Federated States of Micronesia
IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III Year Two
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 III, Year
Two, 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 and has made progress in achieving FSM’s StateIdentified Measurable Results (SIMR) for children with disabilities identified in FSM’s SSIP Phase I.
SIMR Statement: FSM’s SIMR is clearly based on data and infrastructure analysis, is aligned 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 through Grade 5 in the FSM, with a particular focus on
students identified as having a disability.
As described in FSM’s SSIP Phase I, the selection of FSM’s SIMR was determined through the
review of the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) baseline data for FSM’s
Project LIFT (Literacy Intervention for FSM Leaders of Tomorrow) at the four pilot elementary
schools and the research on implementation science and the development and implementation of
the Response to Intervention (RTI) framework.
SIMR FFY 2016 Progress Data: FSM’s SSIP Phase III, Year Two includes valid and reliable
performance data to determine whether FSM met its FFY 2016 targets.
FSM’s SIMR is measured using the average score of literacy skills assessed through the DIBELS
assessment across Early Childhood Education (ECE)/K-5 through Grade 5 in the four pilot
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 DIBELS assessment is administered in the four pilot schools three times a year: Beginning,
middle, and end of the school year. FSM’s FFY 2013 SSIP baseline data were from the Fall 2014
beginning of the year DIBELS assessment, which represented baseline data for FSM’s Project LIFT.
For school year 2014-2015, the end of the year DIBELS assessment was not administered in two of
the four pilot schools. One school was impacted by Typhoon Maysak and the other school changed
leadership at the school. The FFY 2014 SSIP performance data were therefore the Fall 2015
DIBELS assessment, which represented the beginning of the year data from all four pilot schools,
one year from baseline data.
The FFY 2015 performance data were from school year 2015-2016 DIBELS end of year assessment
data from all four pilot schools. With input from the FSM National SSIP/Project LIFT Leadership
Team, comprised of National/SEA and State-Level/LEA Project LIFT Teams, effective FFY 2015,
the DIBELS end of the year assessment results will serve as FSM’s annual SSIP SIMR progress data.
FFY 2016 performance data therefore represent the end of year assessment data in school year
2016-2017 from all four pilot schools.
Table 1 below displays FSM’s SIMR baseline, targets, and performance data, including the FFY 2016
performance data against the targets established for FFY 2016. As shown, FSM exceeded both
targets for “Benchmark” and “Intensive” performance levels for “All Students” in ECE/K-5

Table 1: SSIP SIMR Baseline, Targets & Performance for All Students
Baseline
FFY 2013
% Benchmark

12%

FFY 2014

FFY 2015

FFY 2016

FFY 2017

FFY 2018

14%

17%

21%

26%

32%

(+2%)

(+3%)

(+4%)

(+5%)

(+6%)

Performance

28%

25%

23%

Target Met?

Yes

Yes

Yes

69%

67%

64%

61%

57%

(-2%)

(-2%)

(-3%)

(-3%)

(-4%)

Performance

51%

55%

56%

Target Met?

Yes

Yes

Yes

Growth Goal

% Intensive

Targets & Performance

71%

Decrease Goal

through 5th grade in the four pilot schools. The Project LIFT School-Wide Data Matrix 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 2016 SSIP SIMR performance data.
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As described in FSM’s SSIP Phase I, targets for students with disabilities for FFY 2014 through FFY
2018 will have the same growth/decrease goal for Benchmark and Intensive, but for SSIP reporting
purposes, students with disabilities will be included with “All Students.” The Project LIFT Data
Matrix for Special Education Students, included as Appendix B, provides the percentage breakdown
of performance levels by grades for students with disabilities.
In FFY 2016, students with disabilities did not meet their goals for Benchmark and Intensive. The
Benchmark growth goal targeted an increase of 2% in FFY 2014, 3% in FFY 2015, and 4% in FFY
2016 for a total growth of 9% increase from the FFY 2013 baseline to FFY 2016. Students with
disabilities reported a 4% performance in FFY 2016 from a 4% baseline data in FY 2013. The
Intensive decrease goal targeted a 7% decrease from FFY 2013 baseline. However, students with
disabilities increased their Intensive percentage with a reported 90% performance in FFY 2016
compared to a 77% baseline data in FFY 2013.
Table 2 below displays the FFY 2016 performance for all students and students with disabilities in
the four pilot schools. As shown, All Students exceeded their targets; whereas, Special Education
(SpEd) Students did not meet their Targets. All Students exceeded the Benchmark growth goal by
2%; whereas, SpEd Students performed at 4%, showing no growth from their baseline performance
in FFY 2013. For the Intensive Target or decrease goal, All Students reported an 8% “decreased”
performance from the Target of 64%; whereas, students with disabilities reported a 20% “increased”
performance of 90% from the Target of 70%. A “decreased” performance in the Intensive category
represents improved performance.

Table 2: FFY 2016 Performance for All and Special Education (SpEd) Students in Pilot Schools
% Benchmark
ECE/K-5 – 5th
Grade All Pilot
Schools

% Intensive

Baseline

FFY 2016
%Growth
Goal/Target
from Baseline

FFY 2016
Performance

% from
FFY 2016
Target

Baseline

FFY 2016
% Decrease
Goal/Target
from Baseline

FFY 2016
Performance

*% from
FFY 2016
Target

All Students

12%

+9 = 21%

23%

+2%

71%

-7 = 64%

56%

-8%

SpEd Students

4%

+9 = 13%

4%

0%

77%

-7 = 70%

90%

+20%

*% Decrease or a -% for Intensive represents a decrease in percentage, which would indicate improved performance.

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018

Page |3

A. Summary of Phase III Year Two
Theory of Action or Logic Model for the SSIP, including SIMR.
The FSM SSIP Evaluation Logic Model, included in FSM’s SSIP Phase II, incorporated the framework
of FSM’s Theory of Action and implementation Logic Model from FSM’s SSIP Phase I.
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 Evaluation Logic Model 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 the milestones and their individual
and collective roles in achieving the desired results of FSM’s SIMR
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 LIFT), using the RTI framework to increase English literacy skills. With
technical assistance from the University of Oregon, Technical Assistance and Consulting Services
(TACS), FSM developed the Project LIFT Overall Strategic Five-Year Plan that describes the specific
infrastructure system components of the framework and the timeframe for implementation. As
outlined in the five-year plan, Project LIFT 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
pilot schools. As described in Phase I, University of Oregon DIBELS was identified as
the screening assessment for Project LIFT. FSM’s SSIP baseline data were from the
results of the DIBELS screening in the four pilot schools.

▪

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

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018

Page |4

▪

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.

▪

Project LIFT Program Evaluation: Outlines the use of student performance data to
measure project progress.

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 Project 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 LIFT’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 (COMFSM) 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.

▪

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 Project LIFT Program Evaluation.
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Table 3: Project LIFT Strategic Plan & LSIP Goals
Project LIFT Strategic Plan

LSIP Prioritized Goals by LEAs/FSM States

Chuuk

Kosrae

Pohnpei

Yap

Commitment & Leadership

✓

✓

✓

✓

Coaching

✓

✓

✓

✓

Assessments

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

Data Analysis
Instruction

✓

✓

✓

✓

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 Project LIFT
implementation based on the five-year plan. Table 3 displays the relationship between the State
LSIP goals and the components of the five-year plan. As described in Section B of this Phase
III, with the exception of Chuuk State for the Data Analysis component of the five-year plan, all
other components were addressed by each State in the last year.
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 the FSM’s SSIP Implementation Plan, Project LIFT’s 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 “initial implementation” stage, with FSM’s National Leadership
Team continuing to work towards sustainability and scaling up EBPs.
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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 pilot schools.
As indicated in FSM’s SSIP Phase I, FSM’s SIMR is measured using the average score of literacy
skills assessed through the DIBELS assessment across Early Childhood Education (ECE)/K-5
through Grade 5 in the four pilot schools. The DIBELS assessment is administered in the four pilot
schools three times throughout the school year: beginning of the year (BOY), middle of the year
(MOY), and end of year (EOY).
The Language for Learning 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 three of the four pilot schools beginning school year 2016-2017. The Chuuk
State new pilot school received complete sets of the instructional material later in the school year
2017-2018. McGraw Hill trainers and Project LIFT consultant had to conduct separate onsite
trainings with the school principal, coaches, and teachers before implementation.
Brief overview of the year’s evaluation activities, measures, and outcomes.
The NDOE has committed to having an external, objective, and unbiased assessment of the
effectiveness of implementing its SSIP to determine the extent to which it has resulted in increased
English literacy skills of all students in ECE through Grade 5 in the FSM, with a particular focus on
students identified as having a disability. NDOE has worked with its external evaluators and
stakeholder group to develop a comprehensive evaluation plan to assess the extent to which NDOE
and the four States have effectively utilized its infrastructure to carry out the identified coherent
improvement strategies and corresponding activities. In addition, NDOE has allocated the
appropriate resources to conduct the external evaluation of the SSIP, and more specifically, the
SIMR.
FSM’s SSIP/Project LIFT 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 lined up to the project outputs, which are
aligned to the project strategies and activities.
The short-term outcomes that are addressed in this reporting period include (a) school-wide
assessment plans reflecting understanding of the use of data to guide instruction, (b) educators are
knowledgeable in providing instruction in English and reading skills, (c) educators report high
quality professional development, and (d) monitor and support strategies are implemented
consistently. Data collection activities that occurred during this reporting period included
conducting teacher level focus groups, administering a coaching and RTI survey to gauge knowledge
gain and supports provided, a SWOT analysis to address changes in infrastructure, pilot of fidelity
instruments, SIMR progress data analysis, and document review of pertinent project documents
(e.g., LSIPs, TA reports, etc.). Each is described in Section C of this report.
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Highlights of changes to implementation and improvement strategies.
As discussed in Section C of this Phase III report, FSM is in the preliminary stages of collecting and
analyzing evaluation data. Therefore, no modifications to the implementation and improvement
strategies will be made at this time.

B. Progress in Implementing the SSIP
Planned activities carried out with fidelity – accomplishments, milestones, and intended
timeline.
As discussed earlier, with technical assistance from University of Oregon, FSM developed the Project
LIFT Overall Strategic Five-Year Plan that describes the specific infrastructure system components of
the Project LIFT framework and the timeframe for implementation, which serves as FSM’s SSIP
Implementation Plan. Implementation progress for each infrastructure system component is
provided in detail as Appendix C: Five-Year Plan: FFY 2015 Progress of Implementation.
FSM has carried out its planned activities with fidelity; adhering to the development and
implementation of the infrastructure system components described in the Project LIFT Overall
Strategic Five-Year Plan. To ensure implementation fidelity, adjustments to the timelines were required
for certain States, depending upon their infrastructure development needs. For example, there was a
delay in procuring the instructional materials in one State, which meant implementation would be in
school year 2017-2018. In another State, a new Coach was identified which required time for
training and support from the Project LIFT consultant.
In FFY 2015 through March 2017, there were three key components of the FSM’s SSIP/Project
LIFT implementation: 1) development of the framework and methodology for using data to make
instructional decision, 2) differentiated evidence-based instruction based on the unique needs of
individual students, and 3) professional development of teachers and school staffs to support
successful implementation.
All four pilot schools are implementing project activities aligned to these three key components of
the project. However, it became evident toward the end of this reporting period that Yap, Kosrae
and Pohnpei states pilot schools are consistently implementing the framework, using data to make
instructional decisions, providing extra instructional hours for Tiers 2 and 3 students, and coaches
and administrators are continually providing professional development and supports to classroom
teachers.
In the three pilot schools, teachers are observed following the framework and methodology
established. At these schools, students in first grade were observed receiving instruction aligned with
the previously-developed scope and sequence of English sounds and letters, and many students also
have developed proficiency on basic sight words at this grade level. Additionally, students were
observed reading sentences and decodable books in first grade. Instruction in oral language
development was observed at these schools. Teachers are no longer relying simply on rote
memorization of songs and phrases in English as the central means of instruction. Rather, students
in the early grades were learning to describe objects in complete sentences, using prepositions,
working on present and past tense of English words, and so on. While additional work needs to
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continue in these areas, observations indicate the teachers in these schools are certainly
implementing instruction following the established framework and methodology of the project.
It should also be noted that the three schools have now developed schedules that allow for
intervention time at all grade levels, and teachers are following these schedules. Additional
instructional hours are established as ‘after school’ hours for students requiring Tiers 2 and 3
interventions. The ‘after school’ hours are within the normal working hours of teachers but students
are given a short lunch-break of 30 minutes to one hour since lunch is not provided by the schools.
Data is being used to determine those in need of Tiers 2 and 3 interventions. School coaches are
actively involved in screening, observations, data analysis, and determining students in need of Tiers
2 and 3 interventions. Data is also being used to monitor progresses of select Tier 3 students
requiring intensive interventions. Coaches are also actively providing some coaching inside
classrooms in need of assistance.
NDOE closely worked with the Project LIFT consultant and Chuuk State’s new pilot school to
consistently plan improvement and monitoring activities to ensure it is performing at level with the
other three States. As of March 2018, Chuuk State identified a full-time coach and has prioritized
hiring two (2) additional full-time coaches by school year 2018-2019. Chuuk State also procured
both core reading instructional material and have initiated one onsite training by McGraw Hill
trainers.
NDOE and the Project LIFT consultant will closely monitor and continue to seek practical
intervention strategies to ensure local buy-in, more FTE time for the coach to provide support to
classroom teachers, immediate procurement of core reading material and the needed trainings, and
the establishment of a more permanent Project LIFT team with clear roles and responsibilities.
Intended outputs that have been accomplished as a result of implementation activities.
A number of intended outputs have been accomplished as a result of implementation. In particular,
FSM focused on those outputs that most closely align with the short-term outcomes presented in
the FSM SSIP Evaluation Logic Model, included as Appendix XX. The outputs represent the direct
results of implementing the coherent improvement strategies and corresponding activities. Table XX
below provides information on outputs associated with the short-term outcomes as well as a brief
description of accomplishments.
Table 4: FSM SSIP Accomplishments: Outputs & Short-Term Outcomes
Type of
Outcome
Short- Term
(Implementation)

Outcome
Description
School-wide
assessment plans
reflect
understanding of
the use of data to
guide instruction

Key Performance Measure

Output Description

*#/type of PD sessions
provided focused on using data
to guide instruction

Short- Term
(Progress)

Educators are
knowledgeable in
providing

* #/type of PD sessions
provided focused on teaching
English and reading skills

18 PD sessions were provided focused on using data
to guide instruction.
8 RTI Coaches: Currently, the FTE for the coaches’
ranges from 50% to 100%. Two States also have
assistant coaches in addition to coaches and one State
has a full time coach from general education and part
time coach from special education.
Five (5) days of PD are provided to each pilot school
two times per year (40 days total) focused on teaching
English and reading skills.
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Type of
Outcome

Outcome
Description
instruction in
English and reading
skills

Key Performance Measure

Short- Term
(Progress)

Educators report
high quality
professional
development

*#/type of PD sessions
provided focused on special
education instruction within the
general education classroom

Short- Term
(Progress)

Monitoring and
support strategies
are implemented
consistently

*#/type of support strategies
provided

Short- Term
(Progress)

School data team
meetings are
attended by general
and special
education staff

*# of data team meetings
conducted

Output Description
All four (4) pilot schools have received instructional
materials. .
12 ECE/Grade 1 classrooms receiving English
instruction: classrooms receiving English instruction:
Across the LEA/States, there is English instruction in
both early childhood education (ECE) and 1st grade
classrooms. The amount of time for that instruction
varies slightly with the ECE classrooms having
between 20-30 minutes and the 1st grade sections
having between 30-60 minutes during the regular class
period. There is additional time provided for 1st
grade English instruction during the school day and
this varies from 20-30 minutes
47 PD sessions were provided which focused on
special education instruction within the general
education classroom: Three of the four LEA/States
reported that they had received PD on special
education instruction within the general education
classroom. The number of PD sessions varied across
the States.
51 onsite visits were conducted. The onsite visit data
includes a count of the classroom walk-through and
other observations conducted by staff associated with
the SSIP activities. States reported that those
conducting the observations included coaches,
Education Central Office staff (such as the RTI
coordinator), and the external consultant. In addition,
some States reported that other groups had
participated in select walk throughs including
accreditation team members and peace corp response
specialists. All coaches and principals have been
trained on using the observation/walk through tools
associated with Reading Mastery and Language for
Learning.
53 support strategies were provided. As with the
onsite observation data, there were two LEA/States
who reported the majority of strategies provided. This
is likely due to the fact that the strategies provided
came as a result of the observations and were
included in the feedback related to those. All
LEA/States reported some level of support regarding
strategies to assist them in implementing the elements
of the RTI framework and English language
instruction.
All 4 States report budgets that reflect funding to
support project activities. The four LEA/States
reported varying levels of detail and a true "count"
could not be assigned. All reported some funds being
allocated for the project, but this varied as to the
detail of what those funds included. The output is
intended to capture the joint funding happening
across general and special education and that the SSIP
activities (Project LIFT) are an integral part of the
budgeting process. All four LEA/States indicated that
they had funding for coaches FTE, materials, and
travel to participate in trainings; an indication that
there is support for the SSIP activities from both
general and special education
11 data team meetings were conducted over the
course of the reporting period. All States indicated
they have data team meetings in conjunction with the
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Type of
Outcome

Short- Term
(Progress)

Outcome
Description

Parents and
community
understand the
importance of
English literacy

Key Performance Measure

*# parents attending
information sessions

Output Description
student assessment windows three times per year.
15 Professional Development plans have been
developed. These data vary across the States based on
their level of implementation. However, all reported
that the PD plans are based on what is observed in
the walk-throughs and classroom observations,
identifying areas of continued PD to teachers.
All 4 States report a variety of strategies they are using
to engage parents in pilot work related to improving
English literacy. Strategies that States discussed
ranged from hosting parent workshops focused on
language concepts and what students are learning to
sharing information at PTA meetings. Other
examples include developing a parent literacy
program that focuses on how to provide support at
home through music, study time, reading and other
strategies (EC focus) and establishing professional
learning communities for parents.

Stakeholder involvement in SSIP implementation.
NDOE uses a variety of strategies to engage stakeholders in the SSIP implementation. NDOE
facilitated stakeholder involvement by soliciting broad stakeholder input for the development of the
FSM IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III Year II. As with the other State Performance Plan (SPP)/Annual
Performance Report (APR) indicator development, the FSM National SPP/APR Leadership Team,
comprised of representatives from NDOE and the four LEA/State Special Education Advisory
Councils, including parents of children with disabilities, served as FSM’s key stakeholder group for
its SPP, including the SSIP.
The FSM Response to Intervention (RTI) or Project LIFT National and State Leadership Team
members served as other relevant stakeholders providing critical input for each SSIP Phase III
component development. Team members included NDOE Assistant Secretaries and
administrators, and LEA/State Department administrators, specialists, school administrators,
teachers, and parents.
FSM’s SSIP encompasses FSM’s Project LIFT. The active engagement of Project LIFT National and
State Leadership Teams during FSM’s SSIP Phase III Year II, along with the FSM National
SPP/APR Leadership Team, are considered relevant representatives committed to providing critical
stakeholder input for each SSIP Phase development and implementation.

C. Data on Implementation and Outcomes
Over the course of the reporting period, NDOE engaged in a number of evaluation activities to
monitor and measure outputs to assess the effectiveness of the SSIP implementation plan. During
Phase II of the SSIP, the evaluation team engaged in a participatory evaluation approach with FSM
leadership, technical assistance partners, and stakeholders to align the evaluation plan, measures, and
data collection with the SSIP Theory of Action. The benefits of this alignment to unify the evaluation
activities and measures is to provide a road map that integrates the evaluation across measures at the
FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018
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national, state, and pilot school level. The process of aligning the evaluation with the SSIP Theory of
Action supports all those involved to have a common understanding of not only the “big picture,”
but the milestones and their individual and collective roles in achieving the desired results – in this
case, improved English literacy skills.
FSM monitored and measured outputs to assess the effectiveness of the implementation
plan
Evaluation measures align with the Theory of Action.
The logic model and evaluation plan submitted in April 2017 are aligned to the Theory of Action
and have not been revised in this reporting year. 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 2, the external evaluators conducted on-site and
virtual data collection from the SSIP sites. The data collected included progress on implementation,
educator perspectives on coaching and TA services, infrastructure changes and changes in SIMR
data. In addition, FSM NDOE administrator infrastructure changes and enhancements were also
collected.
Data sources for each key measure
As described above, FSM NDOE has developed the SSIP Evaluation Plan (Appendix) and uses this
to guide the data collection for each measure. 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 include:
Document Review and Analysis
Evaluation staff have reviewed a number of relevant documents and artifacts to assess the extent to
which the coherent improvement activities have been completed within specified timelines and with
what level of effectiveness. These documents have included Local Systemic Improvement Plans
(LSIPs), training schedules and content focus areas, self-assessments completed by RTI teams, 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.
Teacher Focus Groups
One teacher focus group was conducted during this reporting period. The focus group was
conducted with general and special education teachers in one pilot school to better understand what
implementation “looks like” in the classroom. Particular attention was placed on understanding the
context within which specially designed instruction is provided relative to enhancing student
performance in English literacy. Teacher focus group discussion targeted the following areas: focus
and intensity of professional development and coaching, impact on student outcomes, structure and
frequency of data team meetings, parent engagement, and structure of the reading block.
End of Event Professional Development Surveys
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Following key professional development activities (e.g., Reading Symposium) evaluators
disseminated a post-professional learning survey to capture data regarding knowledge gain in
implementing reading curriculums. Both coaches and RTI team members responded to the survey.
Coaching Survey
A Consultation & TA Support evaluation survey was disseminated to coaches to gauges their level
of agreement with items associated with the types and frequency of consultation provided to assist
them in building their coaching skills.
Progress Monitoring Data
Progress monitoring data was reviewed from each pilot school to examine the extent to which there
were changes in individual student performance in English literacy as well as to identify progress
across grades and schools over time.
SWOT Analysis
A Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunity, Threats (SWOT) Analysis was conducted at both the
National level as well as at the State level to gauge changes in infrastructure to support
implementation.
Description of baseline data for each key measure
In this section, we provide the data and results on the performance measures for which baseline data
was collected. This does not necessarily include all of the outcomes and performance measures in
the evaluation plan as some are not being measured at the current stage of implementation for the
FSM NDOE SSIP. Please see section F (Next Steps) for details on evaluation activities for the
coming year which will include any need for adjustments to the data collection plan and potential for
development of data collection instruments. 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.
Outcome
Increase educator knowledge in
providing instruction in English
and reading skills

Performance Measure
(A) % of educators who report
increase in knowledge

Results
Phase III Year 2: 100%

To gather data regarding percent of educators who report increase in knowledge of providing
instruction in English and reading skills evaluators surveyed coaches and RTI team members. We
would like to note that the results reflect early stages of implementation. Specifically, we wanted to
be sure the coaches and RTI Teams are confident in their level of knowledge about the reading
curriculum, etc., before we put more efforts into assessing the teachers - or educators - level of
knowledge gain. We need to be cautious as we review the data as there are a small number of
coaches and not all responded to the survey (N=3). However, the data does provide insight into the
coaches’ level of knowledge regarding the two reading curriculums-Reading Mastery and Language
for Learning. Figure 2 represents average knowledge BEFORE and AFTER the Reading
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Symposium offered in summer 2017. The grey circles on the left represent the average knowledge
level BEFORE the reading symposium and those in the green circles to the right reflect the average
knowledge level AFTER the reading symposium. The scale used was 1 (low knowledge), 2
(moderate knowledge), and 3 (high knowledge). As you can see the coaches responding to the
survey started at a low-level knowledge and moved toward moderate after. Essentially, showing
gains across all of the components.
Figure 2: Average Knowledge BEFORE and AFTER the Reading Symposium-Coaches
Average Knowledge BEFORE and AFTER the Reading Symposium
as Reported by RtI Coaches
Conducting Observations of teachers in Their
Classroom

Coaching Teams on Data Interpretation and Use

1.3

2.0

1.0

2.0

1.0

2.0

1.0

2.0

1

2

Coaching Teachers on Reading Instruction

Basic Understanding of Reading Curriculum (e.g.,

Reading Mastery, Language for Learning)
3

Similar questions were asked of the RTI Coordinators, but the component of "coaching teachers on
reading instruction" was not included as it wasn't relevant to their role in the SSIP. The chart reflects
6 responses representing Yap, Chuuk, and Kosrae. As did the coaches, the RTI Coordinators gained
knowledge across the components. The aspect of conducting observations was one were there was
the least average gain in knowledge - namely 1.4 BEFORE to 1.9 AFTER - so not quite to the
moderate level. Figure 3 presents results from RTI team members.
Figure 3: Average Knowledge BEFORE and AFTER the Reading Symposium-RTI Team Members
In considering supports needed to help with SSIP implementation, evaluators asked coaches and
RTI coordinators to indicate their level of need for follow-up from NDOE on the major
components or skills they are developing. As noted on the chart, the item about "coaching teachers"
was only asked of the coaches and all three rated this as a high need. While all four elements were
rated either 'high' or "medium" need, there is some distinction in those ratings. As you look at the
element of supporting data teams, you will see that 7 of the 8 respondents rated this as a "high"
need.
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Average Knowledge BEFORE and AFTER the Reading Symposium
as Reported by RtI Team Members
Conducting Observations of teachers in Their
Classroom

1.4

Data Interpretation and Use

1.4

1.9

2.3

Basic Understanding of Reading Curriculum

(e.g., Reading Mastery, Language for Learning) 1.3

2.0

1

2

3

Level of Need for Follow-Up Support by Number of People

4

Conducting Observations

4

7

Supporting Teams in Data Interpretation & Use

Coaching Teachers on Reading*

Reading Curriculum

*This question was asked only for coaches

1

3

5

3

High

Medium

Low

Regarding what might be improved about the professional development, one person asked that
there be more time provided to review the lesson he or she was going to be teaching and another
wanted more time to practice. One person suggested that watching an experienced teacher working
in her or his classroom would be beneficial; seeing instruction in action!
One teacher focus group was conducted during this reporting period to provide teacher level data
regarding the outcome “Increase educator knowledge in providing instruction in English and
reading skills.” The focus group was conducted with general and special education teachers in one
pilot school to better understand what implementation “looks like” in the classroom. Particular
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attention was placed on understanding the context within which specially designed instruction is
provided relative to enhancing student performance in English literacy. Teacher focus group
discussion targeted the following areas: focus and intensity of professional development and
coaching, impact on student outcomes, parent engagement, and structure of the reading block.
Teachers who participated in the focus group identified three main areas for discussion. These
include: 1) Parents as partners, 2) teacher supports, and 3) English as second language and its effect
on student performance. We will report the results of the focus group as it relates to the
performance measures, starting here with the knowledge and challenges of implementing English
instruction.
Focus group participants spent some time discussing the challenges they face in providing reading
instruction when many, if not most, children in the classroom use English as their second or even
third language. One teacher reported:
My students come from different backgrounds and different languages, so for some English is their third
language. They hardly adopt English, but as we go along in the lessons…..we need to go back to do the
lessons again. I do see some improvement when we do this.

Outcome

Educators report high quality
professional development

Performance Measure

Results

% of PD participants who report
that the PD was of high quality,
relevant, and useful

Phase III Year 2: 43%

% of PD participants who report
that they are satisfied with the
quantity and intensity of PD
provided.

Phase III Year 2: 75%

Evaluators were also interested in gauging the extent to which educators feel that the professional
development and training are of high quality and useful in addressing their learning needs. The Endof-Event survey for the Reading Symposium included two survey items addressing quality. One
simply asked if the event was high quality; the other asked about its usefulness. The coaches and
RTI Coordinators completing the survey were asked to indicate their level of agreement with these
two items and a "neutral" option was included in the rating scale. As presented in Figure 4, no one
disagreed that the Reading Symposium was high quality. There were many who indicated "neutral"
and there may need to be some exploration of how to interpret this and/or some adjustments to the
survey rating scale to get more actionable data. Based on the responses of agreement that the
professional development was high quality, the results for this performance measure are 43%.
Figure 4: Reading Symposium was High Quality
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Number of Respondents Indicating 2017 Reading Symposium was
High Quality

The recent
training on components of Reading Mastery
Signature Edition and Language for
Learning was useful to me in my
role.

3

The recent training
on components of Reading Mastery Signature
Edition and Language for Learning
was high quality.

3

Strongly Agree

1

3

4

Agree

Neutral

In early 2018, evaluators asked coaches to comment on the consultation and supports they received
to help them in their coaching role. Again, evaluators are focusing on examining the extent to which
coaches are building their skills before moving to assess educators' fidelity of instruction at the pilot
schools. The results of this survey are displayed on the chart below. Responses reflect input from 3
of the 4 states. While the results reflect that coaches feel supported in learning the reading
curriculum, the aspects of coaching teachers, coaching teams, and conducting observations were not
as strong. One survey item asked coaches to rate their agreement with their overall satisfaction with
the consultation and support they had received. For this item, 75% of the coaches responding
indicated they were satisfied and these data represent performance on the measure regarding
satisfaction with the quantity and intensity of professional development provided. Figure 5
represents the result of the Coaching Survey.
Figure 5: RTI Coaches Agreement about Consultation Provided
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RtI Coaches Percentage Agreement about the the Consultation Provided

100

100
75

75

100

75

75

helped me improve helped me improve helped me improve helped me improve activities provide
information and
my knowledge of my skills on coaching my skills to coach my skills to conduct
enough
strategies presented
how to implement teachers on reading
teams on data
observations of
opportunities to
are useful to my
the reading
instruction
interpretation and
teachers in their
practice/apply the
coaching role.
curriculum
use.
classrooms.
ideas presented.

Overall, I am
satisfied with my
consultation
experience.

Data from the school focus group in Pohnpei also informs this performance measure. With regards
to the focus and intensity of professional development offered to teachers to enhance their ability to
teach reading and use data to inform their instructional practices, most reported that there is a need
for additional supports and professional development to continue to build their skills in providing
differentiated instruction. Some reported that they are not sure who their support team is and so not
always sure who to go to for that “extra” help in skill building.
Outcome
Monitoring and support strategies
are implemented consistently

Performance Measure
% of LSIP activities completed

Results
Phase III Year 2:

See detail below

In order to assess the extent to which monitoring and support strategies were implemented
consistently, evaluators conducted a document review of the Local Systemic Implementation Plans
(LSIPs) and the NDOE response to those plans. The way this outcomes is addressed is through
regular assessment of each State’s implementation of the RTI Framework components, Local
Systemic Improvement Plans, or LSIPs, and NDOEs review and feedback to each State on those
efforts.
When reviewing the LSIPs to gauge implementation of the LSIPs, evaluators tried to rate the
activities listed in terms of how much progress had been made across what was included in the
LSIP. Evaluators captured data on information about what had been done, but did not see evidence
on whether specific activities needed to be continued. The table below provides information on the
number of activities in each LSIP and its level of implementation, based on evaluator scoring
criteria, which includes (1) initiated, (2) partially completed, and (3) completed. As can be seen in the
table, two States are still reporting activities as initiated while three report some activities are partially
completed. It should be noted that no States reported activities being completed over the two
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reporting periods that were analyzed by evaluators. Additional information regarding monitoring and
support strategies can be found in Section B: Progress in Implementing the SSIP, where we report on the
outputs achieved during this reporting period.
Table 5: LSIP Activities Completion Level

In the coming year, evaluators will work with NDOE and states to establish a consistent way of
assessing progress and gauging level of implementation of the activities on the LSIP. This will
accomplish moving toward deeper implementation as well as identifying areas where more support
might be needed to successfully implement the SSIP activities. The information is also likely to
identify successful strategies that will help with scaling English literacy instruction to additional
schools in the FSM.
An additional data collection activity occurred over this reporting period to assess the extent to
which both FSM NDOE and each State had made changes and enhancements to its infrastructure
to support implementation of the RTI framework. Evaluators facilitated a SWOT analysis on key
aspects of National and State infrastructure. The SWOT analysis provides evidence regarding
progress toward achieving the outcome related to monitoring and support strategies being
implemented consistently.
SWOT analysis is a technique used by many public and private agencies as a strategy for describing
the Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats that impact performance of the agency.
Often used as a self-assessment tool, the purpose is to generate a “health” profile of National
and/or State’s infrastructure to support the implementation of an RTI framework. The primary
areas of infrastructure most commonly reported by States and National across the SWOT include 1)
Professional Development (PD), 2) Technical Assistance (TA), 3) Fiscal, 4) Governance, and 5)
Other Unique Factors. The results from each State reflect their unique level of implementation. The
results of the SWOT analysis are presented below.
Comments regarding Strengths generally concentrated on Professional Development and Technical
Assistance. With regards to Professional Development, stakeholders generally referred to the variety
of professional development that is available to build coaches’ skill level with regards to collecting
and analyzing data and utilizing the reading curricula. Respondents also highlighted opportunities to
build teachers’ knowledge and skills and how these opportunities lead to “certified and
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knowledgeable coaches” and “effective teachers”. States also highlighted the Technical Assistance
that is provided by National and external consultants to help them in the development and
implementation of the RTI framework in the pilot schools. Other areas noted as Strengths focused
on coaches’ use of data as well as collaboration occurring at varying levels of the system. In addition,
two States highlighted the support from their DOE Director as a Strength as well as the allocation
of fiscal resources to obtain reading materials.
When the topic of Weaknesses was discussed, participants focused on those issues that addressed
Fiscal constraints within the system. Specifically, they identified such issues as the lack of fiscal
commitment at the State level, a lack of fiscal resources to support adding additional staff to support
programming, and the lack of fiscal resources to purchase needed curricula and materials to support
reading in the pilot schools. Although collaboration was identified as a Strength it was also discussed
under the Weaknesses category. In particular, stakeholders discussed challenges with collaboration
within their own State agency and working across divisions to support the implementation of the
RTI framework. Other unique areas identified as Weaknesses included challenging working space,
inconsistent delivery of lessons, and transportation/punctuality issues that impede the amount of
time spent on the reading block.
With regards to Opportunities, participants identified the development of the Early Literacy
Monitoring (ELMO) database as an opportunity to enhance and refine the data collection and
analysis process across schools, State and National. An additional Opportunity discussed by
participants was regarding Governance and the opportunity to align with other major initiatives
occurring at the National level, with a particular focus on IQBE- Improving Quality Basic
Education in the North Pacific-which has a focus on literacy at the early grades and is supported by
the Asian Development Bank (ADB). A Fiscal area identified by a number of States was the
opportunity to incorporate fiscal resources to support RTI into State and school core budgets.
Finally, the use of two common reading curricula across all pilot schools was seen as an opportunity
to build sustainable reading instructional practices.
Not surprising, many of the areas identified already in the SWOT were discussed as Threats to
program sustainability. These included the scarcity of resources to support program implementation,
alignment with other National initiatives (IQBE) and varying levels of collaboration across the
system. Other unique Threats identified included the climate threats that increase the occurrence of
catastrophic weather events and the impact of those events on all aspects of the infrastructure. One
State reported on the challenge of specific land issues in their State and how that impacts the
location and continued operations of particular schools.
Outcome
Parents and community partners
understand the importance of
English literacy.

Performance Measure
% parents report understanding
of strategies to support reading
instruction

Results
Phase III Year 2:

See detail below
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Parent engagement continues to be challenging and each State has committed to addressing ways to
increase their connections with families and improve effectiveness of their communication regarding
English literacy. Through the focus group, information about these challenges was shared. Teachers
in Pohnpei expressed concern over the lack of parent involvement in school activities and expressed
the notion that parents must be active partners with the teachers and school in order for students to
succeed. The group highlighted the importance of parents having the right skills and tools needed to
support reading at home. One teacher provided this analogy to highlight the importance of parents’
involvement in education:
Yeah, because sometimes I share, I’m talking of my EC parents, I share with them that the school is like a
boat. It’s like a canoe. Us the teachers are on half sailing the canoe and the parents are on the other half. If
they’re not sailing with us, we will go round and round without going to the other side, and the students are
the ones who are trying to bring them over. So, if the parents don’t help us, we cannot be successful. We
cannot accomplish our mission. In order to make them be onboard and sail with us, we have to give them the
paddles and teach them how to paddle. That’s the only way they can support us.

D. Data Quality Issues
Data limitations that affected reports of progress in implementing the SSIP and achieving
the SIMR due to the quality of the evaluation data.
As reported previously, the low response rate to the major professional development activity makes
it difficult to generalize results and take action based on those results. In the coming year, a
different evaluation method will be used to gather the data and the evaluators will be in close
communication with those planning the professional development to ensure evaluation is an
essential part of the activities. The external evaluators will also work closely with NDOE to message
the importance of the evaluation process for gauging progress in implementation of the SSIP
improvement strategies.
Evaluators are working with NDOE and the States to develop consistent practices for data
collection and establishing timelines for the collection. For example, we will establish a common
format/form for reporting walk-through data as the coaches conduct classroom observations. This
will provide more consistent data across the States.

E. Progress Toward Achieving Intended Improvements
As discussed in Section B, FSM has carried out its planned activities with fidelity; adhering to the
development and implementation of the infrastructure system components described in the Project
LIFT Overall Strategic Five-Year Plan. To ensure implementation fidelity, adjustments to the timelines
were required for certain States, depending upon their infrastructure development needs.
Assessment of progress toward achieving intended improvements and outcomes regarding
progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that are necessary steps toward
achieving the SIMR.
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
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process for implementing 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/pilot school 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/pilot 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 FSM NDOE continues to work toward improving the collaboration within the national
department divisions and with State DOEs and other technical assistance providers to ensure
efficient and sustainable governance of this system-wide effort to improve literacy skills of all
students. Efforts to ensure that all national and state level initiatives are coordinated to leverage
supports to students, teachers, and administrators will continue to thread through our planning and
improvement efforts. For instance, NDOE Division of Formal and Non Formal Education and
Schools’ accreditation process now include review of IEPs and accessibility of school buildings. Our
division of Special Services is included as administrative member of the new NDOE initiative called
IQBE, allowing us greater opportunity to align efforts toward improving student learning outcomes.
Data
One of the biggest changes we made this year to address data collection and data quality was to
complete the design, development and deployment of our Early Literacy Monitoring (ELMO)
system. ELMO will allow us to (1) streamline data collection, data analysis, and reporting processes,
(2) improve data quality, and (3) to provide coaches, teachers, administrators, and other end-users an
intuitive, easy to understand, and useful data visuals and reports that will enable them to quickly
identify gaps and intervene in a timely manner to effectively impact student literacy performance.
We have completed the development of both a desk-top version of ELMO that can be used when
States are experiencing challenges regarding internet connection, as well as web-based platform that
will serve as the main solution to collecting data. All schools will be using ELMO for their EOY
data collection for this school year and the system will be in full use beginning school year 20182019.
Professional Development
This past year, FSM NDOE hosted its first Early Reading and Literacy Institute (ERLI). The 5 day
Institute was designed to provide intensive training for Project LIFT coaches who had the
opportunity to become certified Direct Instruction (DI) trainers. Each State will have 2 certified DI
Trainers as a result of the Reading Institute. The ERLI provided extensive training for coaches and
teachers (2 from each pilot school) with a focus on quality training for the implementation of the
Language for Learning and Reading Mastery direct instruction curriculum used as part of the SSIP
implementation. Approximately 50 students also participated in the first ERLI as DI Instructors
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worked with Reading Institute faculty to ensure coaches developed the skills necessary to train
teachers in each State.
In addition, FSM and its pilot schools continue to receive onsite consultation and professional
development from its consultant from the University of Oregon. The consultant conducts onsite
visits to each State Department of Education and each pilot school (together) 2 times per year to (a)
consult with each State RTI 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
One area that the States highlighted in the SWOT analysis was the technical assistance that is
provided by National and external consultants to help them in the development and implementation
of the RTI framework in the pilot schools. An additional area of technical assistance is that provided
by the coaches to the teachers in each pilot school. Pilot school focus groups across Years I and II
of Phase III have highlighted the technical assistance that coaches provide to teachers as they
implement reading instruction.
FSM also receives technical assistance from various sources to support its implementation of its
SSIP. FSM was selected this year to receive intensive TA from the National Center on Education
Outcomes (NCEO). The intensive TA work will commence with the Year III 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) build capacity to support state/school alignment of instructional practices and student
assessment results, and (4) Scale up and enhance use of DIBELS in additional schools beyond SSIP pilot
schools across all four states and enhance system support for scale up.

Fiscal
In our continued effort to seek additional funding sources to support project implementation, FSM
NDOE is requesting additional fiscal year 2018-2019 funds for one position per state to support the
project. We are also coordinating with IQBE project and school accreditation to strengthen
collaboration and leverage resources when conducting onsite visits and delivery of technical
assistance to states. As mentioned in Appendix C of this report, all states reported strength in their
Special Education collaboration with other divisions in their department. However, sharing of
limited resources continues to be a challenge for all 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
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have worked with our evaluators to review the current processes for collecting evaluation data and
will be making adjustments to our practice in the coming year. We have also developed a data
collection schedule based on key activities over the course of the year, which will drive our work for
Year 3 of Phase III.
Outcomes regarding progress toward short-term and long-term objectives that are necessary
steps toward achieving the SIMR
During the reporting period, NDOE conducted and evaluated activities related to the short-term
outcomes: 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, and Parents and community understand the importance of
English literacy. These outcomes have been reviewed under Section C of this report.
Measurable improvements in the SIMR in relation to targets.
As with any new instructional program that seems to pull administrators and teachers out of their
usual ways of doing things, push back will continue to be anticipated. Misinformation of the method
and its intent will cause many not to feel comfortable in doing things differently than what they are
used to. The research-based instructional method being implemented is still in its infancy for FSM to
make conclusive statement, but student data collected within the first two years of Project LIFT
seems to indicate a general improvement of students’ literacy skills since implementation of more
structured instructional practices following the RTI method, as reflected in the SIMR progress data.
School administrators and teachers, as well as all other state and national education stakeholders, will
need to be reminded of two main impetus for introducing a different instructional approach within
our school system: 1) FSM annual state-wide assessment results indicate Grade 6 and 8 students
performed at less than 35% “Competent” and “Minimum Competency” combined from 2010 to
2015 in Reading, and 2) FSM students are reading at three or four grade levels behind other
countries, one of which is the United States that FSM’s school system generally follow.

F. Plans for Next Year
Additional activities to be implemented next year, with timeline.
As described in Phase I, FSM’s Project LIFT Overall Strategic Five Year Plan outlined the specific
infrastructure and components of the project framework and timeframe for implementation. Figure
1 on page 6 of this report illustrates that FSM is at the initial implementation in relation to the stages
of implementation by the State Implementation and Scaling-Up of Evidence-Based Practices Center
(SISEP).
During the initial implementation of project activities in 2014-2015 and 2015-2016, the six
infrastructure system components (Commitment and Leadership, Coaching, Assessments, Data
Analysis, Instruction, and Program Evaluation) were strategically assessed to determine success and
areas needing improvement. It was generally evident from States’ progress that NDOE will continue
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to provide coordinated support and technical assistance to the States in all the six system
components. However, given the fact that the States are at different levels of implementation,
supports to States will vary based on their unique needs, but with a concerted effort to bring all
states to par with each other.
One of the main goals of Project LIFT is to scale up the implementation of the RTI instructional
practice to more schools in each of the four States. NDOE will coordinate the development of
scaling-up plans for each of the four States. Scaling-up plans will include costs for additional
instructional materials, training plan for additional coaches, teachers, and new principals. Existing
coaches will be trained as Lead Coaches and will be made available to support other States and
schools. NDOE will support States to ensure coaches are supported and have more dedicated hours
to implement project activities.
The Project LIFT will continue to ensure specific trainings and resource materials are provided to
school principals. Materials to help principals as effective instructional leaders will be researched or
developed. Principals will also need support to develop school-wide personnel development and
assessment plans with coaches and school administrators.
As three of four States implement student progress monitoring in SY 2016-2017, NDOE will
strengthen their processes and ensure that all States project schools are also implementing it with
fidelity. Project schools will also be supported to establish goals/targets for each of the grade levels.
As it was an aspect of the RTI framework which interested FSM school administrators at the outset
(2009), data will be available and can be disaggregated beginning with individual student, with and
without disabilities, grade level section (if more than one), grade level, all grades combined as State
data, and all States combined as NDOE data.
To ensure continued focus and intention to enhance English literacy skills throughout FSM schools,
efforts will be made to institutionalize a national annual reading symposium or training.
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. Evaluators will collect data and set
baseline for those short-term outcomes in which baseline was not set this year. In addition,
evaluators will focus data collection and analysis activities on the intermediate outcomes. We will
review the evaluation plan and performance measures to determine if any changes need to be made
based on the current level of implementation. Finally, SSIP evaluators will begin to gather data to
develop snapshots of implementation at each pilot school. Ongoing and continuous review of
evaluation results will occur on a quarterly basis.
Anticipated barriers and steps to address those barriers.
As anticipated for school year 2017-2018, more schools will be added and additional funds will be
needed for the required instructional materials and trainings. NDOE will continue to seek outside
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funding sources for bulk purchase of the core reading materials and the needed trainings to support
new coaches and teachers.
One of the inherent challenges with developing a web-based data collection system for use in the
States across FSM is the intermittent access to internet. States have varying levels of infrastructure in
place to support regular access to high-speed internet connections. In order to mitigate this
infrastructure challenge, FSM’s contractor, Sigma Associates Incorporated, is working to create a
solution that will allow for real time data collection, which will be linked to the web data collection
system. The solution is three-fold. An Off-line Data Collection tool (ODC) will be developed using
MS Excel and Power Pivot. The ODC will allow coaches to collect and store data off-line when
internet service is not available. The off-line tool will include all the forms and data validation
capabilities, as well as some data visualization graphics that are included in the web-based tool.
FSM’s contractor will develop a data uploader so that the data can be read by the server. As such,
this utility will allow coaches to upload student performance data stored in the ODC tool when
there is a connection to the internet. To support the use of the data uploader, a data exporter will
also be developed. The data exporter is a utility designed to export raw data in a comma separated
value (CSV) or Excel file format. Users will have the option to choose the dataset to be exported.
The ODC, data uploader, and data exporter, when combined in development, will provide a
solution to States and pilot schools to gather real time data and incorporate it into the ELMO
system when internet connection is available.
Any needs for additional support and/or technical assistance.
FSM will continue to require support and technical assistance and resources from US federal
education agencies and federally funded technical assistance centers, as well as institutions of higher
education and affiliated agencies and private consultants to continue to plan, implement, and
monitor FSM-wide instructional supports to both students with and without disabilities throughout
FSM public schools. As mentioned above in Section E. under Technical Support, FSM was selected
this year to receive intensive TA from the National Center on Education Outcomes (NCEO). The
intensive TA work will commence with the Year III 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) build capacity
to support state/school alignment of instructional practices and student assessment results, and (4)
Scale up and enhance use of DIBELS in additional schools beyond SSIP pilot schools across all four
states and enhance system support for scale up.
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Appendix C

RTI Project Lift Overall Strategic Plan
Federated States of Micronesia
Five-Year Plan: PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Year 2
SY 2015-16

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

Year 4
SY 2017-18

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as 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.
Obtain support from
Provide active
Provide active
Provide active
Provide active
National Level
• Supported States to further enhance
FSM Secretary of
support and
support and
support and
support and
Language Curriculum, Standards, and
Education, National FSM
oversight of Project
oversight of Project
oversight of Project
oversight of Project
Benchmarks and the adoption of a Core
Director and National
LIFT.
LIFT.
LIFT.
LIFT.
Reading program to support curriculum,
FSM Special Education
which align to NDOE’s vision: A unified
Director for
Obtain financial
Obtain financial
Obtain financial
Plan for long-term
education system that enables every citizen
implementation of
commitment from
commitment from
commitment from
sustainment of
to participate fully in the development of the
Project LIFT
National FSM
National FSM
National FSM
Project LIFT at
FSM, the Pacific community, and the world.
Department of
Department of
Department of
original pilot sites
Education for Year 2
Education for Year
Education for Year 4
and new sites
Conduct National and
• Facilitated the completion of the FSM RTI
activities
3 activities
activities
including
State meeting with
Manual. Dissemination of the manual
integrating effective
educational leaders to
included posting the manual on FSM Special
Continue to build
Completion of FSM
Refine and edit FSM
sustainable
receive professional
Education website,
FSM RTI Manual.
RTI Manual
RTI Manual as
practices into
development on major
www.fsmsped.org/dashboard
needed.
national policies and
components of RTI and
•
NDOE Divisions of Formal and Non Formal
procedures.
plan initial start-up
Education and Schools and Division of
activities.
Special Services continued to share
responsibilities and resources to support the
Obtain financial
commitment from
project.
National FSM
Department of Education
for Year 1 activities

FSM IDEA Part B SSIP Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018

March 2017 – March 2018
• Coordinated with Project
LIFT 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

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

• Coordinate with
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.
• Conduct workshop
on revised RTI
manual.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

State Level

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Select State
Leaders/Liaisons for
Project LIFT from State
RTI Teams
Select coaches and
ensure coaches have
enough FTE to conduct
coaching activities

Obtain financial
commitment from State
Departments of
Education for Year 1
activities

Year 1
SY 2014-15

State RTI team meets
at least three times
per year (including
Director) to discuss
current activities,
data results, and
progress toward
goals.
State Project Lift
Liaison meets at
least 1x per month
with building
principal and coach
to discuss progress
and needs.

State Level RTI team
members visit
classrooms 4x per
year to observe
integration of new
practices and
learnings

Obtain financial
commitment from
State Departments of
Education for Year 2
activities

Year 2
SY 2015-16

State RTI team
meets at least three
times per year
(including Director)
to discuss current
activities, data
results, and
progress toward
goals.
State Project Lift
Liaison meets at
least 1x per month
with building
principal and coach
to discuss progress
and needs.

State Level RTI
team members visit
classrooms 4x per
year to observe
integration of new
practices and
learnings
Obtain financial
commitment from
State Departments
of Education for
Year 3 activities

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

State RTI team meets
at least three times
per year (including
Director) to discuss
current activities,
data results, and
progress toward
goals.
State Project Lift
Liaison meets at
least 1x per month
with building
principal and coach
to discuss progress
and needs.

State Level RTI team
members visit
classrooms 4x per
year to observe
integration of new
practices and
learnings

Obtain financial
commitment from
State Departments of
Education for Year 4
activities

Year 4
SY 2017-18

State RTI team
meets at least three
times per year
(including Director)
to discuss current
activities, data
results, and
progress toward
goals.
State Project Lift
Liaison meets at
least 1x per month
with building
principal and coach
to discuss progress
and needs.

State Level RTI team
members visit
classrooms 4x per
year to observe
integration of new
practices and
learnings
Plan for long-term
sustainability of
Project LIFT at pilot
sites including
integrating effective
sustainable
practices into state
policies and
procedures

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)
• State DOE Division of Curriculum and
Instruction supported the adoption of a Core
Reading program to support English
instruction in pilot schools. State DOE
Curriculum Chiefs are members of the State
RTI team.
• State Project LIFT teams revisited
composition of teams and reorganized to
ensure appropriate team members are
included and actively involved in the project
planning and implementation of activities.
• In two states, assistant Coach positions were
created because lead Coaches are Special
Education specialists with regular duties and
responsibilities that do not give them enough
time to focus on the project activities. In
Yap, there are actually 2 Coaches (the lead
Coach at Gaanelay Middle school and the
second Coach at the ECE center) and 1
Assistant Coach.
• Coaches conduct screening results meeting
with teachers, principals, and administrators
three times a year to review BOY, MOY,
and EOY screening results. Three of the four
states are consistently meeting after each of
the screening to review results and plan
instructional activities according to screening
outcomes.
• All State DOE and State Special Education
Programs share resources to implement Year
2 activities. Same at the national level.
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March 2017 – March 2018
personnel development.

• Yap State continues to
implement activities with its
RTI team. Yap continues with
2 Lead Coaches and 1
Assistant Coach. Coaches and
Teachers continue to use core
reading programs (Language
for Learning and Reading
Mastery) since March 2017,
and have also received
trainings from project
consultant and McGraw Hill
trainers. Yap RTI team also
did public radio
announcements of the
project, conducted a Parent
Literacy Night, and built a
billboard by the pilot school’s
entrance.
• Kosrae State continues to
implement project activities
with available core reading
material. It is in process to
add 2 new project team
members and replace 1
inactive member.
• Pohnpei State also
continued to implement
project instructional
activities with available core
reading materials.
Instructional team continued
to meet after 2016-17 EOY,
2017-2018 BOY and MOY
assessments. Pohnpei has a
new project school Principal
since December 2017 and he
is very committed to support
the project. With state DOE
2017 reorganization, Project
Liaison shifted and
replacement is being
considered.
• Chuuk State continues with

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

• Yap State: Facilitate
a department-wide
effort to reconstitute
RTI team with new
and active members
and identify roles
and responsibilities
for every member.
Establish a
department
Memorandum to
facilitate better
understanding and
increased ownership
by other department
administrators and
division chiefs.
Coaches will
continue to
participate in
Parent-Teacher
meetings at the two
pilot sites (ECE is in
a separate location
away from the
Gaanelay Middle
School).
• Kosrae State:
Project LIFT team
members will be
regrouped to include
only active members
and new members to
inlcude ECE
Coordinator, Chief of
Curriculum, and
state-level IQBE
Project Coordinator.
• Pohnpei State:
Identify new Project
Liaison; strengthen
collaboration with
new leadership
team; conduct a
Page 2

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

Building Level

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Principal meets with
staff to provide
information on RTI and
gain initial support from
school staff.
Principal attends
professional
development activities
related to RTI Project
LIFT

Principal establishes
professional
development schedule
for Project LIFT for
upcoming school year (at
least one time per
month)
Assists teachers in
setting schedules for 30minute daily
intervention time for
reading.

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Principal oversees
implementation of
Year 1 Project LIFT
activities.

Principals receive PD
on walk-thru
observations during
reading instruction.
Principal conducts
walk-thru visits at
least 2x per month in
each classroom
starting at mid-year
and provides
feedback to teachers.

Principals receive
initial training on
literacy leadership.

Year 2
SY 2015-16

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

Principal oversees
implementation of
Year 2 Project LIFT
activities.

Principal oversees
implementation of
Year 3 Project LIFT
activities.

Principals receive
additional targeted
training on literacy
leadership.

Principals receive
additional targeted
training on literacy
leadership.

Principal conducts
walk-thru visits at
least 2x per month
in each classroom
provides feedback
to teachers.

Principal conducts
walk-thru visits at
least 2x per month in
each classroom and
provides feedback to
teachers.

Year 4
SY 2017-18

Principal oversees
implementation of
Year 4 Project LIFT
activities.
Principal conducts
walk-thru visits at
least 2x per month
in each classroom
and provides
feedback to
teachers.

Principals receive
additional targeted
training on literacy
leadership.

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

• Principals’ involvement and 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;
o Screening schedule fully implemented
in almost all pilot schools and classes
(or each grade level) are prepared for
the on-going 3 times a year screenings;
student progress monitoring that
started in some schools will require
more screenings and support from
principals.
o Principals and administrators are
consistently conducting power walkthrus or classroom observation.
• Principals still need more training on literacy
leadership. Proposed NDOE principal
academy initiative will be leveraged to
support principals targeted skills in literacy
leadership.
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March 2017 – March 2018

•

•

•

•

an active RTI team. Mechitew
is new project school for
Chuuk and school principal is
also very committed and
active. Project school
received complete set of
Reading Mastery materials in
March 2018. Chuuk hired a
full-time Coach and assisted
by a part-time Coach, who is a
special education staff.
Project team met 3 times
before administering BOY,
MOY, and EOY and after
administration to review
results. Team added a fourth
meeting after EOY to conduct
Project Implementation Plan
(PIP) in preparation for the
next school year.
Yap State Principal 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
of the outcomes.
Pohnpei State new Principal
conducted first classroom
observation of all grade levels
with consultant and coaches
in March 2018.
Chuuk State new Principal
established intervention
schedule for all grades and
scheduled screening dates for
BOY, MOY, and EOY. Principal
also conducted classroom
observations with coaches
and will need training on the
instructional programs being
implemented in the
classrooms.

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19
series of project
awareness and
updates to
Department Director
and key staffs.
• Chuuk State:
Reorganize Project
LIFT team to include
additional staffs that
can impact the
success of the
project; hire 2
additional full-time
coaches (1 SpEd and
1 GenEd).

• All states will focus
on additional
training and
supports to
Principals to ensure
that they can
conduct quality
classroom
observations and
provide the
necessary training
supports to teachers
as may be needed.
This is especially
true for the new
Principals in Chuuk
and Pohnpei.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Year 2
SY 2015-16

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

Coaching: Identification of a coach with development and implementation of coaching professional development.
Responsibilities
Attend all
Receive monthly
Receive monthly
Receive monthly
professional
training from RTI
training from RTI training from RTI
development
consultants on
consultants on
consultants on
activities related to
evidence-based
evidence-based
evidence-based
RTI and Instructional
instruction in
instruction in
instruction in
Leadership
literacy.
literacy.
literacy.
Helps conduct mock
screenings during
school visits.
Works with RTI
consultants to
prepare for
implementation of
RTI project.

Establishes coaching
schedule for 2014-15
school year.

E-mail and Skype
with RTI
consultants to
discuss questions,
concerns, and
obtain other
needed
information

E-mail and Skype
with RTI
consultant to
discuss questions,
concerns, and
obtain other
needed
information

E-mail and Skype
with RTI
consultant to
discuss questions,
concerns, and
obtain other
needed
information

Year 4
SY 2017-18
Receive monthly
training from RTI
consultants on
evidence-based
instruction in
literacy.

E-mail and Skype
with RTI
consultant to
discuss questions,
concerns, and
obtain other
needed
information

Deliver monthly
training to
building staff on
evidence-based
instruction in
literacy

Deliver monthly
training to
building staff on
evidence-based
instruction in
literacy

Deliver monthly
training to
building staff on
evidence-based
instruction in
literacy

Deliver monthly
training to
building staff on
evidence-based
instruction in
literacy

Lead building RTI
Data Team
Meetings and
provide
recommendations
for grouping and
instruction for
students
performing below
grade level

Lead building RTI
Data Team
Meetings and
provide
recommendations
for grouping and
instruction for
students
performing below
grade level

Lead building RTI
Data Team
Meetings and
provide
recommendations
for grouping and
instruction for
students
performing below
grade level

Lead building RTI
Data Team
Meetings and
provide
recommendations
for grouping and
instruction for
students
performing below
grade level

Lead building
assessment
activities

Conduct classroom
observations in all
classes at least 2-3
times per month
and provide sideby-side coaching
to teachers inside

Lead building
assessment
activities

Conduct
classroom
observations and
provide side-byside coaching to
teachers inside
classrooms

Lead building
assessment
activities

Conduct
classroom
observations and
provide side-byside coaching to
teachers inside
classrooms

Lead building
assessment
activities

Conduct
classroom
observations and
provide side-byside coaching to
teachers inside
classrooms

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

State and Building Levels:
• Project LIFT consultant conducted trainings
to classroom teachers and coaches in all four
states. Trainings were attended by project
grade level teachers and also teachers in
grades 6-8 in elementary schools for grades
ECE to 8th.
• Coaches conduct on-going trainings to other
project grade level teachers using training
modules developed and made available on
Project LIFT website,
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.com
• Technical assistance provided to principals
and coaches on classroom observations. The
focus was on identifying instructional
strengths and areas needing “polishing”, to
ensure that there is evidence of the evidencebased instructional practices, and to model
feedback to the teachers.
• During on-site visits where teachers were
observed and coaches interviewed to assess
project progress, at least 3 of the 4 states
were provided technical support to establish
student progress monitoring.
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March 2017 – March 2018
• Project consultant conducted
at least one on-site training
and several virtual trainings
to all project coaches and
teachers.
• Yap State initiated student
progress monitoring in
October 2017 with 3 ECE
students and 1 student in
grades 1-3. Coaches, assisted
by special education
Assessment personnel,
conducts screening and
Coaches compile and analyze
results with assistance of
project consultant.
• Kosrae State received
training from project
consultant on classroom
observation, comprehension
strategy, and general literacy
and intervention strategies.
Received technical assistance
by Sigma Associates, Inc. on
data review and evaluation.
Held meeting with teachers
to review, analyze and
understand student data.
• Pohnpei State received
additional training support
from project consultant to
new school Principal and on
diagnostic assessment for
purpose of student progress
monitoring. Additional
support also provided by
consultant on classroom
observation to principal and
coaches. 12 walk-thru were
documented as being
completed by coaches.
• Chuuk State teachers at new
project school, including
teachers in grades 6-8,
received training by

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

• Yap State: Establish
schedule for Coaches
to include increased
number of
classroom
observations and
PDs; Project Liaison
will ensure that all
members are
actively involved
and carry out their
respective tasks by
requiring members
to report updates
during monthly
meetings. Monthly
updates will be
shared with
Department Director
and key staffs.
• Kosrae State: to
establish an annual
schedule for coach
and Project Liaison.
• Pohnpei State: will
conduct four (4) PDs
per each quarter.
• Chuuk State: will
include all teachers
at pilot school in all
trainings to be
provided by coach
and project
consultants.

Page 4

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15
classrooms

Meet regularly
with building
principal to
discuss progress of
grades, classes and
groups
Meet with State
Project Lift Liaison
on a monthly basis
to discuss building
progress and
needed supports

Coaching
Professional
Development

Receive professional
development in the
following areas:

• Components of RTI
• Essential
components of
teaching reading
• Instructional
interventions for
small groups (MTEC)
• Daily reading lesson
planning (MTEC)

Receive
professional
development in
the following
areas:
Specifics and
Schedule TBD

Year 2
SY 2015-16
Meet regularly
with building
principal to
discuss progress
of grades, classes
and groups
Meet with State
Project Lift
Liaison on a
monthly basis to
discuss building
progress and
needed supports
Meets with new
staff to provide
professional
development.
Receive
professional
development in
the following
areas:
Specifics and
Schedule TBD

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17
Meet regularly
with building
principal to
discuss progress
of grades, classes
and groups

Meet with State
Project Lift Liaison
on a monthly basis
to discuss building
progress and
needed supports
Meets with new
staff to provide
professional
development.
Receive
professional
development in
the following
areas:
Specifics and
Schedule TBD

Year 4
SY 2017-18
Meet regularly
with building
principal to
discuss progress
of grades, classes
and groups

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

March 2017 – March 2018

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

consultant. Coaches also
conducted training using
training modules on project
website,
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.co
m

Meet with State
Project Lift
Liaison on a
monthly basis to
discuss building
progress and
needed supports
Meets with new
staff to provide
professional
development.
Receive
professional
development in
the following
areas:
Specifics and
Schedule TBD

• National Level: 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.
• During this reporting period, Project LIFT
team members 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.
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• National Level: Cofacilitated a Reading
Symposium with Project
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
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

• All states are
looking forward to
second Reading
symposium to be
facilitated by
McGraw Hill and
more literacy
instructional
trainings for
coaches and
teachers to be
provided by project
consultant.
• National Level: will
work with states on
scaling up and
identification of
new coaches to
ensure they can
also be included in
all upcoming PDs.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Year 2
SY 2015-16

Assessments: Selection and implementation of the screening assessment in the four pilot schools.
Select Assessments
Select Screening
Select progress
Complete entire
Assessments ECmonitoring
Schoolwide
Grade 5 in vernacular
assessments
Assessment Plan
and English
across K-3 grade
levels
Select Diagnostic
Assessments
Select Summative
and/or Tools
Assessments

Conduct
Assessments

Select State Project
LIFT Assessment
Cadres

Conduct training for
selected assessments
to State Assessment
Cadres

Conduct
Benchmark
Screenings
3x/year in ECGrade 5

Conduct
Summative
Assessments at
end of year

Conduct
Benchmark
Screenings
3x/year

Conduct progress
monitoring for
below benchmark
students 1 time
per month
Use diagnostic
assessments as
needed

Conduct
Summative
Assessments at
end of year

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

Year 4
SY 2017-18

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

March 2017 – March 2018
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.

Made needed
adjustments to
Schoolwide
Assessment Plan

Made needed
adjustments to
Schoolwide
Assessment Plan

• 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 20172018.

• 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 SY201819.
• 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.

Conduct
Benchmark
Screenings
3x/year

Sustain and refine
assessment
practices

• Benchmark screenings 3 times a year ongoing in all 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.

• All states continued to use
DIBELS to screen student
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 5th, for a total
of 18 students, of which 9

Conduct progress
monitoring for
below benchmark
students. Increase
progress
monitoring to 2x
per month for
significantly atrisk students.
Use diagnostic
assessments as
needed
Conduct
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Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

• 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.
• Yap State: increase
number of trained
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
Page 6

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Year 2
SY 2015-16

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17
Summative
Assessments at
end of year

Year 4
SY 2017-18

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

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
Determine RTI Data
RTI Data Team
RTI Data Team
RTI Data Team
RTI Data Team
• For this reporting period, the RTI Data Team
Team at building level meets with
meets one time
meets one time
meets one time
is comprised of the Coach (Assistant Coach)
(should include
teachers 3x/year
per month to
per month and
per month and
and teachers. Coaches and Assistant
Coaches conduct the screenings and receive
building RTI staff
after
discuss screening other times as
other times as
the analyzed results from project consultant
plusj.
benchmarking.
data and ongoing
needed
needed
to share with teachers, principals, and others.
Coaches lead
collection of
When they meet to review screening data,
progress
Coaches receive PD on meetings.
Refine and sustain Refine and
this is the RTI Data team. This team meets
monitoring data
how to lead and
RTI Data Team
sustain RTI Data
after the BOY, MOY, and EOY screenings
for below grade
conduct data
practices
Team practices
Receive PD on
to review outcomes and do internal analysis
level students.
meetings
data-based
of the results. Principals are oftentimes in
decision making.
these meetings. Based on screening results,
Ongoing PD on
Coaches will conduct on the spot trainings to
data-based
teachers based on areas where students’
decision-making
performances are low. All states are still
as needed.
working to develop an annual PD schedule
with general education to include areas
needing “polishing” based on screening
results.
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March 2017 – March 2018
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 5th, 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.
• 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.

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19
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.
• 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
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

Data Analysis

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Receive PD on
interpreting reading
assessment data

Year 1
SY 2014-15

PD on analyzing
screening data.

Analyze data from
screening at the
student, classroom
and school levels
3x per year.

Year 2
SY 2015-16

Analyze data
from screening at
the student,
classroom and
school levels 3x
per year.

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

Refine procedures
for data analysis.

Year 4
SY 2017-18

Refine procedures
for data analysis.

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

• 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 assessment test called the
National Minimum Competency Test
(NMCT).

Determine
students needing
diagnostic
assessments for
program
planning.
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March 2017 – March 2018

• 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
grade levels. Co-facilitating
training with project
consultant on Data Analysis
Template at all four pilot
schools.
• Pohnpei and Yap States:
successfully installed ELMO
web application version and
started data input and
analysis.
• Kosrae and Chuuk States:
in process of installing
required programs/software
in computer to be
compatible with ELMO
installation specifications.

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19
in-depth
discussions and
consideration of
appropriate
interventions and
trainings as may be
needed.
• 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.
• National Level:
complete ELMO
installation of both
web application
version and desktop
version in all states
and conduct onsite
trainings at the four
states.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description
Group for
Instruction

PLAN

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION

Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Year 2
SY 2015-16

Year 3
SY 2016-17

Year 4
SY 2017-18

Receive initial PD on
grouping students for
instruction based
upon screening and
other student data.

RTI Data Team
determines
students needing
Tier 2 instruction
at each grade level.

RTI Data Team
determines
students needing
Tier 2 instruction
at each grade
level.

RTI Data Team
determines
students needing
Tier 2 and Tier 3
instruction at each
grade level.

RTI Data Team
determines
students needing
Tier 2 and Tier 3
instruction at
each grade level.

Teachers begin
grouping students
for Tier 2
instruction
according to
students’ needs
and resources
available.

Teachers group
for Tier 2
instruction
according to
students’ needs
and resources
available.

Teachers group
for Tier 2 and Tier
3 instruction
according to
students’ needs
and resources
available.

Teachers group
for Tier 2 and Tier
3 instruction
according to
students’ needs
and resources
available.

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

• All students receive Tier 1 instruction during
Language 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.
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March 2017 – March 2018
• All states continued to
implement core reading
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
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.

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19
• Yap, Kosrae and
Pohnpei will
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.
• Chuuk State:
received initial PD
on testing and
grouping students
in small group and
will begin SY18-19.

Page 9

INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Year 2
SY 2015-16

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

Year 4
SY 2017-18

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

March 2017 – March 2018

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
Work on school
Add 15-45
Adjust Tier 2
Differentiate
Adjust
• Additional hours for Tiers 2 and 3
• Yap State: 90 minutes
schedule for adding
intervention time
intervention time intervention time
intervention time
interventions for grades ECE to 3rd ranges
allocated for Reading (45
Tier 2 intervention
depending upon
depending upon
for Tier 2 and Tier for Tier 2 and Tier
from 20-30 minutes.
mins. LFL and 45 mins. RM).
time for all grade
grade level for Tier grade level as
3 instruction
3 instruction
• Training provided to classroom teachers
30 mins. for interventions
levels
2 instruction
needed
depending upon
depending upon
allow them to differentiate instruction to
after school. For ECE, 30
grade level
grade level
students based on their reading skills.
mins. allocated for LFL.
• Additional trainings on formative assessment • Kosrae State: For Grades
or progress monitoring allow teachers to
ECE to 2nd, 30 mins. For
plan instructional intervention for Tiers 2
Grade 3, 35 mins. are
and 3 students.
allocated for Reading, and 40
• In one State that is consistently
mins. for Grades 4 and 5.
implementing the project’s instructional
• Chuuk State: Scheduling
strategies, interactive read-aloud was
included interventions for
introduced to teachers to engage students.
30 minutes after school and
scheduled time for teacher
trainings. Trainings provided
by coaches, Project LIFT
consultant and McGraw Hills
trainers.
Instructional Focus
and Delivery

Receive PD on
essential components
of teaching reading
(five essential
components as
identified by National
Reading Panel)

Focus on
improvement in
Tier 1 instruction.

Receive PD
including:
- Components of
an evidence-based
reading lesson
plan
- Instructional
routines
-Characteristics of
effective
instruction

Focus on
improvement in
Tier 1 instruction.
Receive ongoing
professional
development,
content TBD

Focus on
improvement in
Tier 1 instruction.
Receive ongoing
professional
development,
content TBD

Focus on
improvement in
Tier 1 instruction.
Receive ongoing
professional
development,
content TBD

• 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 ongoing support to classroom teachers in pilot
schools.
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• Yap State: Project LIFT
consultant provided onsite
trainings, to include using
modules on Project LIFT
website,
www.fsmprojectlift.weebly.c
om
• Kosrae State: Reading
Mastery is in full
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.c
om. Coaches and new

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

• Yap State will
maintain its
instructional hours
of 90 minutes during
regular instruction
and 30 minutes for
interventions after
school.
• Kosrae State will
add reading block
hours to all Grade
levels to be
consistent with
RMSE lessons.
• Pohnpei State
prioritized training
on formative
assessment and
progress monitoring
for all teachers and
new school
principal.
• Yap State: Coaches
will conduct
monthly
observations and
model lessons to
ensure teachers are
implementing core
reading programs
with fidelity.
• 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.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

Intervention

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Receive PD on
intervention options
for students receiving
Tier 2 instruction

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Receive continued
PD on intervention
options for
students receiving
Tier 2 instruction
Implement Tier 2
interventions

Year 2
SY 2015-16

Receive
continued PD on
intervention
options for
students
receiving Tier 2
instruction and
begin to receive
PD on Tier 3
intervention

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

Implement Tier 3
interventions.

Year 4
SY 2017-18

Refine
instructional
practices at all
tiers.

Implement Tier 2
interventions

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

• 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 ongoing support to classroom teachers in pilot
schools.

March 2017 – March 2018

•

•

•

•

Instructional
Materials

Analyze adequacy of
Tier 1 reading
materials.

Analyze adequacy of
materials available for
Tier 2 instruction.

Analyze needs and
consider
purchasing Tier 1
core language
development and
reading programs
for K-5

If purchased, plan
for and receive
ongoing in-class
training for use of
new Tier 1 and
Tier 2 materials

Consider adding
materials as
needed based on
student
assessment data

Consider adding
materials as
needed based on
student
assessment data

• National Level: 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.
• Three of the four LEA purchased
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•

principal and teachers at
new project school received
trainings by project
consultant and McGraw Hill
trainers.
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.
Yap State: All instructional
material purchased and has
been fully utilized during
this reporting year.
Department of Education is
gearing up to scale up and is
procuring additional

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

• 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.

• National Level: Will
continue to work
with project
consultant, McGraw
Hill trainers, and
State and National
DOE Division of
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15
Analyze and
consider
purchasing
materials needed
for Tier 2
instruction.

Year 2
SY 2015-16

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17

Year 4
SY 2017-18

Consider
purchasing Tier 3
language
development and
reading materials

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

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.

If purchased, plan
for and receive
initial training for
use of new Tier 1
and Tier 2
materials

March 2017 – March 2018

•

•

•

Project LIFT Program Evaluation: Outlines the use of student performance data to measure project progress.
Goals
Establish goals for
Establish grade
Set and adjust
Set and adjust
overall Project Lift
level goals for end- grade level goals
grade level goals
of-year proficiency for end-of-year
for end-of-year
Establish grade level
levels at pilot
proficiency levels proficiency levels
goals for end-of-year
schools
at pilot schools as at pilot schools as
proficiency levels
needed
needed

Set and adjust
grade level goals
for end-of-year
proficiency levels
at pilot schools as
needed

• 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/K5 to Grade 5 for Benchmark and Intensive
performance levels, to include specific target
for students with disabilities in same grade
levels and performance levels.
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•

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.
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 grades required that
goals and targets be
reviewed to align activities
with expected outcomes.

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19
Formal and Non
Formal Education
and Schools for
procurement of
additional reading
material and
trainings.

• National Level: will
work with states and
project consultant to
complete new state
plan, with goals and
targets.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description
Methods

Data Collection

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15

Year 3
SY 2016-17

Year 4
SY 2017-18

Establish methods for
measuring project
progress

Collect baseline
data from pilot
schools and
baseline data from
comparison
schools
Collect middle and
end-of-year data

Data Analysis

Year 2
SY 2015-16

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION

Analyze growth
across school year
for pilot schools

Analyze and
compare growth in
pilot schools
versus comparison
schools

Collect baseline
data from pilot
schools and
baseline data
from comparison
schools
Collect middle
and end-of-year
data

Analyze growth
across school
year for pilot
schools

Analyze and
compare growth
in pilot schools
versus
comparison
schools

Collect baseline
data from pilot
schools and
baseline data from
comparison
schools
Collect middle and
end-of-year data

Analyze growth
across school year
for pilot schools

Analyze and
compare growth
in pilot schools
versus comparison
schools

Collect baseline
data from pilot
schools and
baseline data
from comparison
schools

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

• The Evaluation piece of the project includes
the specific methods for measuring the
project’s progress.

•

• School level teams continue to collect and
submit 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.

•

Collect middle
and end-of-year
data

Analyze growth
across school year
for pilot schools
Analyze and
compare growth
in pilot schools
versus
comparison
schools

March 2017 – March 2018

•

• 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.

•
•

•
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National will continue to
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.
States continue to use data
collection template
developed 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.
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 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

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19
• Establish local level
evaluation forms
and template to
inform states of their
progresses and to
ensure consistency
and timeliness of
evaluation data
collection and
analysis.
• Full implementation
of ELMO desktop
version and web
application version
in all pilot schools.
• Collaboration with
NDOE Division of
Formal and Non
Formal Education
and Schools on
establishing a
consistent student
identification
numbering system.
• National Level: will
work with project
consultant to
analyze performance
data after “initial
implementation”
(again) and assist
states to conduct
comparison with
control school and
also to plan and
finalize scale up
plans for each state.
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INFRASTRUCTURE
Area & Description
Evaluation Report

PLAN
Year 0
2013-14

Year 1
SY 2014-15
Complete
evaluation report
at end of Year 1

Year 2
SY 2015-16
Complete
evaluation report
at end of Year 2

PROGRESS OF IMPLEMENTATION
Year 3
SY 2016-17
Complete
evaluation report
at end of Year 3

Year 4
SY 2017-18
Complete
evaluation report
at end of Year 4

FFY 2015 through March 2017
(submitted as Appendix C in SSIP Phase III)

• National Level: Facilitated the development
of the FSM SSIP Evaluation Plan that aligns
to the Project LIFT Program Evaluation.

March 2017 – March 2018
•

•

* 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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up plan for each state.
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.

Priorities for
April 2018-SY18-19

• National will
coordinate with
project consultants
to provide technical
support to all states
on project
implementation and
evaluation.
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Appendix D

FSM SSIP EVALUATION LOGIC MODEL

Strategies
Leadership; RTI- School
Based Reading Model
(SWRM)

Provide Direct Instruction
in Reading

Activities
• RTI Policy/Guidance: FSM National develops RTI Manual to guide
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 RTI coaches and provide PD
• Literacy Leadership: Provide PD to building principals on literacy
leadership
• Structured Professional Development: Professional development for
primary teachers to teach English language and reading skills.
• Provide Appropriate Instructional Materials: Provide appropriate
instructional materials to support the developmental language
needs of students.
• Direct Instruction: Provide English instruction in ECE/K-5 or Grade
1.

Special Education within
the RTI Model
Structured Professional Development: Professional development for special
education teachers on providing instruction in the general education classroom.

Support & Monitoring

Collaboration between
General Education
Personnel and Special
Education Personnel at all
Levels

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.

FSM IDEA Part B State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Phase III, Year Two, April 2, 2018

Outcomes

Outputs
• FSM RTI manual
• # of school-wide
assessment plans
developed
• #/type of PD sessions
provided
• #/ of RTI coaches

• #/type of PD sessions
provided focused on
teaching English and
reading skills
• #/type of instructional
materials available in each
site
• # of ECE/K-5 and Grade 1
classrooms receiving
English instruction

#/type of PD sessions
provided focused on special
education instruction within
the general education
classroom

• # of onsite visits
conducted
• #//type of support
strategies provided
• # of state budgets
reflecting funds for project
activities
• # /types of volunteers/staff
attending information
sessions on project
activities
• # of plans for professional
development
• # of data team meetings
conducted
• # parents attending
information sessions

Short

Intermediate

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 provide instruction
in English and reading skills
with fidelity

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

Data teams make appropriate
decisions about students'
instructional needs

Long-Term

All students in
ECE/K-5 and grade
1 receive high quality
English literacy
instruction in the
general education
classroom

NDOE infrastructure
will support literacy
instruction from
ECE/K-5 to grade 5 in
schools, homes, and
community

SiMR Goal: Increase
English literacy skills of
all students in ECE/K-5
through Grade 5 in the
FSM, with a particular
focus on students
identified as having a
disability.
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APPENDIX E: FSM State Systemic Improvement Plan (SSIP) Evaluation Plan
Strategies/Activities
Implement Schoolwide
Reading Model
a. RTI Policy/Guidance:
FSM National develops
RTI Manual to guide
implementation
b. Assessment: Develop
Schoolwide
Assessment Plans for
literacy
c. Data Analysis: Learn to
use assessment data
to determine current
performance levels for
all grade
levels/determine
individual student
needs
d. RTI Coaches: Establish
State RTI coaches and
provide PD
e. Literacy Leadership:
Provide PD to building
principals on literacy
leadership

Outputs
FSM RTI Manual
# of Schoolwide
assessment plans
developed
#/type of PD sessions
provided
# of RTI coaches

Outcomes

Evaluation Questions

Performance Measures

Short
School-wide assessment plans
reflect understanding of the
use of data to guide
instruction

F1: To what extent do the
State RTI teams support
the implementation of the
FSM RTI Model?

F1(a) #/type of leadership
meetings focused on
infrastructure support for Pilot
Schools

Intermediate

F2: To what extent do the

Data teams make appropriate
decisions about students'
instructional needs
Long Term
All students in ECE/K-5 and
grade 1 receive high quality
English literacy instruction in
the general education
classroom
NDOE and State
infrastructure will support
literacy instruction from
ECE/K-5 to grade 5

teachers at Pilot Schools
understand how to use
progress monitoring data
to adjust reading
instruction?

F2(a) #/% of decisions
regarding student level
instructional needs and
supports that are
implemented

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?

Data Collection
Methods
Document Review
Teacher Needs
Assessment
Coaching Survey
SWOT Analysis
Interviews with
NDOE & State
leadership

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.
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Strategies/Activities
Provide Direct Instruction
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.
c. Direct Instruction:
Provide English
instruction in ECE/K-5
or Grade 1.

Outputs
#/type of PD sessions
provided focused on
teaching English and
reading skills
#/type of instructional
materials available in each
site
# of ECE/K-5 Grade 1
classrooms receiving
English instruction

Outcomes

Evaluation Questions

Performance Measures

Data Collection
Methods

Short
Educators are knowledgeable
in providing instruction in
English and reading skills
Intermediate

F3: To what extent did
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?

F3(a) Consistency between
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.

Document Review
Teacher Needs
Assessment
Teacher Focus
Groups
Coaching Survey
Progress
Monitoring Data
Snapshots

F6: To what extent are
Pilot School Teachers
able to provide English
literacy instruction in
ECE/K-5 to Grade 5 ?

F6(a) (a) Type/Frequency of
differentiated reading
instruction in general
education classrooms

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?

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.

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 ECE/K-5 and
grade 1 receive high quality
English literacy instruction in
the general education
classroom
NDOE infrastructure will
support literacy instruction
from ECE/K-5 to grade 5
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Strategies/Activities
Special Education within
the RTI Model
a. Structured Professional
Development: Professional
development for special
education teachers on
providing instruction in the
general education
classroom.

Outputs
#/type of PD sessions
provided focused on
teaching English and
reading skills

Outcomes
Short
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 ECE/K-5 and
grade 1 receive high quality
English literacy instruction in
the general education
classroom
NDOE infrastructure will
support literacy instruction
from ECE/K-5 to grade 5

Evaluation Questions
F3: To what extent did

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?

Performance Measures

Data Collection
Methods

F3(a) Consistency between
provided and intended PD
(b) % of PD participants
who report that the PD was
of high quality (c) % of PD
participants who report
that they are satisfied with
the quantity and intensity
of PD sessions.

Document Review
Teacher Needs
Assessment
Teacher Focus
Groups
Coaching Survey
Progress
Monitoring Data
Snapshots

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?

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: To what extent are
Pilot School Special
Education Teachers able
to provide English
instruction in ECE/K-5 to
Grade 5 for students
with disabilities using
specially designed
instruction?

F7(a) Type/Frequency of
IEP goals that reflect
specially designed
instruction for English
literacy in general
education classrooms

S2: As a result of NDOE
and State PD and

S2(a) % of students in Pilot
Schools with improved
English literacy skills as
APPENDIX E: FSM SSIP Evaluation Plan, April 2, 2018—3

Strategies/Activities

Support and Monitoring
a. Onsite visits including
observations: State Special
Education Coordinator or
Case Managers/
Supervisors will conduct
observations of teachers
providing services.

Outputs

# of onsite visits
conducted
#//type of support
strategies provided

Outcomes

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 ECE/K-5 and
grade 1 receive high quality
English literacy instruction in
the general education
classroom
NDOE infrastructure will
support literacy instruction
from ECE/K-5 to grade 5

Evaluation Questions

Performance Measures

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?
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?

measured by summative
assessment; (b) % of
educators at Pilot Schools
providing English literacy
instruction with fidelity

S3: To what extent was

(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.

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

Data Collection
Methods

Document Review
Snapshots
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Strategies/Activities

Outputs

Collaboration between
General Education
Personnel and Special
Education Personnel at all
Levels

#/types of funding sources
committed to project
activities

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.g.,
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

# /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

Outcomes
Short
School data team meetings
include special and general
education participation
Intermediate
Data teams make appropriate
decisions about students'
instructional needs
Long Term
All students in ECE/K-5 and
grade 1 receive high quality
English literacy instruction in
the general education
classroom

Evaluation Questions
F5: To what extent is

collaboration occurring
across all levels of the
system to address
English literacy skills for
all children?

Performance Measures

Data Collection
Methods

F5(a) Types of funding
committed by general and
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

Document Review
SWOT Analysis
Parent Survey
Interviews with
NDOE & State
leadership

NDOE and State
infrastructure will support
literacy instruction from
ECE/K-5 to grade 5
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