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FFY 2019 Indicator B-17/C-11 Annual Performance Report (APR) Optional Template
Section A:

Data Analysis

What is the State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR). (Please limit your response to 785 characters).
without space

Idaho's State-identified Measurable Result (SiMR) is to "increase the percent of fourth-grade students with
disabilities in Idaho who will be proficient in literacy as measured on the state summative assessment, currently
ISAT by Smarter Balanced."

Has the SiMR changed since the last SSIP submission?

No
If “Yes”, provide an explanation for the change(s), including the role of stakeholders in decisionmaking. (Please
Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).
space

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Progress toward the SiMR
Please provide the data for the specific FFY listed below (expressed as actual number and percentages).

Baseline Data: 7% * Idaho's baseline was established using NAEP data in 2013. NAEP does not report the number o
Has the SiMR target changed since the last SSIP submission?
FFY 2018 Target: 12%
FFY 2018 Data:

No

FFY 2019 Target: 13%

450/2754 = 16.3%FFY 2019 Data:

No test given

Was the State’s FFY 2019 Target Met? No
Did slippage 1 occur? No
If applicable, describe the reasons for slippage. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without
space).

No slippage.

1
The definition of slippage: A worsening from the previous data AND a failure to meet the target. The worsening also needs to meet certain thresholds to
be considered slippage:
1. For a "large" percentage (10% or above), it is considered slippage if the worsening is more than 1.0 percentage point. For example:
a. It is not slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator X are 32% and the FFY 2018 data were 32.9%.
b. It is slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator X are 32% and the FFY 2018 data were 33.1%.
2. For a "small" percentage (less than 10%), it is considered slippage if the worsening is more than 0.1 percentage point. For example:
a. It is not slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator Y are 5.1% and the FFY 2018 data were 5%.
b. It is slippage if the FFY 2019 data for Indicator Y are 5.1% and the FFY 2018 data were 4.9%.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Optional: Has the State collected additional data (i.e., benchmark, CQI, survey) that demonstrates
progress toward the SiMR? Yes
If “Yes”, describe any additional data collected by the State to assess progress toward the SiMR.
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

The Idaho Reading Indicator (IRI) is an early reading screener and diagnostic assessment administered to all
K-3 students that address the five foundations for reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, academic
vocabulary, and comprehension. It is mandatory for all students in the fall and spring. The 2018-2019 school
year was the first year the assessment was implemented statewide. The IRI was administered in fall 2019 but
was not administered in spring 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic. The ISDE also receives data each
month of informal IRI scores, which are used for progress monitoring.
The SDE monitored IRI proficiency rates from September 2019 through February 2020 for students with
disabilities statewide. After February, the IRI administration was disrupted due to COVID-19. The results
demonstrate progress toward the SiMR.
Statewide proficiency rates on the IRI for students with disabilities were as follows: September, 25%; October,
29%; November, 30%; December, 31%; January, 31%; February, 34%.Students with disabilities increased
their reading proficiency by 9% over the period from September 2019 to February 2020 to 34%, which is well
above the SiMR target of 13%. Although the IRI measures students' reading proficiency in kindergarten
through third grade and the ISAT (SiMR) measures 4th grade ELA proficiency, IRI data is the closest proxy for
ISAT data. The IRI proficiency rates support progress toward the SiMR.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Did the State identify any data quality concerns, unrelated to COVID-19, that affected progress
toward the SiMR during the reporting period? Yes
If “Yes”, describe any data quality issues specific to the SiMR data and include actions taken to
address data quality concerns. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space).

SSIP data quality continues to be a concern. Project participants often do not submit project data despite
multiple attempts to contact them. State Leadership Team met with district leadership teams every other
month to follow progress, review data, request project data, and materials. Additionally, districts in years 2-4
had in-district visits twice during the school year.
During the visits, targeted and intensive TA was delivered based on identified needs. The following were
data quality concerns addressed during district leadership calls and in-district visit that were unrelated to
COVID-19:
• Data assessing the quality of training and knowledge and skills gained as a result of the training are
self-report only
• Training attendance data not complete for all training
• Some survey questions that intended to assess knowledge and skills gained as a result of the training were
ambiguous and not specific to the learning targets of each training
• Data were demonstrating fidelity of coaching implementation due to missing coaching log submissions by
LEA coaches.
• Data demonstrating the fidelity of explicit instruction implementation was incomplete due to missing rubric
submissions by LEA coaches.
• Lack of a standardized process for collecting data and centralized database for storing data.
The SDE predicts that data quality will improve for FFY 2021, as Idaho received the State Personnel
Development Grant (SPDG) beginning October 1, 2020. In the evaluation plan for the SPDG, Idaho
addressed each of the data quality concerns identified above. The SSIP team will have added support of an
external evaluator. Project participants will be required to sign an agreement to submit all project data for
continued support through the SPDG.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Did the State identify any data quality concerns directly related to the COVID-19 pandemic during the
reporting period? Yes
If data for this reporting period were impacted specifically by COVID-19, the State must include in the
narrative for the indicator: (1) the impact on data completeness, validity and reliability for the indicator;
(2) an explanation of how COVID-19 specifically impacted the State’s ability to collect the data for the
indicator; and (3) any steps the State took to mitigate the impact of COVID-19 on the data collection.
(Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space).

1 - Idaho's SSIP is tied to Indicator 3C data. Idaho's waiver request to the U.S. Department of Education to
administer statewide assessments, accountability, school identification requirements, and specific reporting
requirements was approved. COVID-19 impacted data completeness as Idaho does not have data for
statewide assessments for 2019-2020.
2 - The State of Idaho could not collect Indicator 3C data due to the assessment not being administered due
to COVID-19.
3 - No mitigation actions were taken.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Section B:

Phase III Implementation, Analysis and Evaluation

Is the State’s theory of action new or revised since the previous submission?

No

If “Yes”, please provide a description of the changes and updates to the theory of action
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space).

No revisions to the State's theory of action.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Did the State implement any new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategies
during the reporting period? Yes
If “Yes”, describe each new (previously or newly identified) infrastructure improvement strategy and
the short-term or intermediate outcomes achieved. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without
space).

Idaho implemented the following new infrastructure improvement strategies during the reporting period:
• Aligned SSIP with Idaho’s Consolidated State Plan (ESSA) priorities where applicable, monthly or as
needed. Aligned activities with the SSIP and ESSA plans occur continuously through ISDE staff meetings,
informal and formal conversations, and Director level.
• Collaborated with NCIL and reading specialists to train cohort school districts utilizing the Institute of
Education Sciences (IES) Foundational Skills for Reading, Program Evaluation Tool for Reading (PET-R),
and data analysis, quarterly or more frequently, as needed.
• Developed a stronger Readiness Year strand for training district leadership, specific to special education
directors and principals, that addressed what their intervention system looks like in curriculum, intervention,
scope and sequence, cueing system, practice and repetition, and student engagement. Discussed and
trained at bi-monthly District Leadership Calls.
• Begin collecting data in a more standardized way by planning to develop a centralized database and
automated emails to remind participants to submit data.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a summary of each infrastructure improvement strategy that the State continued to implement
in the reporting period, including the short-term or intermediate outcomes achieved. (Please
limit your response to 3000 characters without space).

The ISDE continued to implement the following strategies:
• Governance - aligned SSIP activities to Governor Little and Superintendent of Public Instruction Ybarra's
literacy priorities.• Fiscal - conducted funding and fiscal accountability activities annually, ensuring that each
district is reviewed every four years.
• Quality Standards - used ISDE Professional Standards Commission, Idaho Core Standards, and survey
system for training feedback.
• Professional development (PD) - increased sustainable online professional development, face-to-face,
in-district, and statewide PD delivered by qualified professionals. During 2019-2020 two in-district visits were
added for participants in years 2-4 of the project. The project PD activities positively benefited special
education teachers, paraprofessionals, and general education teachers in accessing sustainable reading
instruction resources. Additionally, participating school districts accessed national literacy experts, guiding
them through evaluating the health of their literacy programs and utilizing a continuous improvement cycle to
implement change.
• Data - cultivated a culture of data use to drive continuous improvement. Participating districts received
training on reviewing student data during bi-monthly District Leadership Calls and at the Spring Institute. In
January 2020, the Leadership Team reported Project pre-post measures (Planning and Evaluation Tool for
Schoolwide Reading Programs (PET-R), Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers rubric (RESET),
Idaho Reading Indicator (IRI), etc.). It evaluated the SSIP Implementation Drivers with stakeholders that
included parents, special education directors, Cohort school district staff, and community partners.
• Technical Assistance (TA) - TA is provided in a variety of sources. Idaho SESTA, Help Desk ticket system
lets school districts submit special education questions or concerns. Requests are filtered, sorted, and
assigned to appropriate staff to respond. ISDE personnel work within and across departments to meet district
needs. TA was expanded to include in-district visits to Cohort districts in the Implementation, Sustainability,
and Scale-up years. Differentiated TA was successful in aligning instructional practices across all Tiers of
instruction. The district leadership teams, general education teams, Title 1 teams, and other district and
building leaders evaluated the implementation of evidence-based practices, the alignment of instruction
across Tiers, and the district Plan-Do-Study-Act cycle.
• Monitoring and Accountability - conducted monitoring and accountability activities annually through the
General Supervision File Review (GSFR), fiscal monitoring, and annual LEA Determinations. A team of ISDE
Special Education staff improved the data calculation methodology of Idaho's LEA determinations to make a
meaningful monitoring system to identify LEAs needing extra support and TA and provide them with those
supports to improve outcomes students with disabilities.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a description of how the State evaluated outcomes for each improvement strategy and how the
evaluation data supports the decision to continue implementing the strategy. (Please
limit your response to 3000 characters without space):

The ISDE evaluates continued improvement strategies:
• Governance - monitored the alignment of SSIP activities to Governor Little and Superintendent of Public
Instruction Ybarra's literacy priorities and made adjustments as necessary. The SSIP state team reviewed
state priorities around literacy and evaluated whether SSIP goals and objectives aligned with those priorities.
In FFY 2019, SSIP goals and objectives aligned with the state literacy priorities.
• Fiscal - monitored funding and fiscal accountability annual audits, ensuring that each district is reviewed at
least every four years. In FFY 2019, the ISDE issued 127 findings of non-compliance, of which 115 have
been corrected to date.
• Quality Standards - monitored changes to the ISDE Professional Standards and Idaho Core Standards.
Evaluated and reported survey results on training feedback. Over 90% of participants who completed training
modules reported they had the knowledge and abilities to implement the practices learned.
• Professional development (PD) - continued improving the quality of training and ongoing supports offered
through the SSIP. All training participants were sent a survey at the end of the year to assess their
knowledge and skills gained as a result of the PD. In spring 2020, project participants rated their knowledge
and skills of EBPs before the PD and after the PD on a scale from 1-10. 25% of participants rated
themselves a 7, 8, 9, or 10 before the PD, while 71% rated themselves a 7, 8, 9, or 10 after the PD.• Data cultivated a culture of data use to drive continuous improvement. Participating districts received training on
reviewing student data during bi-monthly District Leadership Calls and at the Spring Institute. In an
end-of-year survey, 84% of participants reported that data drives decision-making frequently, almost always
or always.
• Technical Assistance (TA) - TA is monitored through post-activity surveys. Over 85% of participants in
in-district visits reported that they were important or very important in the improved implementation of EBPs.•
Monitoring and Accountability - monitoring and accountability activities occurred through the General
Supervision File Review (GSFR), fiscal monitoring, and annual LEA Determinations. A team of ISDE Special
Education staff adjusted and improved the data calculation methodology of Idaho's LEA determinations to
make a meaningful monitoring system to identify LEAs needing extra support and TA and provide them with
those supports to improve outcomes for students with disabilities.
• Aligned SSIP with Idaho's Consolidated State Plan (ESSA) priorities where applicable. 41% of schools
participating in the SSIP were identified as low-performing under ESSA.
• Online professional development material was created to support instructional staff and coaches to increase
their knowledge in the five foundational skills for reading; phonic, phonemic awareness, fluency,
comprehension, and vocabulary. The material will also be used to bring new members up to speed. The
outcome of this activity will be measured in FFY 2020.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a summary of the next steps for each infrastructure improvement strategy and the anticipated
outcomes to be attained during the next reporting period. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters
without space):

Idaho received the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) October 1, 2020, and is using the first year
of the award to develop a plan and resources to expand upon and improve SSIP activities. The next steps
for infrastructure improvement strategies are as follows:
• Governance - continue to align to priorities of Governor Little and Superintendent Ybarra. Work within the
ISDE to strengthen the alignment of activities and resources across departments. The SSIP state team will
work directly with the ISDE literacy coordinator to leverage professional development activities and
supports offered through the Content and Curriculum department. Outcome: The State Leadership Team
and other coordinators at the ISDE will meet at least quarterly to collaborate, align and leverage activities
and supports offered through other departments.
• Fiscal - continue to monitor funding and fiscal accountability annual audits, ensuring that each district is
reviewed at least every four years. Outcome: Fiscal monitoring will be a component to identify potential
district participation.
• Quality Standards - continue to monitor any changes to the ISDE Professional Standards and Idaho Core
Standards. Evaluate and report survey results on training feedback to improve the supports offered
through SSIP activities. Outcome: Continued improvement of all professional development supports offered
to SSIP participants.
• Professional development (PD) - With the support of the SPDG, a series of online training modules (team
or self-guided), facilitator, and participant guides will be created and posted on the SPDG web page in the
five foundational skills for reading. ISDE will work with NCIL to develop and publish an electronic version of
MTSS-R and Action plans on the NCIL website. Participating districts will be awarded funds to purchase
videotaping material if needed for the instructional and coaching staff to record project activities. Outcome:
A system to evaluate Online material with a survey to measure an increase in knowledge, ability to
implement, and satisfaction. Teachers will submit pre/post RESET rubric and videotaped reading
instruction, and coaches submit coaching logs and pre/post RESET rubrics. • Data - a revised data
collection system will be built to collect and store project data. An evaluation process manual will be
developed. Outcome: ISDE will collect higher quality data to use in improvement efforts.
• Technical Assistance (TA) - with SPDG support, additional TA activities will support participating districts
in improving reading instruction, instructional coaching, and the use of implementation science for a
change. Outcome: Access to more TA will improve coaching and explicit instruction fidelity.
• Monitoring and Accountability - utilizing state and district progress monitoring and accountability data will
help identify districts that will benefit most by participating in the SSIP project. SSIP Leadership Team will
share data with identified districts and provide presentations on the benefits of participation. Outcome:
High-needs districts will be encouraged to participate in improving reading instruction for students with
disabilities.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Did the State implement any new (previously or newly identified) evidence-based practices?

No
If “Yes”, describe the selection process for the new (previously or newly identified) evidencebased practices. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Provide a summary of the continued evidence-based practices and how the evidence-based practices
are intended to impact the SiMR. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

Leadership teams strengthen the state, district, school-level infrastructure, and Cohort districts implement
EBPs using an implementation science framework. Districts form implementation teams, and ISDE Project
staff provide training and ongoing support on the Implementation Drivers.
During bi-monthly calls, ISDE Project staff support teams in understanding the process of preparing for
systems and instructional change. Districts continue to utilize the EBPs using implementation science with a
focus on improvement cycles. The Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) rapid improvement cycle is the EBP the
project has identified as a vehicle for change within the district system. Cohort districts are trained on the
EBPs outlined in the IES Foundational Skills Guide.
Training is provided during the Fall Kickoff and through an online course designed to support instructional
staff to implement early reading EBPs in the classroom. Districts implement instructional coaching as an
EBP designed to support teachers in the delivery of reading instruction. Coaching training is delivered
during a three-year cycle. Instructional coaches meet monthly with teachers to provide coaching. Teachers
videotape their lessons, allowing them to self-reflect before coaching sessions and strengthen the dialogue
to improve teacher effectiveness and competencies.
Districts utilize explicit instruction as an EBP to deliver effective reading instruction to students with
disabilities. The RESET Rubric is used to measure the effective implementation of the EBP and evaluate its
fidelity. Instructional staff implement and measure progress on RESET components throughout the year
monitor fidelity of implementation and to assess practice
Describe
thecoaching
data collect
ed to
and receive
support
in evaluate
identified and
weaknesses.
change. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):
The Recognizing Effective Special Education Teachers (RESET) Rubric is the fidelity tool the project utilizes
to measure explicit instruction in reading fidelity of implementation. Teachers complete a self-assessment in
the fall and spring using the RESET rubric, and their coach completes one for them at each of these periods.
Each item of the rubric is given a score from zero to two (0 – Not Implemented, 1 – Partially Implemented, 2 –
Implemented). The teacher and coach then review their RESET Rubric scores to discuss the teacher's
implementation and calibrate them. The coach submits the calibrated RESET rubric to the project director.
Growth in the fidelity of implementation is measured for each teacher and aggregated at the cohort level.
After multiple requests, the SSIP state team did not receive any completed RESET Rubrics from district
coaches for the fall 2020 measurement. In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, the state of Idaho went into
a "soft closure" between March 2020 and the end of the school year. SSIP activities were canceled, and
teachers and coaches did not complete the spring RESET Rubric. Therefore, Idaho does not have the fidelity
of implementation data for FFY 2019.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Describe the components (professional development activities, policies/procedures revisions, and/or
practices, etc.) implemented during the reporting period to support the knowledge and use of selected
evidence-based practices. (Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

Professional development activities:
Teachers and coaches were trained in the Foundational Skills to Support Reading for Understanding in
Kindergarten through 3rd Grade through 20 Online reading modules during their first year.
During the Fall Kickoff, all-district team members across all cohorts received training according to their role on
the district leadership team. All district leadership team members met to assess their district's reading
program's health using the Program Evaluation Tool for Reading (PET-T) and participated in training in
Implementation Science and continuous improvement cycles (PDSA). Teachers and coaches participated in
training on the Institute for Educational Science (IES) Foundational Skills to Support Reading for
Understanding in Kindergarten through 3rd Grade and Explicit Instruction.
District coaches participated in coaching training during the Implementation, Sustainability, and Scale-up
years of their participation.
District leadership team staff received technical assistance and coaching during the in-district visits. SSIP
staff and consultants visited teams in-person to provide targeted supports twice per year during the team's
Implementation, Sustainability, and Scale-up years.
Ongoing coaching and technical assistance are provided to district leadership teams and individual staff.
Special education directors and district leadership teams participated in virtual calls bi-monthly calls to
discuss barriers to implementation, ask questions, review data and receive coaching. Instructional staff
videotaped their instruction and received coaching from LEA coaches every month.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Section C:

Stakeholder Engagement

Describe the specific strategies implemented to engage stakeholders in key improvement efforts.
(Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space):

Idaho continues to prioritize the use of both internal and external stakeholders. The SSIP project engages
three primary stakeholder groups in the SSIP evaluation on an ongoing basis; Special Education Advisory
Panel (SEAP), Directors Advisory Council (DAC), and the Cohort districts. In SY 2019-20, SEAP was
instrumental in evaluating Idaho’s infrastructure analysis, using the SSIP Infrastructure Development Planning
and Progress Measurement Tool (NIRN, 2014 ) to assess the state-level infrastructure work. SEAP
members, along with the Leadership Team, reviewed the infrastructure evaluation and provided ideas on
improvement activities related to the implementation of EBPs, data collection, stakeholder engagement, and
communication of project activities and student outcomes. Specifically, the group recommended providing
them with quarterly visual reports that include key project activities from the prior months; showing them
videos of teachers implementing explicit instruction in reading; providing them with information on how their
feedback was used to improve the Project; and offered recommendations on organizational tactics for
improving the quality and quantity of project data. DAC provided specific recommendations on how best to
communicate student outcome data to various stakeholder groups and offered ideas for improving data
collection methods. Cohort districts attend a Spring Institute annually where project data is presented,
analyzed, and used to develop a district- or school-level plan for the next school year.
ISDE staff have presented at various conferences and meetings throughout the year, including but not limited
to the OSEP Leadership Conference: July 2019 (Crystal City, Virginia), Federal Programs Conference:
September 2019 (Nampa, Idaho), Statewide Data Drill Downs: October 2019 (Coeur d’Alene; Lewiston; Idaho
Falls; Twin Falls; and Nampa, Idaho), Idaho State Legislature – House and Senate Education Committees
January 2020 (Boise, Idaho), SEAP – Quarterly, DAC – Quarterly.
Progress towards the SiMR is disseminated to stakeholders through Special Education Directors Webinars
(monthly), legislative reports (yearly), and conferences. Additionally, in December, Idaho was highlighted in
the OSEP Newsletter regarding work with the National Center on Improving Literacy related to the developed
parent materials. Internal and external stakeholder groups participate in developing implementation strategies;
reviewing and responding to evaluation data; providing input; addressing barriers; and recommending
changes, improvement strategies, or other solutions. Stakeholder input is documented in meeting minutes,
presentations, and other forms of formal communications.
The work of the Idaho Enhanced Literacy Collaborative stakeholder group’s parent materials ‘Supporting
Students with Reading Needs’ were highlighted in the Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP)
December 2019 Newsletter. These materials were developed in collaboration with this group to help families
build reading skills through everyday activities. The Project places a high value on parent partnerships and,
when possible, develops home-based materials.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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Were there any concerns expressed by stakeholders during engagement activities?

If “Yes”, describe how the State addressed the concerns expressed by stakeholders.
(Please limit your response to 1600 characters without space):

The form will not let me enter a response. No concerns were expressed by stakeholders.

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.
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If applicable, describe the action(s) that the State implemented to address any FFY 2018 SPP/APR
required OSEP response. (Please limit your response to 3000 characters without space):

NA

*Refer to SPP/APR Measurement Language for required information for Phases I-III including requirements for SiMR,
baseline, targets, theory of action, and components of the implementation and evaluation plan.

