnpei: Overall project — coaching in place, data meetings with teachers, the ELMO,
leadership meeting, materials — if all consistently implemented. Materials are in the Department

budget.
Yap: Submitting request for a full-time coach position.

Kosrae: Coach position established in PSS but “ungraded”; language policy has facilitated more
conversation about the project; ELMO data system is very helpful for the school team to more
often utilize the data; leadership team established and will continue to be utilized; looking at the
results from both the NMCT assessments and RT1 assessments for correlation; networks and
partnerships will continue — ownership in these partnerships is strong; SpEd is under the
Division of Supplemental and Support Services which is a plus to ensure continued support;
Finance/budget = Since SpEd is under the Division, funding is sought from other resources,
such as Supplemental Education Grants, for the materials for all schools.

Chuuk: Materials in place; ELMO supports.
4. What is the State’s plan for scale-up?

Overall: Can there be consistency in the grades identified for the scale-up school?

Pohnpei: Planned for one new school beginning SY20-21 — action plan for the new school is
ECE-3" grade.

Kosrae: Utwe Elementary School (UES) identified as scale-up school. Team identified. One
PD held by consultant and coach. Although adding a school, the needs of the first model
school are still being addressed. Looking at personnel replacement, continued PD. UES waiting
for materials. We are looking at how and when we can get the other schools on board. We have
a plan to phase in the schools each year.

Yap: No plan at this time to scale-up, but school was identified.

Chuuk: Coaches and RTT team have discussed scaling up with one school K-2™ grade.
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5. What infrastructure improvements can be leveraged to impact a different results
outcome for children with disabilities?

Overall: Required intervention time allocation. It was agreed that the processes that we have
implemented could apply to the other content areas. The other area that needs to be address is
the “behavior” aspect of the system of supports.

o All teachers are using the Direct Instruction model/approach. This could be something
that can be leveraged into the other content areas.

e Building on the notion of “mastery” ... That they need to ensure skills are developed/
mastered before moving to the next skill ...

e There is benefit for students with disabilities. If we can go to all the schools, that would
be great.
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APPENDIX A
FSM Project LIFT School-Wide End-of-Year Data for School Year 2018-2019 for “All Students”

[2018-2019 v|  [End-of-Year v|  |All Schools v|  [All Students v
652 460 71% 9% 91%
STUDENTS ENROLLED STUDENTS TESTED PARTICIPATION RATE WITH IEP WITHOUT IEP

@Dm Summary OSingIe “Year Trend OMuIt\ ‘Year Trend

STUDENTS

GRADE ASSESSMENT TESTED INTENSIVE  STRATEGIC  BENCHMARK
5th DIEBELS 5th Grade Oral Reading Fluency 83

5th MAZE Comprehension 50

4th DIEBELS 4th Grade Oral Reading Fluency 79

4th MAZE Comprehension 78

3rd DIEBELS 3rd Grade Oral Reading Fluency 83

3rd Sight Word Fluency 83

2nd DIEBELS 2nd Grade Oral Reading Fluency 83

2nd English Oral Language Screener 86

2nd MNonsense Word Fluency 84

1st English Letter Sound Fluency 62

1st English Oral Language Screener 62

1st Phoneme Segmentation 62

ECE English Letter Naming Fluency 17

ECE English Letter Sound Fluency 16

ECE Vernacular Letter Naming Fluency 50

ECE Vernacular Letter Sound Fluency 50

Overall 51% 22% 27%
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APPENDIX B

FSM Project LIFT School-Wide End-of-Year Data for School Year 2018-2019 for “Students with Disabilities”

'2018-2019 v|  |End-of-Year v| |All Schools v/ |with IEP v
65 62% 100% 0%
STUDENTS ENROLLED PARTICIPATION RATE WITH IEP NITHOUT IEP
(®)patz summary  ()Single Year Trend () Muki Year Trend
STUDENTS

GRADE ASSESSMENT TESTED INTENSIVE STRATEGIC BENCHMARK
Sth DIEBELS 5th Grade Oral Reading Fluency 6 0% 0%
5th MAZE Comprehension 3 0%
4th DIEBELS 4th Grade Oral Reading Fluency 6 0%
4th MAZE Comprehension 6 0%
3rd DIEBELS 3rd Grade Oral Reading Fluency 6 0%
3rd Sight word Fluency 6 0%
2nd DIEBELS 2nd Grade Oral Reading Fluency 7 14%
2nd English Oral Language Screener g 0%
2nd MNonsense Word Fluency 7 0%
1st English Letter Sound Fluency 5 0%
1st English Oral Language Screener 5 0%
1st Phoneme Segmentation 5 0%
ECE English Letter Naming Fluency 2 0%
ECE English Letter Sound Fluency 1 0%
ECE Wernacular Letter Naming Fluency 7 14%
ECE Vernacular Letter Sound Fluency 7 0%
Overall 85% 13% 2%

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase 111, Year Four, April 1, 2020 Page |1





APPENDIX C
FSM State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP)
RTI Project Lift Overall Strategic Plan

Federated States of Micronesia
PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & . PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION ~ PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
L (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)
Description
FFY 2015 through March L
2017 March 2017 - March 2018 Priorities for Current Status Current Status

April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done? What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?

(Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

Commitment and Leadership: Establishment of National and State Leadership Teams, with Building Level support to the school principal as the instructional leader.

National Level e Supported States to further e Coordinated with Project LIFT o Coordinate with e McGraw Hill Education trainers and Project LIFT consultant e The FSM Administrative and Coaching Manual for Project LIFT

enhance Language Curriculum,
Standards, and Benchmarks and
the adoption of a Core Reading
program to support curriculum,
which align to NDOE’s vision:
A unified education system that
enables every citizen to
participate fully in the
development of the FSM, the
Pacific community, and the
world.

Facilitated the completion of the
FSM RTI Manual.
Dissemination of the manual
included posting the manual on
FSM Special Education website,
www.fsmsped.org

NDOE Divisions of Formal and
Non Formal Education and
Schools and Division of Special
Services continued to share
responsibilities and resources to
support the project.

consultants and McGraw Hill
Education to conduct the first
FSM Reading Symposium on
July 6-11, 2017. This will be an
ongoing symposium to train at
least 2 Literacy Reading
Coaches as Certified Trainers
from each of the four FSM
states.

Initiated review and revision of
FSM RTI Manual based on
lessons learned from
implementation of project
since 2016.

Initiated collaboration with
NDOE Division of Formal and
Non Formal Education and
Schools’ project called
Improving Quality Basic
Education (IQBE) which is a 5-
year project focused on
improving student learning
outcomes in reading and math.
This National IQBE initiative
include participation of the
four states and will focus on
improving language
curriculum, assessment, data
collection, accreditation, and
personnel development.

McGraw Hill trainers
and Project LIFT
consultant to
conduct the 2nd
Reading Symposium
on August 1-4,2018
in Chuuk. Will also
coordinate with
consultant and
coaches to present
literacy instruction
strategies and
project data during
Micronesia Teacher
Education
conference on
August 6-10, 2018.

e Conduct workshop

on revised RTI
manual.

conducted a series of trainings in Chuuk on July 2018. The
first, which was the second FSM Summer Reading
Institute /Academy, was held on July 2-6, 2018 to certify
Reading Coaches on the core reading programs, Reading
Mastery and Language for Learning. The number of certified
Reading Coaches from each state are as follows: Kosrae-3;
Yap-1 (2 previously certified); Chuuk-1 (2 previously
certified); and Pohnpei-3. During these dates, Project LIFT
consultant and McGraw Hill Education trainers conducted a
separate training for Chuuk Department of Education
teachers. Previously certified Coaches co-facilitated training.
Project LIFT consultant and 1 Coach from Chuuk DOE co-
presented two Literacy presentations during the 2018
Micronesia Teacher Education Conference held in Chuuk on
July 9-12, 2018. Number of participants in these two sessions
were 102 and 52, respectively. Project LIFT consultant helped
to host a parent literacy meeting with pilot school parents.

e RTI or Project LIFT manual revised as planned to include

additional guidance for project implementation and scaling up

of literacy initiative in more schools in each of the four states.
Onsite trainings were conducted in two of four states.
Training will continue in the other two states pending
contract approval for Project LIFT consultant.
(NOTE: Throughout this Progress of Implementation document
and the SSIP narrative report, FSM LIFT Leadership team agreed
to replace term ‘pilot school’ with ‘model school’. The team
generally agreed on this because student performance data
confirmed the effectiveness of this literacy intervention and
instructional method. In addition, each state leadership team
have in place a scale up plan and they are gearing up to extend
the method to more schools in their respective state.)

was revisited to ensure project activities were implementation in
all four FSM states with fidelity. One area reviewed with
additional guidance provided to all states is on Data Analysis and
the logistics of Meeting Planning. Relatedly, guidance were
provided to states to revisit State-Level LIFT Team and Building-
Level LIFT Team to ensure appropriate team members are at
planning meetings and able to follow process outlined in chapter
3 of the Project LIFT manual. Reviewed RTI planning meeting
guidelines to provide additional guidance to the states as they
restructure and strengthen their State-Level RTI Leadership
Team.
Project discussions included in other leadership meetings as a
means to integrate the focus into existing meetings/priorities.
Within this reporting period, six (6) on-site technical assistance
visits were completed by Project LIFT consultant: Chuuk-May 8-
17,2019; Kosrae-May 6-7, 2019 and September 23-27,2019;
Pohnpei-July 22-26, 2019 and September 30-October 4, 2019;
and Yap-May 20-24, 2019. The focus areas of these on-site visits
are as follows:

o Data analysis and intervention strategies

o Placement testing, grouping and goal setting

o Review successes and challenges for scale-up planning or

execution of plan
o PD-planning and implementation strategies
o Updated review oflocal curriculum and alignment with core
reading programs
o Classroom observation supports
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APPENDIX C

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & . PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION — PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Description (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)
i ed U glz)rlo;lgh LETE March 2017 - March 2018 Priorities for Current Status Current Status
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase I11) April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done? What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?

e Additional funds secured from FSM Congress to procure
complete sets of the two (2) core reading programs for one new
school in each of the four state. The state of Kosrae is ready to
scale up to one new school in SY2020-2021 and will be receiving
its reading material before the school year begins. Technical
assistance have been provided to the new school and trainings on
the reading material are scheduled for the summer of 2020.

e Early Literacy Monitoring (ELMO) database upgraded to reflect
changes in screening protocols and adding new features to
simplify data for all users for purposes of improvement planning
at all levels. Some of these features are as follows:

o Ability to disaggregate general education and special
education student data on students tested and participation
rate

o Student data can be filtered to a specific reporting year

o Aggregate percentage of students making progress, at state
and national levels

o Aggregate percentage of students who ‘leveled up’ (moved
up a performance level)

o Can sort data from all of the data points

o Ability to develop statistical tables for single-year and multi-
year trend charts

State Level e State DOE Division of e Yap State continues to e Yap State: Facilitate a YAP: YAP:

Curriculum and Instruction implement activities with its RTI department-wide ¢ The effort to revisit and reorganize Yap LIFT team with new e ECE coach shares about the project LIFT in ECE orientations for

supported the adoption of a tceamlllYap Cgritglue_stWIEhcz Lehad effort to rec.onstitute and‘active members was dis.cussed with Yap DOE key staffs awareness, for both teachers and parents.

Core Reading program to ngzhzz zgd Teascsliferincon(ziarfu.e RTI. team with new and during a management meeting on Septerrllber.13, 2918. The o Gaanelay School has a plan in place for the next Literacy Night.

support English instruction to use core reading programs active members and management team agreed to draft up a directive to include The principal and Coach Glenda are still planning to set a date for

. . identify roles and new members and increase ownership of project LIFT by 8

n pll,Ot SChOOIS_' State DOE (Language for Learning and responsibilities for other department divisions. The directive was delayed with the said event.

Curriculum Chiefs are g(e)all(;mg (I\j/l;steryg sinee l\_/largh every member. changeover of department directorship in midyear of 2018.

members of the State RTI tr ain{r? gns o :r‘rllepar;(:e(r::(c:ilr‘l/seultant Establish a department Yap team will pursue this effort with the newly seated KOSRAE:

team. and McGraw Hill trainers. Yap Memorandum to Director of Education. e RTI (State) Leadership Team composition revisited, modified,

e State Project LIFT teams RTI team also did public radio facilitate better * Yap LIFT team conducted awareness meetings/presentations and endorsed by KDOE Director in August 2019 to include

revisited composition of annguntcedmegts Oftt}]j?tpmiect ?niizgsstea;g‘l;f:rzﬁip E?;Egﬁf)?szru;rif;?ndmg and support from the following additional key partners/ stakeholders and personnel, such as
conducted a Farent Literac . . f 1 . .

:;fls?llrsea;;pizgrr%:glf::;o Nlight, and builta billboard}{)y the by ot.h'er department o Yap State Legislatures (Nov. 15, 2018) 21?13]2 P;Eéztiinfssggizi‘ibg Specialist, Scale-up school principal,

members are included and pilot school’s entrance. agln.m'mstra'tors and o Gaanelay PTA (Nov. 16,2018) p p e

. > g o Kosrae State continues to division chiefs. o Ulithi School Principals and Parents (Nov. 19, 2018). e Arequest to DOE leadership to allow the RTI members to be

actlyely 1nvol'ved in the implement project activities with Coaches will continue National DOE staffs will conduct a follow up meeting and included in the School Improvement Teams, especially for the

prOJect plan91ng and o ?v_ailable core reading materigl. It to participate in survey of proposed scale up school in Ulithi during its annual planning process.

implementation of activities. is In process to add 2 new project Parent-Teacher onsite monitoring and verification of Yap Special e Full time head coach contract approved effective Monday, March

In two states, assistant itszgzixer‘:s;f:rnd replace 1 meetings at the two Education program on April 8-12, 2019. 30.2020

Coach positions were o Pohnpei State also continued to Sélr?:rse::zslo(f:tfoﬁ ;r‘l/vzy KOSRAE: e Co-financing of personnel, facilities, maintenance, utilities, and
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APPENDIX C

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & . PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION — PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Description (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)
i ed U glz)rlo;lgh LETE March 2017 - March 2018 Priorities for Current Status Current Status
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase I11) April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done? What have we done from April 2019-February 20207?
created because lead implement project instructional from the Gaanelay e Reorganized state LIFT team to include ECE coordinator, vice other program implementation costs continued to be provided by
Coaches are Special activities with lavailable core Middle School). principal (newly appointed as of January 2019) for project KDOE.
Education specialists with :::ﬁz%ﬂﬁfjx‘l; Imnzg;u:fttl:rnal Kosrae State: Project model schogl. Still worklng on brmg.mg in chief of curriculum | o Supervision and management of program implementation
regular duties and 2016-17 EOY, 2017-2018 BOY LIFT team members and Improving Quality Basic Education (IQBE) continued to be overseen by the School Principals and Coach.
responsibilities that do not and MOY assessments. Pohnpei will be regrouped to representatives. State LIFT team will continue to work on Project coordination and general oversight continued to be
give them enough time to has a new project sch(;ol P include only active including these two pillars of the Kosrae DOE. ) red by the Stat RTgI Leadershi 1{5 Scale U tiviti
f h , Principal since December 2017 members and new e Kosrae LIFT team Lead retired as of December 2018 and Supp(.Jr € . y the state eadership 1eam. >cale Up activities
ocus on the project and he is verv committed to members to include replacement process will be completed by March 2019. New and timeline developed August 2019.
activities. In Yap, there are support the gm]-ect With state ECE Coordinator, Chief LIFT team Lead will be assigned the role to include new
actually 2 Coaches (the lead DOE 2017 reorganization, Project of Curriculum, and members and finalize work on designating lead coach as a POHNPEI:
Coach at Gaanelay Middle Liaison shifted and replacement state-level IQBE full-time coach. e OnJanuary 31, 2020, the Project LIFT Model School was
school and the second Coach is being considered. Project Coordinator. awarded most improved school of the year 2018-2019 at the
at the ECE center) and 1 Chuuk State continues with an Pohnpei State: POHNPEI: Education Day
Assistant Coach. active RTI team. Mechitew is Identify new Project e On March 2018, Pohnpei DOE Director appointed the ) . . . . .
Coaches conduct screening new project school for Chuuk and Liaison; st.rengthen Sokehs/Kolonia school district superintendent as the new ° FTI Team r;let SeV(?ral tmll'lesdd]ilrzing this reporting period. Plans
results meeting with school principal is also very collaboration with new Pohnpei LIFT team Lead. The Pohnpei LIFT team met for the or quarterly meetl.ngs scheduled. .
LS committed and active. Project leadership team; first time with its newly appointed team Lead. Team Lead ¢ RTI State Leadership Team revisited and will include a parent
teacl.le'rs, principals, %Hd school received complete set of conduct a series of attended SSIP leadership meeting on March 2018 in Yap. representative.
admlnlstrathors three times a Reading Mastery materials in project awarenessand | o Pohnpei LIFT team presented project updates with student
year to review BOY, MOY, :f:gg;i}gfggs;s}gs%; ;u“' updates to Department data at a State DOE Leadership meeting to Pohnpei DOE CHUUK:
aTllll(:e]i?)}(t}izrgggx%ai:u;;z. part-time Coach, who is a special Elllrjfl;?;f;i.key staffs. iiﬁ%g?:;;?ﬁer;gllr)8counC11 and its Board of Education e RTI Team meet at the beginning of the year to review results
) . education staff. Project team met R Y ) from the Beginning of Year (BOY).
consistently meeting after 3 times before administering Reorganize Project . .
cach of the screening to BOY, MOY, and EOY and after LIFT team to include CHUUK: e RTI Te_am_ t_o mclude_ a parent_ representative.
review results and plan administration to review results. addi.tional staffs that o With the new school in Chuuk implementing LIFT, the existing | ® RTI priorities to be included in the School Improvement Plan.
instructional activities Team added a fourth meeting can impact the success Chuuk LIFT team continues to prioritize reorganizing its team | e Schedule created for community involvement.
according to screening after EOY to conduct Project 0fﬂ}§ project; h}re 2 to include the new principal and teachers of the model school
outcomes Implementation Plan (PIP) in additional full-time and other relevant key administrators and staffs from the
: preparation for the next school coaches (1 SpEd and 1 central office of Chuuk DOE. The new principal is a member
All State DOE and State year. GenEd). but has not received direct training from LIFT consultant.
Special Education Programs Parents Involvement Team Lead is assigned the task to finalize employment action
share resources to implement for full-time coach and coordinating training for new
Year 2 activities. Same at principal. Two staffs certified as coaches provided coaching
the national level. assistances to school teachers. Coaches had conducted
meeting/training with the parents (RTI Awareness and
Parent Night) during 2018 MTEC in July.
Building Level Principals’ involvement and Yap State Principal o All states will focus YAP: YAP:

support improved since first

year of project implementation.

With their push, the school

administration were able to do

the following:

o School schedule changed to
include after school hours for
the extra time required for
Tiers 2 and 3 interventions;

continues to oversee
project implementation
with coaches and teachers.
Kosrae State Principal and
Coaches conducted 5
documented classroom
observations and walk-thru
and have met with teachers

on additional
training and
supports to
Principals to ensure
that they can
conduct quality
classroom
observations and

e The school principal is well aware of what to do in terms of
observation and training teachers.

o Falalop Ulithi Elementary School (FUES) and FUES Early
Childhood Education (ECE) center have been confirmed as
new scale up schools. Falalop Ulithi is an outer island of Yap
and ECE center is not on FUES campus.

o A LIFT awareness meeting was held in Falalop Ulithi for the
community, the principal and his staffs, and other principals
from the other schools in Ulithi lagoon.

e The Principal did walkthroughs and observations from the
beginning of the SY 2019-2020. She gets updates on lessons from
each teacher teaching ELA.

e ECE coach oversees the implementation of the project at the ECE
level. Doing walkthroughs and observations for the two ECE
classes implementing the program.
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APPENDIX C

INFRASTRUCTURE
PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Area & . o . PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
L (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)
Description
i ed U ;l(l)rlo;lgh LETE March 2017 - March 2018 Priorities for Current Status Current Status
. ) ) . g 3 S P . ) .
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase I11) April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done:? What have we done from April 2019-February 20207
o Screening schedule fully of the outcomes. provide the KOSRAE: KOSRAE:
implemented in almost all e Pohnpei State new necessary training * New Principal is very committed and supportive in ensuring o The Assistant Principal at the model school is fairly new to his
E;lcoﬁ Sizggllijgg erissiz (;)rre d Principal conducted first supports to teachers t}l;?\; tefchers an‘fi COE‘CheS_ are Eggra‘:k(;"”th Readmg DgaStery position. He is in the process of becoming knowledge about
for th%: on-going 3 tinfesz classroom observation of all as may be needed. Eead)i'ngatl)ll%‘(lzigt(iemoer earning (LFL), and even extende reading instruction and assessment within Project LIFT.
year screenings; student grade levels \_Nlth consultant This is especially « Principal conducted Professional Development with coach .Componlents of the model school’s reading planlls 1r1.corp9rate.d
progress monitoring that and coaches in March 2018. trqe flor th(? new concerning components from KDOE strategic plan that are into their overall School Improvement Plan. This will assist with
started in some schools will ¢ Chuuk State new Principal Principals in Chuuk relevant and of which LIFT activities are aligned with. strengthening the building leadership for Project LIFT.
require more screenings and established intervention and Pohnpei. e Vice Principal was hired January 2019 and had attended FSM e School level team at the scale up site (Utwe Elem.) also
;uppf{ﬂ fmmé’ﬂ(‘;m??li- . schedule for all grades and SSIP Leadership meeting in Pohnpei on March 19-22, 2019. established RTI School Team comprised of the Principal and Vice
© arrénccéfl;:tgﬂ;ngg:lsc:{anzrs scheduled screening dates He was a former teacher at the project model school and Principal, Language Art Teachers from ECE- Grade3, Resource
ower walk-thrus or for BOY, MOY, and EOY. continues to be strong supporter of the project. Room teachers, and a parent representative.
P : Princioal al ducted POHNPEL:
classroom observation. rincipal also conducte ) . o )
L . . e Pohnpei and Chuuk project school principals attended basic
e Principals still need more classroom observations . ; . L POHNPEI:
- it \eadershi ith h dwill d special education training for teachers and principals on .
training on literacy leadership. w1t_ coaches and will nee Guam hosted by Guam CEDDERS and Dr. Bateman and e The prmc1_pal at the model school has become_knowledgeable
Proposed NDOE principal training on the instructional Jennifer Cline on December 12 & 13, 2018. about Project LIFT’s assessments and instructional programs and
f:aéizmzdl?énsatwi:ﬂlb ii als programs being CHUUK: materials. He is also knowledgeable about Pohnpei Standards.
ta:g;t egd skillsuirr)lpli tergle)rfl p implemented in the ¢ Trainings have been taken place only with the teachers. He has been effective at setting up an overall plan for reading
classrooms. Principal is only aware of the program and hasn’t been in any instruction along with working on teacher attendance, student

leadership. . o
of the trainings scheduled by LIFT consultant. Principal was attendance and other factors that influence achievement.
pulled aside for accreditation work during the same week

training was scheduled for him and other staffs. Follow up
training is scheduled and will be provided by Project LIFT
consultant in 2019.

CHUUK:

e Professional growth for the model school principal related to
assessment measures, data analysis, and effective instructional
delivery continues so that the he can take a greater role in the
implementation and ongoing leadership of Project LIFT.

Coaching: Identification of a coach with development and implementation of coaching professional development.

Responsibilities State and Building Levels: e Project consultant conducted at | e Yap State: Establish | YAP: YAP:
e Project LIFT consultant least one on-site training and schedule for * Schedule of last school year activity was developed, however, | ¢ Coaches developed a schedule, which includes activities such as
conducted trainings to several virtual trainings to all Coaches to include it was not fully implemented due to conflict of responsibilities Observations, Professional Developments for teachers, Walk-

classroom teachers and project coaches and teachers. . of the coaches. YDOE is processing Personnel Action for Lead itoring.
e Yap State initiated student increased number of Coach to be transferred back to Special Education and should Throughs, and Progress Monitoring

c0a§hes in all four states. progress monitoring in October classroor_n allow for more focused time on project activities. e Assessment Cadre: The Assessment Team consists of seven
Tra}nmgs were attended by 2017 with 3 ECE students and observations and e Yap LIFT team revised its annual LIFT plan for SY 2018-2019 special education staff and the coaches to conduct the BOY, MOY
project grade leve'l teachers 1 student in grades 1-3. PDs; Project Liaison and will continue to implement project activities as scheduled and EOY.
and also teachers in grades Coaches, assisted by special will ensure that all therein. o Coaches are working with the School principal to ensure
6-8 in elementary schools education Assessment members are activities are carried out accordingly.
for grades ECE to 8. personnel, conducts screening actively involved KOSRAE:
. Co.ac.hes conduct On-going and Coaches compile an.d and carry out their e 3 tea.chers frf)m Pilot schoolwere certified during the 2" FSM | gkOSRAE:
trainings to other project analyze results with assistance respective tasks by Reading Institute/Academy in Chuuk on July 2018. e Model school coach transitioning to full-time RTI Head Coach.

of project consultant. e Coaches conducted workshop/trainings for parents (Parents’

o Kosrae State received training requiring mzmbers Night) and teacher on the core reading programs, New emplpyment contract for full-time RTI Head Coach expected
from project consultant on to r(lsport updates highlighting some of the skills and lessons students are to be fma}hlzf?(.i aqd executed by enfi of March 2020 Roles & .
classroom observation, during monthly learning, and the placement tests teachers administer as part Responsibilities include coordination and facilitation of coaching

grade level teachers using
training modules developed
and made available on
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INFRASTRUCTURE
PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Area & . o . PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
L (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)
Description
FFY 2015 glz)rlc);lgh March e TR o e TR Priorities for Current Status Current Status
. ) ) . g : S P . ) ”
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase I11) April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done:? What have we done from April 2019-February 20207
Project LIFT website, comprehension strategy, and meetings. Monthly of the project. & trainings for teachers, administration of screening/placement
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.c general literacy and updates will be ¢ LIFT team Lead had retired and new Lead will finalize tests, classroom observations, and assessments (BOY, MOY, EQY).
om glter.ver:itlon;ttjat(legles.. shared with §chedule of pr0)ec.t aCFlVltles. Personnel Action for new Lead Leading on data compilation, analysis, review, and reporting are
Technical assistance ecelved technical assistance Department is expected to be finalized by end of March 2019. also included in the responsibilities of the RTI Head Coach.
ided to principals and by Sigma Associates, Inc. on Director and ke,
prov;l pl p data review and evaluation. y POHNPEI:
coaches on classroom Held meeting with teachers to staffs. e SY17-18: Project LIFT coaches conducted three professional POHNPEL: ] ) )
obs.ervat.lor}s. The fOCQS was review, analyze and o Kosrae State: to development training. In addition, a four-day on-site training | ® Coaches conducted two professional development sessions, with
on identifying instructional understand student data. establish an annual was provided by Project LIFT consultant. one of the sessions co-facilitated with the project consultant.
strengths and areas needing ¢ Pohnpei State received schedule for coach e Two coaches and one 4t grade teacher attended the 2nd FSM
“polishing”, to ensure that additional training support and Project Liaison. Reading Institute/Academy held in Chuuk on July 2018 and all | CHUUK:
there is evidence of the from proj.ect.consultant tonew | o Pohnpei State: will three certified as Reading coaches. PDOE Project LIFT coach e Assigned coaches from General Education and Special Education.
evidence-based instructional school Principal and on conduct four (4) PDs attended a workshop on the revised LIFT/RTI manual The Department is working on hiring a full time coach by April
practices, and to model diagnostic assessment for conducted by Project LIFT consultant, Dr. Elizabeth 2020
’ purpose of student progress per quarter. Jankowski. ’
feedback to the teachers. et e e Chuuk State: will "
During on-site visits where monitoring. Additional support ) ' e In August 2018, LIFT coaches conducted a training for
teach g b d and also provided by consultant on include all teachers teachers and principal on Language for Learning (LFL)
cachers were observed an classroom observation to at pilot school in all placement, Reading Mastery (RM) placement, and assessment
coaches 1n'terV1ewed to principal and coaches. 12 walk- trainings to be checkouts.
assess project progress, at thru were documented as being provided by coach
least 3 of the 4 states were completed by coaches. and project CHUUK:
provided technical support to | ® Chuuk State teachers at new consultants e McGraw Hill trainers, LIFT consultant with Yap and Chuuk
establish student progress project school, including ' coaches, conducted training for teachers and principals at
monitoring. teachers in grades 6-8, received project model school on July 2-6, 2018, the week before 2018
training by consultant. Coaches MTEC conference in Chuuk.
also conducted training using
training modules on project
website,
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.com
Coaching National Level: Planned the | e National Level: Co- o All states are e The second FSM Reading Institute/Academy was held ALL STATES:
Professional on-going training for facilitated a Reading looking forward to in Chuuk on July 2-6, 2018. Project LIFT consultant, Dr. | e Training primarily for coaches held in Pohnpei during the MTEC
Development coaches, teachers, and others Symposium with Project second Reading Elizabeth Jankowski, and McGraw Hill Education week in July 2019.

on use of the instructional
materials. Facilitated the
training sessions for all
teachers and support
personnel, with an invitation
to the College of Micronesia
(COM-FSM)
Instructors/Division
Chairperson for Associate of
Arts in Pre-Teacher
Preparation course
enhancement.

During this reporting period,
Project LIFT team members

LIFT consultant and
McGraw Hill trainers in
Yap for all state coaches,
including some teachers
and administrators. Project
consultant will conduct
onsite follow up with select
coaches to ensure their
progress toward full
certification as Reading
Mastery and Language for
Learning trainers.

Project LIFT consultant

symposium to be
facilitated by
McGraw Hill and
more literacy
instructional
trainings for
coaches and
teachers to be
provided by project
consultant.

e National Level:

will work with
states on scaling up

conducted the training to certify teachers as Reading
Coaches on the Language for Instruction and Reading
Mastery core reading material used in all project
schools. In addition to the few teachers that were
certified in the first Reading Institute /Academy, the
total number of certified Coaches in each of the state
are as follows:

o Yap-3

o Pohnpei-3

o Kosrae-3

o Chuuk-3

e OnJuly 9 & 10, 2018, new assessment tools were

e ELMo Training took place in Yap during summer 2019 and all
coaches and data managers participated.

e Coaches participated in the October 2019 Pacific SSIP
Collaborative in Guam that included workshops on coaching
strategies across the nation.

e Coaches work with project consultant to facilitate professional
development sessions with the teachers.

FSM IDEA Part B SSIP Phase I11, Year Four, April 1, 2020; RTI Project LIFT Overall Strategic Plan: Progress of Implementation

Page 5




http://www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.com/

http://www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.com/

http://www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.com/



APPENDIX C

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & . USRI L L VI UL PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Description (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)

FFY 2015 through March
2017
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

March 2017 - March 2018

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

Current Status
April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done?

Current Status

What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?

from Kosrae presented
during the Micronesia
Teacher Education
Conference (MTEC) on
some of the specific
instructional methods of

English language instruction.

The NDOE also presented a
project update at the
conference and the status of
the data collection and
reporting database in
development to support the
project’s data collection,
analysis, and reporting.
Support to coaches will
continue as a priority focus
of the project to ensure
coaches and other key
stakeholders have good
understanding of their
respective roles to ensure
success of student learning
throughout the project.

provided both onsite and
virtual (Skype) technical
assistances to Yap and
Kosrae coaches.

Kosrae State: developed a
professional development
calendar to require
training on priority areas
at the end of each quarter;
conducted two (2) parent
literacy nights at the
beginning of the school
year to help parents
understand and learn what
their kids are learning in
school so they can help at
home.

and identification
of new coaches to
ensure they can
also be included in
all upcoming PDs.

introduced to all coaches and teacher trainees.

On November 2018, NDOE provided technical
assistance and guidance on scaling up during APR
Leadership meeting in Chuuk. Templates and forms
were provided to all states to guide their assessment of
infrastructure and planning on scale up. Each state
now has in place an approved scale up plan.

On April 30-May 4, 2018 and February 25-March 1,
2019, Early Literacy Monitoring (ELMo)
development/trainings were held in Kosrae for all
coaches and other school administrators. Trainings
were conducted by Sigma Associates Inc. Not only was
this data base development intended to support data
collection and analysis of student performances, it was
also intended to allow administrators at state and
national levels to have ready access to project data to
support department wide planning and improvement
efforts.

Assessments: Selection and implementation of the screening assessment in the four pilot schools.

Select
Assessments

National Level: Planned the on-
going technical assistance to the
State-level RTI Leadership Teams
and pilot schools for the screening
and assessment implementation
with fidelity.

The assessment plan discussions
were finalized during the meeting
in Yap in March 2017 and each
state will have a formalized
assessment plan ready for the
coming school year.

Three of four states will begin
progress monitoring of selected
students in Tier 3. Two of four
states have started doing progress
monitoring in 2016, but all four
states will have formally
established guidelines to follow
beginning SY 2017-2018.

National Level: worked with
project consultant to review
and adjust screening tools
based on students’
performances for the past two
years. The revisions will be
implemented in SY2018-19.
Kosrae, Pohnpei and Yap
continue to monitor
progresses of select Tier 3
students based on their
assessment plans. Chuuk
state’s new project school will
review its assessment plan to
incorporate progress
monitoring.

All states will begin
SY18-19 with new and
adjusted assessment
plan using
appropriate screening
tools per grade level.
In addition, progress
monitoring will also
continue in Kosrae,
Pohnpei and Yap.
Chuuk state will
review its vernacular
assessment and
ensure that
instruction and
assessment are
aligned.

All model schools implemented new adjusted
screening tools for all grade levels in SY 2017-2018,
and continued into SY 2018-2019. The new screening
tools are aligned with LFL, RM, and Vernacular
Readings used for instruction at all model schools.

All model schools completed SY 2017-2018 End of
Year (EOY) screenings and inputted all scores on
ELMo, using the newly developed cut-off scores for
each of the performance levels: Benchmark, Strategic,
and Intensive. The data from ELMo are used in this
SSIP Phase III Year III report.

On student progress monitoring, Yap, Kosrae, and
Pohnpei continue to implement progress monitoring in
their model school. These states are also revising
progress monitoring schedule and activities to ensure
that the process is properly and appropriately

ALL STATES:

e [n consultation with the project consultant, the assessments were

revised to align with the adopted reading curriculum: Reading
Master (RM) and Language for Learning (LFL). The school year
2018-2019 was the first year the revised assessments were
implemented.
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Area & . PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION — PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
L (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)
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i ed U glz)rlc);lgh LETE March 2017 - March 2018 Priorities for Current Status Current Status
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase I11) April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done? What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?
implemented. Chuuk will begin developing progress
monitoring plan after more student data are available
for review and consideration.
Conduct e Benchmark screenings 3 All states continued to use Yap State: increase YAP: ALL STATES:
Assessments times a year on-going in all DIBELS to screen student number of trained e Yap LIFT team had already identified five staffs as new

four states. Screening
outcomes are compiled and
sent to project consultant to
compile and analyze all state
results. Development of
web-based data system
(ELMo) scheduled for
deployment in summer 2017
will assist states with
immediate data collection,
analysis and review for
instructional decision
making.

Two states have begun to
conduct progress monitoring
for selected students in Tier
3. One State selected the
bottom 3 students for Tier 3
and is implementing
progress monitoring. The
other State is looking at the
bottom 2 students for Tier 3.

performance 3 times per school
year for grades ECE to 5 (except
Yap state since project school
does not have a grade 5).
Kosrae, Pohnpei and Yap also
continued to conduct progress
monitoring of select Tier 3
students.

Yap State: For progress
monitoring, 3 from ECE and 1
per grades 1-4. Both SpEd and
GenEd teachers assisting to
deliver instructional supports to
these 7 students.

Kosrae State: For progress
monitoring, 2 students per
grades ECE to 5%, for a total of
18 students, of which 9 are
students with IEPs. Both SpEd
and GenEd teachers assisting to
deliver instructional supports to
these 18 students.

Pohnpei State: 3 students from
grades ECE to 5t who were in
Tier 3, are selected for progress
monitoring. Coaches, SpEd and
GenEd teachers developed goals
for each student based on their
respective baseline data and
conduct progress monitoring
twice a month.

Chuuk State: progress
monitoring will begin by
SY2018-2019 at the new pilot
school.

screeners and include
LIFT screening
schedule to
department’s school
calendar and will
email notices to
school and screeners
one week prior to
screening.

Kosrae State: will
continue to conduct
RMSE checkout after
every 10 lessons;
administer DIBELS 3
times per year; and
conduct progress
monitoring every two
weeks.

Pohnpei State: will
administer progress
monitoring every two
weeks and will train
teachers to administer
progress monitoring
screenings.

Chuuk State: will
establish a trained
cadre of screeners to
assist coaches to
conduct screenings
three times a year and
will conduct training
workshops before
administration of each
screening.

members of the existing assessment team. The new
members were trained by the certified coaches and
participated, for the first time, in the SY18-19
Beginning of Year (BOY) screening from September
10-21, 2018.

e The new members will be provided with additional
trainings, schedule of screenings, and will continue to
participate in the upcoming screenings.

KOSRAE:

e Kosrae LIFT team continues to administer DIBELS 3
times in SY 2017-2018, and continue into SY 2018-
2019. Consistent with the project manual, during each
school year, the BOY is administered on September 10-
21, MOY is administered January 7-18, and EQY is
administered on May 6-17. The school LIFT team have
been administering Reading Mastery check out
assessments after every 10 lessons.

POHNPEI:

e Pohnpei LIFT team is revising its progress monitoring
timeline to ensure that the process and its
assessments are properly and appropriately
implemented. They are focused on selection criteria
for students to be included in the progress monitoring,
with consideration of time of the school day, and how
much time would be appropriate for the additional
instruction. Pohnpei LIFT team completed its SY 2018-
2019 BOY and MOY screenings and will be confirming
data analysis with the EOY data expected to be
collected on May 6-17, 2019 to make a better decision
on which students will be selected for progress
monitoring.

CHUUK:
e Assessment Cadre needs to be in place/appointed by
coordinator, chief or supervisor.

e Assessment Cadre in place in each state to conduct the
assessment (BOY, MOY, and EQY).

YAP:

e Yap Team maintains the same assessment elements since its last
revision during school year 2018-2019.

KOSRAE:

e Observation Team re-established to enhance consistency and
fidelity in teacher observations. The observation team includes
the members of the State RTI Leadership Team, Head Coach/
Assistant Coaches, and school principals.

POHNPEI:

e Working on increasing the Assessment Cadre members to include
possibly the General Education Language Arts Specialist or
Assessment Coordinator.

CHUUK:

e Working on training for new Assessment Cadre members.
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Area & . USRI L L VI UL PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Description (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)

FFY 2015 through March
2017
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

March 2017 - March 2018

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

Current Status
April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done?

Current Status

What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?

Data Analysis: Establishment of the Project LIFT Data Team with professional development to the team for analyzing and interpreting data for improving instruction.

RTI Data Team

For this reporting period, the
RTI Data Team is
comprised of the Coach
(Assistant Coach) and
teachers. Coaches and
Assistant Coaches conduct
the screenings and receive
the analyzed results from
project consultant to share
with teachers, principals,
and others. When they meet
to review screening data,
this is the RTI Data team.
This team meets after the
BOY, MOY, and EOY
screenings to review
outcomes and do internal
analysis of the results.
Principals are oftentimes in
these meetings. Based on
screening results, Coaches
will conduct on the spot
trainings to teachers based
on areas where students’
performances are low. All
states are still working to
develop an annual PD
schedule with general
education to include areas
needing “polishing” based
on screening results.

RTI Data Teams from each
state continued to conduct
screenings and data
analysis. Project consultant
supported states’ data
analysis. Coaches and
Assistant Coaches continue
to compile screening
results and do preliminary
analysis and also send
results to project
consultant. RTI Data
Teams also conduct
meetings with teachers
and Principals after each
screening to go over the
results and plan
appropriate personnel
development trainings as
may be needed.

Yap State: will
include SpEd Data
specialist to assist in
data input and
analysis using both
ELMO and data
analysis form
developed by project
consultant.

Kosrae State: will
conduct data team
meetings after every
screening and
progress monitoring
to review and analyze
student outcome data.
Pohnpei State: will
increase number of
meetings to two (2)
per quarter to both
review and analyze
screening results and
to also provide in-
depth discussions and
consideration of
appropriate
interventions and
trainings as may be
needed.

e Chuuk State: Data

Team, comprised of
RTI team, central DOE
staff, SpEd staff, and
school principal, will
continue to review
screening results to
determine areas of
weakness and needed

intervention supports.

YAP:
e Because ELMo was still under development for most of

SY 18-19, only Yap coaches were responsible for data
verification and input into ELMo database. Once the
database development is determined to be complete,
the Special Education Data Specialist will be trained to
assist in data verification and input.

KOSRAE:

e Kosrae LIFT continue to administer BOY and MQY as
scheduled and conducted meeting with school team to
review and understand analyzed student performance
data. LIFT consultant provided virtual technical
assistances when needed. Student data review include
review of performance of students selected for
progress monitoring.

POHNPEI:

e September 2018: Project LIFT consultant Dr.
Jankowski did a power point presentation on the
project’s progress data for the PDOE Director and
Education Leadership Council.

e September 2018: Two McGraw Hill representatives
met with the Director of Education, Chief of Curriculum
and Instruction and Special Education Coordinator to
conduct an inventory of available reading materials
and review list of ordered instructional materials.

e October 2018: RTI team conducted a workshop for RSP
teachers on the RTI screening results.

CHUUK:

o After SY 2018-2019 BOY screening on September 10-
21,2018, Chuuk LIFT team met with teachers to
review screening results and identify which students
and skills need support.

ALL STATES:

e All model schools have access to the on-line data system: Early
Literacy Monitoring (ELMo) System. Assessment data are
inputted directly into the system for immediate review of the
individual, classroom, and state-level data summaries by
Benchmark, Strategic, and Intensive groupings. The ELMo
System is set up with different levels of access permission from
view to input to editing.

Data Analysis

National Level: Developed
a unified process to collect
State data on local
language/reading
assessments and align
analysis of data with project
results and the nation-wide

National Level: ELMO
desktop version installed at
national level and in process
of completing installation at
all state level offices. ELMO
currently being updated to
include all students in all

e National Level:

complete ELMO
installation of both
web application
version and desktop
version in all states

o After two series of ELMo workshop in Kosrae on April
30-May 4, 2018 and February 25-March 1, 2019, a web
application version of ELMo was completed with all
general features to capture and analyze student data.
All state coaches and NDOE representatives
participated in these two ELMo development

ALL STATES:

e Data and analysis retrieved from the ELMo database are used in
data team meetings. The new and improved features to the ELMo
database in which data analysis can also be done directly from
the system has really made it easier for the coaches and
principals in following student performance and identifying
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(Appendix C in SSIP Phase IIl April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done? What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?
assessment test called the grade levels. Co-facilitating and conduct onsite workshops. Performance data described in FSM’s students requiring intensive intervention.
National Minimum training with project trainings at the four FFY17 SSIP are pulled from ELMo and additional e ELMo is able to generate analyzed student data for instructional
Competency Test (NMCT). consultant on Data Analysis states. screenshots are also attached in the SSIP report. While decision making. Project LIFT consultant developed a manual
Template at all four pilot ELMo generates the data used in this year’s report, data analysis spreadsheet and a new chapter in the RTI manual
schools. states continue to use a data calculation spreadsheet to with an ‘If-Then’ flowchart to assist teachers when deciding
Pohnpei an(_i Yap States: verify data reports generated from ELMo. Additionally, interventions for students based on screening data. States are
successfully installed ELMO analysis of data are also manually done by coaches and beginning to make correlation of the Project LIFT data with their
web appllcat_lon version and teachers in all states. local and the nationwide NMCT assessment data to assess
started data input and student growth
analysis. Follow up training is scheduled for May 2019, aligned '
Kosrae and Chuuk States: ¢ FOTOW UPp Lraling 1S scheduled for May ,alsne
in process of installing with EOQY screening to review SY 2018-2_019 data and
required programs/software make sure database can generate analysis reports as
in computer to be needed.
compatible with ELMO
installation specifications.
Group for All students receive Tier 1 All states continued to e Yap, Kosrae and ¢ Yap, Kosrae and Pohnpei continued to administer YAP:
Instruction instruction during Language implement core reading Pohnpei will placement tests during beginning of school year and e The model school started using cross-grade grouping through

instructional block time
during the regular school
hours of the day. Tiers 2 and
3 sometimes receive
differentiated instructions
during the same hours but
most often are provided
additional intervention
during after school hours.
After school hours are
consistently provided in
three of the four schools.

programs they have available
at appropriate grade levels.
Yap State: Tier 2 and 3
sometimes received
differentiated instructions at
regular reading block hours
are also being provided
additional interventions after
school. Currently working
with lower grades to provide
trainings to teachers to ensure
fidelity of differentiated
instructional delivery.

Kosrae State: Placement tests
outcomes analysis resulted in
the following: Grade 1 is using
RMSEK, Grade 2 is using
RMSEK and RMSEK1, Grade 3
Tier 1 is using RMSEK, and
Grade 3 Tier 2 and 3 are using
RMSE2, and Grade 4 Tier 3 is
using RMSE3, and Grade 4
Tier 1 and 2 are using RMSE1.
Pohnpei State: Continued its
practice to implement
differentiated instructions to
Tiers 2 and 3 during regular
reading block hours and also

continue to conduct
placement tests at
beginning of school
year to group
students in small
groups based on
their performance
and to ensure that
they receive the
appropriate
reading
instructions.

e Chuuk State:
received initial PD
on testing and
grouping students
in small group and
will begin SY18-19.

students are grouped according to their levels of
performances. Some challenges that states noted and
are working with NDOE and LIFT consultant are
limited teachers to work with the grouped students
and knowledge for grouping students. Some of the
groups are in multi-grades group and teachers need
more training to work with multi-grades groups.

CHUUK:

e (Coaches applied skills learned from consultants/
McGraw Hill trainers on how to group students from
their assessment results.

analysis of screening data and groups students according to the
results during the 2018-19 school year. They are continuing to
refine this process. Literacy instruction is also grouped by skill
levels within each grade.

KOSRAE:

e Administered placement test at model school (Tafunsak) in
September and established tiers per student performance.
Subsequent screeners continued to be implemented with bi-
weekly progress monitoring and Reading Mastery check out
assessment (after every 10 lessons) also conducted. All students
receive Tier 1 instruction during the main reading block time.
Intervention instruction for Tier 2 and 3 students accommodated
after classes for 20 minutes. However, by request from parents
to avoid feeling of isolation and embarrassment by low
performing students, students from Tier 1 are also allowed in
intervention sessions. A challenge with this set up is that the
teachers do not have adequate time to provide the specific skills
learning needs for those requiring intensive intervention.

POHNPEI:

e Last year, with consultant coaching, the model school did cross-
grade grouping with primary grades based upon program
placement tests and proved to be successful. Currently, during
the 2019-20 school year, cross-grade grouping has not taken
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April 2018-SY18-19

Current Status
April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done?

Current Status
What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?

after school hours to students
requiring additional
instructional interventions.
Chuuk State: At the new pilot
school, continued to deliver
instructions to all Tier 1
students during regular
reading block hours and
additional interventions to
Tier 1 after school.

place as placement tests were not administered. Given there is
only one teacher per grade level, re-instituting cross-grade
grouping would be helpful in order to provide instructional
differentiation. Placement testing by the coach and/or teachers
will help with placement decisions.

CHUUK:

e At the beginning of the 2018-2019 school year, the coaches
assisted in forming cross-grade groups for instruction based
upon placement scores. Coaches are working to reinstitute this
grouping for the 2019-2020 school year.

Instruction: Schedule

and instructional focus and delivery, intervention, and instructional materials outlined with professional development conducted by the Project LIFT consultant from University of Oregon.

Schedule

Additional hours for Tiers 2
and 3 interventions for
grades ECE to 3" ranges
from 20-30 minutes.
Training provided to
classroom teachers allow
them to differentiate
instruction to students based
on their reading skills.
Additional trainings on
formative assessment or
progress monitoring allow
teachers to plan instructional
intervention for Tiers 2 and
3 students.

In one State that is
consistently implementing
the project’s instructional
strategies, interactive read-
aloud was introduced to
teachers to engage students.

Yap State: 90 minutes
allocated for Reading (45
mins. LFL and 45 mins. RM).
30 mins. for interventions
after school. For ECE, 30
mins. allocated for LFL.
Kosrae State: For Grades
ECE to 21d, 30 mins. For
Grade 3, 35 mins. are
allocated for Reading, and
40 mins. for Grades 4 and 5.
Chuuk State: Scheduling
included interventions for
30 minutes after school and
scheduled time for teacher
trainings. Trainings
provided by coaches, Project
LIFT consultant and McGraw
Hills trainers.

e Yap State will
maintain its
instructional hours of
90 minutes during
regular instruction and
30 minutes for
interventions after
school.

o Kosrae State will add
reading block hours to
all Grade levels to be
consistent with RMSE
lessons.

e Pohnpei State
prioritized training on
formative assessment
and progress
monitoring for all
teachers and new
school principal.

o All states continued to implement direct instructions
during regular and intervention block hours. Yap State
maintained its schedule of 90 minutes for RM and LFL
and 30 minutes after school for intervention. Kosrae
State added 5 more minutes for RM and LFL during
regular instructional hours. Kosrae also continued a
school-wide after school tutoring program for grades
2,3,4,and 5. Pohnpei State also maintained its
regular instruction on LFL for 60 minutes and
intervention for 20 minutes during the school day.
Pohnpei LIFT team also continue to partner with
general education teachers on their after school
program for grades 3 to 8, from 2:30 to 3:20pm.
Pohnpei LIFT Tier Il students are enrolled and
supported in the after school program. Chuuk State is
revising its instructional and intervention hours to be
more manageable and sustainable.

Yap:

e School= 90 minutes (RM & LFL); ECE= 30 minutes (LFL).

e Coaches observe 2x/month, walkthrough and PDs with teachers.

e School maintains 30 minutes after school intervention for first
grade only.

e ECE’s intervention time during core instructional time.

KOSRAE:

e Time allocation for implementation of the reading program for
the Tafunsak Elem. is as follows: Oral Comm: 20 mins. (at start of
class during the first period); Reading Block: 30 mins. for ECE; 35
mins. for Grades 1-3; 40 mins. for Grades 4-5; Intervention time:
20 mins. after last class period.

POHNPEI:
e 45-minutes RM and 45-minutes LFL.

CHUUK:

e 90-minutes cross-grade instruction (1-3 and 4-5): 1-3 = LFL &
RM; 4-5 = RM

e K5/KG doing vernacular and LFL instruction in the 90 minutes

Instructional
Focus and
Delivery

On-going training provided
by project consultant on-site
and training modules and
related resources on project
website,
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.com
Coaches continue to receive

Yap State: Project LIFT
consultant provided onsite
trainings, to include using
modules on Project LIFT
website,
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.com
Kosrae State: Reading
Mastery is in full

e Yap State: Coaches
will conduct
monthly
observations and
model lessons to
ensure teachers are
implementing core

e Yap State and Kosrae State continue to implement
RM and LFL in all grades levels. Coaches conducted
monthly classroom observations and PDs with
teachers. Principals have also conducted more
classroom observations than in previous year.

POHNPEI:

ALL STATES:

e RM and LFL provide explicit and systematic instruction in
language and reading development. Project LIFT consultant
continues to work closely with the coaches to ensure the core
reading programs (RM and LFL) are implemented with fidelity.

FSM IDEA Part B SSIP Phase I11, Year Four, April 1, 2020; RTI Project LIFT Overall Strategic Plan: Progress of Implementation
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APPENDIX C

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area &
Description

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION

FFY 2015 through March
2017
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

March 2017 - March 2018

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

Current Status
April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done?

Current Status
What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?

focused trainings to ensure
meaningful instructional
supports to classroom
teachers.

Support to principals, such
as the development of
Literacy Leadership for New
Principals in addition to
what is available on the
project website continues to
ensure on-going support to
classroom teachers in pilot
schools.

implementation and Coaches
provided trainings to all grade
level teachers.

Pohnpei State: Coaches and
teachers received two onsite
trainings by Project LIFT
consultant.

Chuuk State: Also received
onsite trainings by Project
LIFT consultant, to include
using modules on Project LIFT
website,
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.co
m. Coaches and new principal
and teachers at new project
school received trainings by
project consultant and
McGraw Hill trainers.

reading programs
with fidelity.

o Kosrae State:

prioritize purchase
of Language for
Learning core
reading material
and to provide the
trainings needed.
Pohnpei State:
locate remaining
reading material,
distribute to
classrooms and plan
and conduct
trainings.

e (Coach continue to conduct monthly observations and
PD with teachers. However, remaining RM material for
Grades 1, 3, and 4 ordered in September 2018 have
not been distributed to model school. These classroom
are still being observed but the material are needed to
align PD with observation outcomes.

Intervention

On-going training provided
by project consultant on-site
and training modules and
related resources on project
website,
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.
com

Coaches continue to receive
focused trainings to ensure
meaningful instructional
supports to classroom
teachers.

Support to principals, such
as the development of
Literacy Leadership for New
Principals in addition to
what is available on the
project website continues to
ensure on-going support to
classroom teachers in pilot
schools.

Yap State: ECE intervention
period is 30 minutes during
core instructional time and is
facilitated by the homeroom
teacher. Again, Grades 1-4 are
receiving interventions of 30
minutes after school.

Kosrae State: SpEd and GenEd
teachers team teaching during
intervention time and using
small groups.

Pohnpei State: continued to
provide interventions to Tiers 2
and 3 after school hours.
Received onsite trainings on
appropriate interventions by
project consultant.

Chuuk State: Again, because
Chuuk has a new pilot school,
coaches and 3 staffs who
participated in first Reading
Symposium have started to
work with classroom teachers
on intervention strategies.
Project consultant and McGraw
Hill trainers also assisted to
work with both coaches and
teachers on both differentiated
instructions and appropriate
interventions.

Coaches will
continue to monitor
and assist teachers
to ensure
interventions are
provided following
established
procedures,
especially for Tiers 2
and 3.

National Level: will
work with project
consultant and
McGraw Hill trainers
to provide
appropriate
intervention
trainings and
supports to all
states.

YAP:

¢ Yap Gaanelay maintains the 30 minutes after school for
intervention time and monitor teachers to ensure
interventions are provided as needed. Parents were
informed and encouraged to have their kids participate
in the intervention time.

¢ ECE also maintains its intervention time during core
instructional time.

KOSRAE:
o Initiated after School Tutorial for at risk (Tier 1) grade
2,3,and 4.

CHUUK:

o Coaches helped teachers to group students based on
assessment results. They also helped to identifying
which specific skills that students need to work on.

YAP:

e Gaanelay maintains the 30 minutes after school intervention time
on the school schedule but unfortunately only first grade is
implementing intervention.

o ECE also maintains its intervention time during core instructional
time.

KOSRAE:
e Model School intervention time is still 20 minutes after regular
classes.

POHNPEI:
e After school program in place but not consistently implemented.

CHUUK:
e Intervention time after school = 30 minutes - instruction on skills
with 0-1 score

FSM IDEA Part B SSIP Phase I11, Year Four, April 1, 2020; RTI Project LIFT Overall Strategic Plan: Progress of Implementation
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APPENDIX C

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & . PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION — PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
L (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)
Description

i ed U ;lz)rlo;lgh LETE March 2017 - March 2018 Priorities for Current Status Current Status
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase I11) April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done? What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?

Instructional National Level: Assisted * Yap State: All instructional o National Level: Will | e In February 2019, a proposal for procurement of one National: In 2019, the proposal for the procurement of core

Materials States with completing material purchased and has been continue to work complete set each for the two core reading programs reading programs (RM and LFL) was funded through the FSM

procurement of reading
materials (Language for
Learning and Reading
Mastery) for all project
grade levels (ECE to 5%
grade) and training of
Coaches and teachers on the
instructional materials.
Three of the four LEA
purchased instructional
materials. Training provided
by McGraw-Hill Company
in two States with invitation
to all four States to attend.
The one State that has not
purchased materials sent
only one teacher to one of
the States for training.
NDOE is working with this
one State to complete
procurement of materials
and ensure training is
provided by the publishing
company.

fully utilized during this reporting
year. Department of Education is
gearing up to scale up and is
procuring additional material for
the new schools.

Kosrae State: received complete
sets of Reading Mastery RMSEK
and RMSE1 and have fully utilized
them during this reporting year.
Still awaiting purchase of
Language for Learning material.
Pohnpei State: received and fully
utilized LFL material for Grades
ECE-2nd and Reading Mastery for
2nd Grade. Still awaiting RM
material for Grades ECE, 1, 3-4.
Chuuk State: At new pilot school,
complete sets of RM and LFL
material distributed and were
being used at beginning of SY17-
18. Project consultant and
McGraw Hill trainers provided
two separate onsite trainings to
coaches and principal and
teachers of the new pilot school.

with project
consultant, McGraw
Hill trainers, and
State and National
DOE Division of
Formal and Non
Formal Education
and Schools for
procurement of
additional reading
material and
trainings.

(RM and LFL), prepared by National DOE, LIFT
consultant, and McGraw Hill, and was submitted to
FSM Budget Review Committee. The complete set is for
a new project school in each state for grades ECE to 3rd.
Yap State had acquired additional material in FY18
and had coordinated with McGraw Hill trainers and
LIFT consultant to provide trainings to teachers before
distributing the materials. Yap also had secured
additional funds for more instructional books in its
FY19 budget. Kosrae State is in process of purchasing
additional books in anticipation of its scale up to one
school. Pohnpei State is still expecting to soon receive
its RM materials for grades ECE, 1, 3, & 4. For Chuuk
State, additional materials were purchased. McGraw
Hill trainers have conducted onsite trainings with
Chuuk DOE teachers and administrators. NDOE and
LIFT consultant will coordinate with Chuuk DOE and
McGraw Hill on project scale up in school receiving and
using the core reading programs. Model school in
Chuuk received complete sets and have been
implementing program throughout this reporting year.

Budget. The core reading programs have been ordered.

Project LIFT Program Evaluation: Outlines the use of

student performance data to measure project progress.

Goals

e National Level: Will assist

states to establish goals or
targets for each of the grade
levels in each of the four
states.

Targets are established for
all grades ECE/K-5 to Grade
5 for Benchmark and
Intensive performance
levels, to include specific
target for students with
disabilities in same grade
levels and performance
levels.

National and all states will
be reviewing goals and
activities and make
changes consistent with
the overall project focus
and status of
implementation at all
levels. States have
established goals but not
all states established
targets for grade levels
and schools. In addition, a
revised assessment plan
with some revised
screening tools for select

e National Level: will
work with states
and project
consultant to
complete new state
plan, with goals and
targets.

e NDOE continues to assist states to develop annual
plans to include activities, goals, and targets. School
teams have developed plans with goals and targets.
Plans include screening schedules, progress
monitoring, parent and community workshops, PDs,
etc. Some schools are trying to stay consistent in
implementing activities outlined in their plans, while
others are revisiting plans to include goals and targets
for each grade level and the school as a whole. Yap
State identified four goals and continue to focus on
these goals throughout this reporting year. Their goals
are: Assessment/Progress Monitoring, Understanding
Data, Implementation of LFL and RM with 75% fidelity,
and Parents and community involvement. Kosrae
State and Pohnpei State in process to finalize grade

Project Evaluation consultants continue to support the review of
Project goals with the fidelity of implementation data. The
outcomes of these reviews are incorporated in this FSM SSIP Phase
I1I, Year Four report.

FSM IDEA Part B SSIP Phase I11, Year Four, April 1, 2020; RTI Project LIFT Overall Strategic Plan: Progress of Implementation
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APPENDIX C

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & . PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION — PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
L (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)
Description
i ed U ;l(l)rlo;lgh LETE March 2017 - March 2018 Priorities for Current Status Current Status
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase I11) April 2018-SY18-19 April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done? What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?
grades required that goals level targets. Chuuk State finalized its SY 2018-2019
and targets be reviewed to schedule of activities during March 2019 SSIP
align activities with Leadership meeting and focused priorities on the five
expected outcomes. (5) goals.
Methods e The Evaluation piece of the National will continue to e Establish local level Evaluation forms and templates are currently being Project Evaluation consultants continue to support the review of

project includes the specific
methods for measuring the
project’s progress.

work with project
evaluation consultants
(Sigma Associates, Inc.) to
build state local capacity
to understand and be able
to monitor their own
progresses while
implementing project
activities.

evaluation forms
and template to
inform states of
their progresses and
to ensure
consistency and
timeliness of
evaluation data
collection and

developed to assist states and project evaluators to
ensure evaluation data are consistently used and
maintained to support project evaluation and system
wide improvement efforts.

Project goals with the fidelity of implementation processes and
data. The outcomes of these reviews are incorporated in this FSM
SSIP Phase 111, Year Four report.

analysis.
Data Collection e School level teams continue States continue to use data e Full implementation ELMo web application version is now used to collect Project Evaluation consultants continue to support the review of
to collect and submit collection template developed of ELMO desktop and report data used in this SSIP Phase 11, Year III Project goals with the fidelity of implementation processes and

screening data to project
consultant for analysis and
scoring. Screening data for
BOY, MOY, and EOY will
be automatically calculated
in ELMo with related
instructional resources and
supports for project
evaluation.

by project consultant while
working with Sigma
Associates, Inc. consultants to
complete installation of ELMO
desktop version and web
application version.

Pohnpei State: established
targets with 10% increase for
Intensive and 5% increase for
Benchmark. Will review
targets based on new
assessment plan and
screening tools and will either
make changes or maintain
targets.

version and web
application version
in all pilot schools.
e Collaboration with
NDOE Division of
Formal and Non
Formal Education
and Schools on
establishing a
consistent student
identification
numbering system.

report. ELMo data input and verification completed
during FSM SSIP Leadership meeting on March 18-22,
2019. Sigma Associates, Inc. consultants provided
virtual technical assistance during and after the
leadership meeting to ensure database can run clean
data reports.

Collaboration with NDOE Division of Formal and Non
Formal Education and Schools will resume since ELMo
is functional and student identification numbering can
now be compared with the FSM Education
Management Information System (FedEMIS).

data. The outcomes of these reviews are incorporated in this FSM
SSIP Phase III, Year Four report.

Data Analysis

School performance data
reviewed across school year
and from grade to grade.
Comparison schools have
yet to be officially included
and compared with pilot
schools.

States continue to review
performance data across
grade levels and school
year.

Performance data will be
compared with at least
one control school in each
state. Because the
instructional materials
were not complete for

e National Level: will
work with project
consultant to
analyze
performance data
after “initial
implementation”
(again) and assist
states to conduct
comparison with

ELMo is currently able to generate analyzed student
data but states continue to manually analyze data to
ensure records are verified before instructional
decision making. Project LIFT consultant developed a
manual data analysis spreadsheet and a new chapter in
the RTI manual with an ‘If-Then’ flowchart to assist
teachers when deciding interventions for students
based on screening data. States are beginning to make
correlation of DIBELS data with their local and the
nationwide NMCT assessment data to assess student

Project Evaluation consultants continue to support the review of
Project goals with the fidelity of implementation processes and
data. The outcomes of these reviews are incorporated in this FSM
SSIP Phase 111, Year Four report.
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APPENDIX C

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & . USRI L L VI UL PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Description (submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018)

FFY 2015 through March
2017
(Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

March 2017 - March 2018

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

Current Status
April 2018-SY18-19 priorities: What have we done?

Current Status
What have we done from April 2019-February 2020?

implementation during
this “Initial
Implementation” phase, a
decision was made to
continue “initial
implementation” with the
mostly complete
instructional material in

the states in SY2018-2019.

Performance data also
looked at to finalize
scaling up plan for each
state.

control school and
also to plan and
finalize scale up
plans for each state.

growth.

Evaluation Report

e National Level: Facilitated

the development of the FSM
SSIP Evaluation Plan that
aligns to the Project LIFT
Program Evaluation.

National Level:
Coordinated review of
state performance data
with Project LIFT and
Sigma Associates, Inc.
consultants and compile
outcomes to assess overall
project progress and for
reporting of SSIP Phase III
Year 2 report.

Evaluation reports for
each state compiled and
outcomes will guide
planning for next year’s
activities.

o National will
coordinate with
project consultants
to provide technical
support to all states
on project
implementation and
evaluation.

e Project Evaluation consultants completed two
evaluations in Yap and Kosrae during this reporting
period. The outcomes of these onsite evaluation and
technical assistance are incorporated in this FSM SSIP
Phase III, Year Il report.

Project Evaluation consultants continue to support the review of
fidelity of implementation data. The outcomes of these reviews are
incorporated in this FSM SSIP Phase III, Year Four report.

* RTI Consultants to provide support for RTI Project Lift Activities through direct professional development, technology-based professional development, and ongoing consultation.
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Strategies

Appendix D: FSM SSIP EVALUATION LOGIC MODEL
Revised February 2019

Activities

Outputs

Leadership; RTI- School
Based Reading Model
(SWRM)

Provide Direct Instruction
in Reading

Special Education within
the RTI Model

Support & Monitoring

Collaboration between
General Education
Personnel and Special
Education Personnel at all
Levels

e RTI Policy/Guidance: FSM National develops RTI Manual to guide
implementation

e Assessment: Develop Schoolwide Assessment Plans for literacy

e Data Analysis: Learn to use assessment data to determine current
performance levels for all grade levels/determine individual student
needs

e RTI Coaches: Establish State RTI coaches and provide PD

o Ljteracy Leadership: Provide PD to building principals on literacy
leadership

e FSM RTI manual

o # of school-wide
assessment plans
developed

o #/type of PD sessions
provided

o #/ of RTI coaches

!

Short

}

e Structured Professional Development: Professional development for
primary teachers to teach English language and reading skills.

e Provide Appropriate Instructional Materials: Provide appropriate
instructional materials to support the developmental language
needs of students.

e Direct Instruction: Provide English instruction in ECE (Kindergarten)
or Grade 1.

Structured Professional Development: Professional development for special
education teachers on providing instruction in the general education classroom.

Onsite visits including observations: State Special Education Coordinator or
Case Managers/Supervisors will conduct observations of teachers providing
services.

Leverage Funding at all levels of the System to Support Project Lift: Include
project activities in state budget line items

Coordinate Literacy Initiatives: Provide some common training /awareness
raising across initiatives (e.g., after-school tutoring)

Create Coordinated Plans for Professional Development. Use common template
to request PD aligned with Project LIFT priorities

Data Team Meetings: Conduct regular data team meetings at the schools with
general and special education teachers

Parent Engagement: Provide information sessions to parents at pilot schools
regarding Project LIFT activities.

o #/type of PD sessions
provided focused on
teaching English and
reading skills

o #/type of instructional
materials available in each
site

¢ # of ECE and Grade 1
classrooms receiving
English instruction

#/type of PD sessions
provided focused on special
education instruction within
the general education
classroom

o # of onsite visits
conducted

o #//type of support
strategies provided

o # of state budgets reflect
funds for project

o # of plans for professional
development

o # of data team meetings
conducted

¢ # parents attending
information sessions

School-wide
assessment plans
reflect
understanding of the
use of data to guide
instruction

Educators are
knowledgeable in
providing instruction
in English and
reading skills

Educators report
high quality
professional
development

Monitoring and
support strategies
are implemented
consistently

School data team
meetings are
attended by
general and
special education
staff

Parents and
community
understand the
importance of
English literacy

Outcomes

Intermediate

|

RTI elements are
implemented with fidelity

Data teams make appropriate

decisions about students'
instructional needs

|

Long-Term

|

All students in EC
and grade 1 receive
high quality English
literacy instruction in
the general
education classroom

NDOE infrastructure
will support literacy
instruction from EC to
grade 5 in schools,
homes, and
community

v SiMR Goal:
Increase English
literacy skills of all
students in EC
through Grade 5 in
the FSM, with a
particular focus on
students identified
as having a
disability.





Appendix E: Sample Stakeholder Input Session, January 2020

FSM SSIP
Why are we investing

18 Evaluation

20/20

Looking back * Looking forward

in evaluation?

The SSIP and Project LIFT is about
increasing the skills of our
students to read in English so
that they will have a successful
education.

OSEP and other
stakeholders say...

PROVE IT!

Prove: [verb] to use facts, evidence,

etc., show that something is true

* PD events, coaching sessions, observations conducted
* BOY, MOY, EOY assessments conducted

* Students assessed

« Parent, Rtl, school team meetings conducted

« Coaches in schools

« Coaches, educators, principals trained

* LSIPs completed

O

o

IMprove: (verb] to become better than
before; to make something or someone
better than before

* Professional development targeted to needs
« Coaches with enhanced capabilities/skills

« Educators with enhanced capabilities/skills
* Instruction carried out with fidelity

* LSIPs implementation progress

« Rtl teams working effectively

+ Students increase English reading skills

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase Ill, Year Four, April 1, 2020






Appendix E: Sample Stakeholder Input Session, January 2020

A way to Prove the SSIP was
implemented

EVALUATION

A way to answer how FSM |IVIproved

~If we do not have the data
e or information about it, we

cannot weave the story.

Here is part of our story so
far

Targeted PD, Enhanced Capacity, & Instruction with Fidelity

# Elmo training aimed at coaches’ skills in using data for decision making

7

Enhanced Capacity of Participants After ELMo Training August 2019
By Percentage

Alot For the most part

1 understand how to use data from ELMo to help teachers target and s
individualize instruction for their students.

|understand how to use data from ELMo with the Grade Level Data
analysis worksheet

Vunderstand how  use datafom ELMo with the Data Anaysis
Framework ]
Vunderstand how o contrl an intrpret ta vl [

ndertand he ocess o mporing egorting o LM,

Vanderstond how o seELvotoverty st ot [

1 understand the new features and product map for ELMo.

Not really

Not at all

Observations conducted in pilot/model school classrooms
21 practices were observed to assess fidelity

2=

Fidelity of Reading Mastery Practices Observed
by percentage (n=21)

Emerging
£

11

12
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Appendix E: Sample Stakeholder Input Session, January 2020

o

o Fidelity of RM Organizational Practices Observed

Students on task

s satg srngamens bnefl o ssn

(o) Fidelity of RM Procedural Practices Observed
Teacher has good pacig 100
Teachers completes lsson n expected amountof tne
Teachers moves quickly from one exercise to next
Teachers presents indiidual trns uicky

Students are at mastery

3 Teachers provides delayed tests for missed items
£ Finishes in alloted time

S Teachers corercts errors (group & individual)

Teacher allows think time when sppropriate 100

Begins lesson promptly

Students respond on signal n a conversationa tone

Materials organized and readily available Teacher uses clear signals

Teacher follows steps and wording in exercises

o (o) Fidelity of RM Practices Observed
[o] Fidelity of RM Monitoring Independent Work Practices Observed o

Teacher provides work checks and firms weak items

Teacher monitors seat work and reinforces good work

Workis neat and has few or no mistakes 40

Students complete assignments in expected amount of
time

Students are on task and working independently

Students on task

Teacher allows think time wh

turns quickly

Teacher foll " in exercises

fesson
Teathers corerctserfors (group & indvidual)
Students are at mastery

Students are on task and working independently
Teacher provides work checks and firms weak tems

Materials rganized and readily available

Teachers provides delay i mised tems

Teacher monitors seat work and einforces good work

Begins lesson promotly I E—

time

Workis neat and has few or no mistakes  IEEGEG—_——TCCE——
Teacher uses clear signals I EE—

Students

onsignalina

15

16

DIBELS assessments conducted in each of the model/pilot schools
Number of Students Assessed in Model/Pilot Schools
598
513 504 512
Beginning of year Middle of year
2017 m2018

End of year

[e)
o}

m % Benchmark % Strategic M % Intensive

BOY

2018
z
2

8

I I

8 4

2017

17

18
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Your school, state, and
national data are essential

to weave the SSIP story.

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase Ill, Year Four, April 1, 2020





Appendix F: FSM SSIP Evaluation Plan

Federated States of Micronesia State Systemic Improvement Plan Evaluation Design

Strategies/Activities Outputs

Outcomes

Evaluation Questions

Data Collection
Methods

Performance Measures

Implement Schoolwide
Reading Model

FSM RTI Manual

# of Schoolwide
RTI Policy/Guidance: Z:z';msgt plans
FSM National P
develops RTI Manual #/type of PD sessions
to guide provided

implementation
Assessment: Develop
Schoolwide
Assessment Plans for
literacy

Data Analysis: Learn
to use assessment
data to determine
current performance
levels for all grade
levels/determine
individual student
needs

RTI Coaches: Establish
State RTl coaches and
provide PD

Literacy Leadership:
Provide PD to building
principals on literacy
leadership

# of RTl coaches

Short

School-wide assessment
plans reflect understanding of
the use of data to guide
instruction

Intermediate

Data teams make
appropriate decisions about
students' instructional needs

Long Term

All studentsin EC and grade
1receive high quality English
literacy instruction in the
general education classroom

NDOE and State
infrastructure will support
literacy instruction from EC
tograde 5

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase Ill, Year Four, April 1, 2020

F1: To what extent do the
State RTI teams support
the implementation of the
FSM RTI Model?

F2: To what extent do the
teachers at Pilot Schools
understand how to use
progress monitoring data
to adjust reading
instruction?

S3: To what extent was
there increased fidelity of
implementation in utilizing
the RTI Model to improve
English literacy skills? To
what extent is NDOE and
State preparing to scale up
its TA support and
coaching to other schools
for providing English
literacy instruction?

Document Review
Teacher Needs

F1(a) #/type of leadership
meetings focused on

infrastructure support for Assessment
Pilot Schools Coaching Survey
SWOT Analysis

Interviews with
NDOE & State

. -
F2(a) #/% of decisions leadership

regarding student level
instructional needs and
supports that are
implemented

S3 (a) % of educators at Pilot
Schools implementing the RTI
Model with fidelity

(b) %/type of technical
assistance and supports
related to scale up activities
for grade levels in each
school.

FSM SSIP Evaluation Plan—a
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Strategies/Activities Outputs Outcomes Evaluation Questions Performance Measures Data Collection
Methods
Provide Direct Instruction | #/type of PD sessions Short F3: To what extent did F3(a) Consistency between | Document Review

in Reading
a. Structured Professional
Development:

Professional
development for
primary teachers to
teach English
language and reading
skills.

b. Provide Appropriate
Instructional
Materials: Provide
appropriate
instructional materials
to support the
developmental
language needs of
students.

¢. Direct Instruction:
Provide English
instruction in ECE
(Kindergarten) or
Grade 1.

provided focused on
teaching English and
reading skills

#/type of instructional
materials available in each
site

# of ECE and Grade 1
classrooms receiving
English instruction

Educators are knowledgeable
in providing instruction in
English and reading skills
Intermediate

Educators report high quality
professional development

Educators report high quality
professional development
Intermediate

Educators provide instruction
in English and reading skills
with fidelity

Data teams make
appropriate decisions about
students' instructional needs
Long Term

All students in EC and grade
1receive high quality English
literacy instruction in the
general education classroom

NDOE infrastructure will
support literacy instruction
from ECto grade 5

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase Ill, Year Four, April 1, 2020

NDOE and State
provide high quality
professional
development? Were
teacher educators from
the Pilot Schools
satisfied with the
quantity and intensity of
the professional
development provided
by NDOE and State?

F6: To what extent are
Pilot School Teachers
able to provide English
literacy instruction in EC
to Gradeg?

S3: To what extent was
there increased fidelity
of implementation in
utilizing the RTI Model
to improve English
literacy skills? To what
extent is NDOE and
State preparing to scale
up its TA support and
coaching to other
schools for providing
English literacy
instruction?

provided and intended PD
(b) % of PD participants
who report that the PD was
of high quality, relevant,
and useful; (c) % of PD
participants who report
that they are satisfied with
the quantity and intensity
of PD sessions.

F6(a) (a) Type/Frequency of
differentiated reading
instruction in general
education classrooms

S3 (a) % of educators at
Pilot Schools implementing
the RTI Model with fidelity
(b) %/type of technical
assistance and supports
related to scale up
activities for grade levels in
each school.

Teacher Needs
Assessment
Teacher Focus
Groups
Coaching Survey
Progress
Monitoring Data
Snapshots

FSM SSIP Evaluation Plan—2
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Strategies/Activities Outputs Outcomes Evaluation Questions Performance Measures Data Collection
Methods
Special Education within #/type of PD sessions Short F3: To what extent did F3(a) Consistency between = Document Review

the RTI Model

a. Structured Professional
Development: Professional
development for special
education teachers on
providing instruction in the
general education
classroom.

provided focused on
teaching English and
reading skills

Educators report high quality
professional development
Intermediate

Educators provide instruction
in English and reading skills
with fidelity

Data teams make
appropriate decisions about
students' instructional needs
Long Term

All students in EC and grade
1receive high quality English
literacy instruction in the
general education classroom

NDOE infrastructure will
support literacy instruction
from ECto grade 5

NDOE and State
support high quality
professional
development? Were
teacher educators from
the Pilot Schools
satisfied with the
quantity and intensity of
the professional
development provided
by NDOE and State?

F4: To what extent did
RTI coaches provide
high quality coaching
and technical
assistance? Were
teacher educators from
the Pilot Schools
satisfied with the
frequency and depth of
the coaching and
technical assistance
provided by coaches?

F7: To what extent are
Pilot School Special
Education Teachers able
to provide English
instruction in EC to
Grade 5 for students
with disabilities using
specially designed
instruction?

provided and intended PD = Teacher Needs

(b) % of PD participants Assessment
who report that the PD was = Teacher Focus
of high quality (c) % of PD | Groups
participants who report Coaching Survey
that they are satisfied with = Progress

the quantity and intensity = Monitoring Data
of PD sessions. Snapshots

F4(a) Consistency between
provided and intended
coaching opportunities (b)
% of Pilot School teachers
who report that the
coaching was of high
quality(c) % of teachers
who report that they are
satisfied with the quantity
and intensity of coaching
sessions

F7(a) Type/Frequency of
IEP goals that reflect
specially designed
instruction for English
literacy in general
education classrooms

S2(a) % of students in Pilot
Schools with improved

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase Ill, Year Four, April 1, 2020
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Strategies/Activities

Outputs

Outcomes

Evaluation Questions

Performance Measures

Data Collection
Methods

S2: As aresult of NDOE
and State PD and
technical assistance to
Pilot Schools, to what
extent did students with
disabilities have access
to high quality English
literacy instruction?
How did student
performance improve
over time?

English literacy skills as
measured by summative
assessment; (b) % of
educators at Pilot Schools
providing English literacy
instruction with fidelity

Support and Monitoring
a. Onsite visits including
observations: State Special
Education Coordinator or
Case Managers/
Supervisors will conduct
observations of teachers
providing services.

# of onsite visits
conducted

#//type of support
strategies provided

Short

Monitoring and support
strategies are implemented
consistently

Intermediate

Educators provide instruction
in English and reading skills
with fidelity

Data teams make
appropriate decisions about
students' instructional needs
Long Term

All students in EC and grade
1receive high quality English
literacy instruction in the
general education classroom

NDOE infrastructure will
support literacy instruction
from ECto grade 5

F4: To what extent did RTI
coaches provide high
quality coaching and
technical assistance?
Were teacher educators
from the Pilot Schools
satisfied with the quantity
and intensity of the
coaching and technical
assistance provided by
coaches?

S3: To what extent was
there increased fidelity of
implementation in utilizing
the RTI Model to improve
English literacy skills? To
what extent is NDOE and
the state preparing to
scale up its TA support and
coaching to other schools
for providing English
literacy instruction?

F4(a) Consistency between
provided and intended
coaching opportunities (b)
% of Pilot School teachers
who report that the
coaching was of high
quality; (c) % of teachers
who report that they are
satisfied with the quantity
and intensity of coaching
sessions

(a) % of educators at Pilot
Schools implementing the
RTI Model with fidelity

(b) %/type of NDOE and
State technical assistance
and supports related to
scale up activities for grade
levels in each school.

Document Review
Snapshots

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase Ill, Year Four, April 1, 2020
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Personnel and Special
Education Personnel at all
Levels

a.Leverage Funding at all
levels of the System
Include project activities
in State budget line
items.

b.Coordinate Literacy
Initiatives: Provide
information sessions for
providers of other
reading related
initiatives (e.qg.,
afterschool tutoring)

c. Create Coordinated Plans
for Professional
Development: Use
common template to
request PD aligned with
project priorities

d.Data Team Meetings:
Conduct regular data
team meetings at the
building level with
general and special
education teachers

e.Parent Engagement:
Provide information
sessions to parents at
pilot schools regarding
project activities

activities

# [types of coordinated
training across literacy
initiatives

#/of requests for
professional development
aligned to project
priorities

# of general and special
education teachers
participating in data team
meetings

#/types of parent
engagement strategies
included in school
improvement plans

include special and general
education participation

across all levels of the
system to address
English literacy skills for

Intermediate all children?

Data teams make
appropriate decisions about
students' instructional needs

Long Term

All students in EC and grade
1receive high quality English
literacy instruction in the
general education classroom

NDOE and State
infrastructure will support
literacy instruction from EC
togrades

Strategies/Activities Outputs Outcomes Evaluation Questions Performance Measures Data Collection
Methods
Collaboration between #/types of funding sources | Short F5: To what extent is F5(a) Types of funding Document Review
General Education committed to project School data team meetings  collaboration occurring | committed by generaland |~ SWOT Analysis

Parent Survey

Interviews with
NDOE & State

leadership

special education to
support project activities
(b) % of literacy initiatives
coordinated (c) % of
requests for professional
development aligned to
project activities
approved/implemented
(d) % parents report
understanding of strategies
to support reading
instruction

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase Ill, Year Four, April 1, 2020
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FSM State Snapshot

State Snapshot Component: Adherence

Are the Rtl components being implemented as intended?

A. Core Reading Program

The core reading program(s) addresses the five pillars of reading: phonemic awareness,
decoding/phonics/word recognition, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.

A system for determining fidelity of instruction in reading is established and routinely
implemented.

Basic education teachers differentiate reading instruction based on the abilities and needs of
all students in the core program.

Core reading instruction is provided during an uninterrupted block per day.

Additional or supplemental instructional time (at least 20-30 minutes per session, 3-4 times
per week) is offered in addition to the instruction provided in core reading instruction.
Data from progress monitoring assessments are used to evaluate whether the student is
responding to the intervention. [Tier 2 & Tier 3]

Interventions are matched to students’ specific needs. [Tier2 & Tier 3]

Interventions are provided as soon as student’s at-risk status is determined.

B. Assessment

Logistical arrangements involving screening have been established: who, what, where, and
when.

Data obtained from each screening/benchmarking session are routinely shared at team
meetings.

Decision rules that include cut scores use established local or national norms to identify
students who may require differentiated instruction or additional intervention.
Students performing below grade level expectations are progress monitored frequently
(weekly and/or biweekly).

Progress monitoring data are routinely shared at each grade level with teachers,
administrators, and parents.

State Snapshot Component: Exposure

To what degree is the State supporting effective implementation of Rtl?

State Score

State Score

Don’t Know

Don’t Know
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C. Leadership/Infrastructure

The State Rtl Team meets regularly.

A data management system has been established that houses student performance data
electronically.

There is an Rtl implementation plan that will guide the Rtl process over the next 3-5 years.
The State allocates the necessary resources essential for effective Rtl implementation.
The coaches have received professional development relative to the five pillars of reading
and key elements of effective coaching.

There is a professional development plan that includes Rtl training and coaching.

The professional development plan is aligned to an overall Statewide plan for professional
development.

Parents are aware of their student’s progress in reading.

State Snapshot Component: Quality/Fidelity

How well is the Rtl framework implementation being accomplished?

D. Continuous Improvement

Reading instruction is regularly observed using a consistent format/tool and feedback is
provided to educators.

Professional development is evaluated to determine quality.

State Snapshot Component: Student Responsiveness

To what extent are students improving their early literacy?

D. Teaming and Ownership

The Rtl Team meetings include a variety of student data to drive improvement efforts.
Shared responsibility for all children is evident among basic and special educators.
DOE personnel support the Rtl process.

State Snapshot Component: Implementation Differentiation

What are the unique features of implementation in each State?

3 Don’t Know

State Score

3 Don’t Know

State Score

3 Don’t Know

State Score
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